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Overview 
The Tasmanian Government is committed to ensuring that public consultation processes are open and 

transparent. This document has been prepared to comply with the requirement to publish all 

submissions when feedback or views are sought via a broad public consultation process to assist with 

the development, implementation and/or review of major public policy. 

Publication of submissions supports the principle of enabling the community to understand all 

consultation that feeds into decision-making. 

Public input into the development of the Draft Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan was sought 

over an eight-week period from Monday 27 April to Sunday 22 June, 2020. The invitation for public 

submissions was made via the Public Notices in the Mercury, Advocate and Examiner newspapers, 

Government Media Release, and the Parks and Wildlife Service’s Have Your Say webpage.  

Submissions could be made via post, email or an online survey accessed via the project’s Have your Say 

webpage on the PWS website. 

No postal submissions were received. Sixteen email submissions and nine usable submissions were 

received via the online survey. The email submissions are included in the following section of the report 

and the survey submissions have been summarised according the a range of topics presented by the 

respondents. 

The submissions have been reviewed and the following information if/where it appears has been 

redacted as required by the Department of Premier and Cabinet’s approved guideline on the 

Publication of submissions received by Tasmanian Government Departments in response to 

consultation on major policy matters1: 

• private addresses and contact details (including mobile phone numbers);  

• defamatory or offensive material;  

• submissions which breach any laws; and  

• submissions that do not substantively comment on issues that are relevant to the consultation. 

Written submissions 
 

The following written submissions were received by email during the eight-week pre-draft consultation 

period.  

Sixteen written submissions were received via the project’s email address, 

gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au The following table lists those submissions. 

Name Date received 

Ewan Stephens, R Stephens Apiarists 4/05/2020 

David Midson, General Manager, West Coast Council 11/05/2020 

Andrew Paynter, Chief Operating Officer Destinations, Royal Automobile Club of Tasmania Ltd 4/06/2020 

Nicholas Sawyer, Tasmanian National Parks Association 9/06/2020 

 
1  https://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/361368/Publication_of_public_submissions_-

_Policy_and_guidelines_-_FINAL.PDF 

mailto:gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au
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David Wools-Cobb 10/06/2020 

Dianne Coon 14/06/2020 

Neil Morrow, Inland Fisheries Service 16/06/2020 

Jet Ski Tasmania 19/06/2020 

Tony Moore, Secretary, Gordon River Anglers Incorporated 21/06/2020 

Paul Smith 21/06/2020 

Maria Riedl 22/06/2020 

Peter Hopkin, General Manager, Marine and Safety Tasmania 22/06/2020 

Denis Edwards, Executive Officer, Anglers Alliance Tasmania 22/06/2020 

Robert Chandler 22/06/2020 

Jack Binder, Secretary, Friends of Macquarie Harbour and Waterways 25/06/2020 

Andrew Davey, President, Bushwalking Tasmania 28/06/2020 

 

The email submissions can be found in Appendix A. 

Online survey submissions 
The following pages present the submissions received via the online survey. The comments in response 

to the questions have been presented verbatim without edit. 

 



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:6 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Commercial tour/cruise from Strahan

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

Minimal impact restrict type of vessel permitted to prevent any further damage to shore line and intrusion into the forest

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

This unique area should be left without intrusion of humans. The rest of the world would love to have what we have here

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

Keep any developer out, once money is involved the environment is raped

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

restrict type and number of vessels
restrict commercial interests

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

Keep the area purer without intrusions
Our First Peoples need to have involvement

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

Don't destroy what is there



7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address 

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:7 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Private vessel from Strahan

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

More overnight walking opportunities from Strahan. Weed and pytophera management with these propsed new tourism ideas.
Improved public transport access to Strahan for overseas visitors. Formalised camping areas accessable by kayak from
Strahan. Palawa owned ecotourism based in Strahan.

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

Walking and kayaking are low impact activities that allow visitors to appreciate the natural and cultural values. Strahan gets
overlooked by many younger travellers ( under 25s have trouble getting hire cars) as the bus trip is in frequent and expensive.
Better public transport makes the acess to Strahan as a gateway to the lower gordon more equitable. If recreation activities are
to increase spread of weeds is a serious risk to biodiversity and will require management

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

More PWS Staff employed at Strahan. More funding for PWS to maintain their watercraft and coxwain skills. More operating
budget to manage any projects that get completed as a result of this recreation plan. And some more T4 level tracks and
intermediate level paddles with walk planning resources on the PWS website.

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

Yes. Palawa owned ecotourism.

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

The area is culturally significant and current commercial operators lack the knowledge and permission to interpret cultural
heritage. Palawa ecotourism has to exisit so the cultural values can be interpreted for.visitors

6. Additional comments



9. Any further comments?

Luxury type experiences such as three capes should not be considered. Middle class and lower socio economic families need
affordable access to Tasmanias wild areas. Some basic river/ harbour side camps sites and more information online will give
more equitable options. The cruise and kayaking/ rafting are only available to people with $$$$ to go with a commercial operator
or significant amounts of their own (expensive) equipment.

7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:10 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Private vessel from Strahan

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

Managed camp sites for kayak-campers

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

Manage environmental impact of campers. Provide safe camp sites for visitors.
Site for interpretation information.

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

Construction/management of tent sites. Installation of toilets.

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

Provide MORE access to this area to the aged and infirm.

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

This area belongs to ALL Australians. Access should be provide to all.

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

N/A

7. Contact details



10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred) 

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:15 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Work - I work for one of the commercial river tour/cruise companies

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

** 1. Low support and difficulty of approval for new appropriate, low impact tourist operations on the Lower Gordon.
** 2. More detailed and more accurate collection of data on existing public usage of the river. e.g. TVS statistics are inaccurate
and do not represent the true picture (as you have already stated in 4.4.3) and another example is that the report of 500 people
rafting the Franklin, when the true figure is close to double that figure.
** 3. The accuracy and credibility of the report is diminished when we read statements which we know to be incorrect. e.g. the
Report states at 5.3 that "Part of the (Eagle Creek) track was illegally cleared in 2015. Such work is neither approved or
encouraged on route class tracks, particularly in the Wilderness Zone." We received approval and authority to clear vegetation
along the existing Eagle Creek Track Route from 1st December 2013 to 28th February 2014 from DPIPWE, signed by Geoff
Coles on 26th November 2013. How can you make the statement "Other tracks in the RZ have not been maintained as use
levels have not been enough to warrant it."?(Pg 46) It sounds absurd that on the one hand you say it is not used enough to be
maintained, but on the other hand, if it is not maintained, how can it be used!

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

1. Much of the valuable historical, natural, cultural and heritage values in the Lower Gordon are based on tourists and locals
having access to places like the Eagle Creek Track, Perched Lake, the Lime Kiln and many others. The RZ Plan actively
discourages the maintenance and thus the access to these important areas, which also diminishes the opportunity of the local
tourism industry to develop desperately needed sustainable, low impact wilderness adventures and attractions.
2. Decisions are based on the data recorded, therefore more accuracy would help to inform more educated decisions on the
future of tourism in the area.

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

We would like the new Recreation Zone Plan to reflect the real situation as we see it, because part of the Plan's current detail,
we feel, actively reduces the opportunity for recreation within the zone for locals and the local tourism industry.

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?



Yes. Greater support needs to be actively given to those who are prepared to create new low impact tourism opportunities in the
area. This can be achieved by cutting unreasonable and unnecessary 'red tape and bureaucratic requirements' by the
overzealous interpretation of the guidelines. In our experience, especially after lodging our recent EOI kayaking application
(recently withdrawn) the possible negative aspects of low impact sustainable tourism ideas for the area were significantly
overstated, with the many positives of our application significantly diminished, if acknowledged at all.

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

If there are no opportunities for access, how can there be an opportunity for people to experience the lower Gordon River? If
visitation remains limited to just sites regularly visited at the moment, Heritage Landing and Sir John Falls, many of the other
important cultural and historically significant sites will be lost to the world in this World Heritage Area.

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute our thoughts.
Generally we think the plan is sound, and that the regular collection of erosion data is extremely important to the future
appropriate management of the River.

7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable) 

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code



Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:16 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Work - I work for one of the commercial river tour/cruise companies

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

I don't think recreational use should be allowed. All I have seen while working up there is tinnies full of drunk blokes honing up
and down the river. No care for rules or regulations and no care for the river. Plenty of other places they can go!

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

The river is ecologically significant

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.



First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:22 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Visited on my way to Strahan after a private rafting trip

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

Motorized boats are frequently NOT adhering to the 5 knot restriction. A few more restrictions might be worthwhile, like no
ingress further than Heritage Landing.

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

This should be retained as a high value wilderness area and motorized boats do not contribute to this.

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

Restrictions on motorized boats.

5. Opportunities that should be considered

Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of the
lower Gordon River?)

6. Additional comments

Any further comments?

7. Contact details
4. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.



First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:31 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

No

When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

3. Nature of visit

What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

2. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

Cultural heritage; maintaining riparian integrity; Visitor waste management; increased funding for interpretation and track
maintenance

3. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

Soil loss; Water quality degraded; weed and fungal infestations; disrespect for indigenous heritage;

4. How would you like these matters addressed?

More funding for NPWS to allow extra employment, trainees and skills upgrade

5. Opportunities that should be considered

5. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

Only quiet, foot traffic and controlled numbers of rafters

6. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

Encouraging Respectful enjoyment of nature will help with its protection

6. Additional comments

7. Any further comments?

No noise pollution!

7. Contact details
8. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.



Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:35 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

More than 5 years ago

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Commercial tour/cruise from Strahan

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

water quality
access for freshwater anglers
public access enabled
private development in the area to be limited/restricted/minimal

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

this is a unique area and its features should not be diminished by commercial developments

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

no further commercial developments in the area

5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.



Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code

Country



Lower Gordon River - Feedback for the development of the Draft RecreationZone Plan
Response ID:37 Data

2. Visited the lower Gordon River?

1. Have you visited the lower Gordon River?

Yes

2. When did you last visit the lower Gordon River?

In the last 5 years

3. Nature of visit

3. What was the nature of your last visit to the lower Gordon River?

Visited on my way to Strahan after a commercial rafting trip

4. Things to be considered by the new Recreation Zone plan

4. Please describe the things that you think should be addressed by the Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River.

I'm sorry that I have 'missed the boat' re the closure date for public submissions. I mistakenly thought that the deadline was 25
June. I hope that you will consider my comments.

I am very concerned about the erosion of the sites used for camping (and heavily so) by the commercial rafting companies as
well as private rafters. When I was last at the site in January 2018, the 'campsites' were severely eroded, heavy rain fell which
flooded the tent sites and people dug drains into the soil and around tree roots to drain their tent sites.
Flysheets were tied onto the walkway (and there were passengers on the Stormbreaker who used the walkway that evening).
There were two rafting parties of eight people each, plus guides making a total of 20 people. Given that these numbers of people
consistently use this campsite during the rafting season, this issue needs addressing. It is disappointing that it has not been
addressed in the current draft plan.

5. Why are these matters important? (What affect will these have on the natural, cultural or other values, or people's
experience if they are not addressed?)

Ongoing erosion and detraction of values at Sir John Falls, a significant part of the lower Gordon River.
As well, declining visitor experience as the 'camping' is clearly overused and uncomfortable in rain.

6. How would you like these matters addressed?

There needs to be a review of services.
1) The jetty is at the Falls and the Stormbreaker wants as much gear loaded in the evening, and for rafters and their gear to be
ready for an early departure.
2) The toilet is at the hut and camping needs to be at the hut so that people use the toilet. The large numbers of people tending
to urinate at the Falls campsite is too intense for good environmental management.
3) Tent platforms in the vicinity of the hut would allow for camping and use of the toilet. However, track access is required back
to the Falls camp (and this had been impacted by landslip) and also the Stormbreaker skipper requires people to have all gear
on the jetty at a very early hour.
4. A plan needs to be developed with the rafting companies and the Stormbreaker skipper re the logistics of managing the camp
and access to the Stormbreaker.



5. Opportunities that should be considered

7. Are there any opportunities you think should be considered by the Recreation Zone Plan?

To minimise further developments of the river. It was fought for (and people were jailed for) protecting it for significant natural
values. It is our duty to maintain these values for future generations.

8. Why are these opportunities important? (How will they maintain or enhance the areas values or people's experience of
the lower Gordon River?)

6. Additional comments

9. Any further comments?

Thank you.

I hope that you will consider my late comments, and this is a great format to respond to a plan. I might have replied earlier if I
knew how easy it would be to make the comments. Thank you and with best regards.

7. Contact details
10. Please provide your name and contact details so we can contact you if we need to clarify or further explore the
ideas/issues you have raised.

Your details will remain confidential and will only be used for this purpose.

First Name

Last Name

Title

Organisation (if applicable)

Email Address (preferred)

Street address

City/Suburb

State

Post Code



Country
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Appendix A – Email submissions 
 
 



1

From: Andrew Davey 
Sent: Sunday, 28 June 2020 6:42 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Cc: Jacobi, Jason
Subject: BUSHWALKING TASMANIA SUBMISSION
Attachments: DRAFT Lower Gordon SUBMISSION BWT.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

BUSHWALKING TASMANIA 
 
 
Dear Sir / Madam 
Attached are our comments on the recent Lower Gordon Recreation Zone Draft Management Plan .  Apologies for the 
slight  lateness, but it takes a while to do the rounds for internal comment. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Andrew Davey 
President. 



 

BUSHWALKING TASMANIA 

 
 
 

3 June 2020 

SUBMISSION FROM BUSHWALKING TASMANIA 

ON THE LOWER GORDON RIVER RECREATION ZONE PLAN 

 
Who Bushwalking Tasmania (BWT) Are 

Bushwalking Tasmania (BWT) represents Tasmanian walkers of all kinds, non-club and club.  We are non-

political and do not support or oppose any political party.  Our purpose is to engage with and support 

Tasmanian bushwalkers and their bushwalking in Tasmania.   Our members perform an enormous amount of 

work of public benefit. 

 

General Comments 

Bushwalking Tasmania is generally supportive of the updated background report for the Lower Gordon River 

Recreation Zone.  In general, we want retained, maintained or better any / all walking tracks / routes in the 

area and greater area, as well as walker access via kayak, motorised dinghy or small boat and the like to 

access any walks in the greater area, and hut use.  (The area is used for accessing King Billy Ra, D'Aguilar Ra, 

Innes Pk, Princess Ra, etc...  On the way, some may camp in the LG area.  Although that use is not high, 

access is pivotal to successful trips.) 

 

Some comments for various sections are below. 

Section 2 should make mention of other cultural values of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone including 

convict heritage and other cultural heritage from pining, exploratory tracks and recreational use of the area. 

Section 3.4 should make mention of the meromictic lakes along the lower Gordon (Lake Fidler, Lake 

Morrison and Sulphide Pool) https://www.publish.csiro.au/MF/MF9810741 

Section 4.5.1should mention that the Eagle Creek track is occasionally used by walkers to access the Elliot 

Range. 

Bushwalking Tasmania would support limited work on the Eagle Creek Track to keep the route open by 

marking the track and clearing fallen dead timber from the track. 

Bushwalking Tasmania supports retention of the hut at Sir John Falls and Boom Camp. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

 

Dr H A Davey, 

President, 

Bushwalking Tasmania 

President  
Dr Andrew Davey     

 
 
 

Secretary 
Mr Rodney Walker 
 
 

 
 

 

 
 
 

 



1

From: Jack and Jude 
Sent: Thursday, 25 June 2020 2:40 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: Lower Gordon River Draft Recreation Zone Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Apologies for the late submission, There was confusion with the TWWHA that is due on the 25th of June.  
 
Introducing Jack and Jude 
To introduce ourselves, our knowledge and experience, we have published a report of our discoveries within the area of the 
Lower Gordon River over the last decade. That report can be found here. 
Background ~ 
In the Macquarie Harbour – Lower Gordon River area; there are many opportunities to excite and educate visitors and bring in 
much-needed revenue to Tasmania while achieving the great goal of reconnecting humans with Earth. 
It was the inspiring history of the early explorers that ignited our quest to find and record remnants of their passages to the 
west. One of the earliest was in 1842, when Sir John and Lady Jane Franklin journeyed across the island on a track cut by 
Surveyor James Erskine Calder. Through difficult dense country, the last remanent of that track is the Eagle Creek Track 
connecting the Gordon River with the Franklin River across mostly open flats under the Elliot Range.  
Twenty years after Calder and Franklin, a new team searching for mineral wealth in the west, cut a new, easier route from the 
east that came to be known as Ibsen’s Track of 1862, and later when it brought prospectors and settlers through wilderness to 
the west, it became, “Goulds Post Track to Hamilton.”  
Beginning soon after 1900, Huon Piners’ used this same track to reach timber resources further up the Gordon. They also used 
it to transport horses and feed as far as the Dennison River. Many Piners’ camps were established along its route. 
By the mid-1960s, Hydro Tasmania also used this track to send teams to study river heights and flows. Hydro established a large 
camp on the banks of the Gordon River just downstream from the Rocky Sprent. Hardly a stone’s throw upstream, the Morrison 
clan had established a large camp with stables high above the river. They hauled timbers harvested from the King Billy Range to 
the Gordon River to float them downstream. 
Jack and Jude are a married team of explorers who have tackled difficult terrain and hardship throughout our fifty years 
together. When we first sailed into Macquarie Harbour in 2009, our interest in its rich past and lush, vibrant forests sparked our 
interest to search for relics from the past. 
Using a PWS document that noted the approximate locations of huts, stables, bottle cache, even a bed, we explored the Lower 
Gordon, geo-locating many artefacts previously known only vaguely. On a kayak journey from Sir John Falls to the Rocky Sprent, 
we located the Hydro Camp in a state of collapse. After that, we were invited to assist in the filming of Three Men in a Punt, 
produced by Garry Kerr and Ronnie Morrison. During the two weeks up-river, Mr Morrison took us on a grand tour of the 
Morrison family camps that he visited harvesting timbers in his youth.  
We could see the natural history woven between the track and camps and wild country bursting with exquisite views, and which 
also has a recent history, the blockade of the Gordon below Franklin Dam where the environmental movement really escalated.  
This motivated us to search for the lost Ibsen’s Track clearly marked on our topographical map, and if successful, to geo-locate it 
and document all artefacts and relics discovered along the way. 
Our report details new camps established each year over several summers to reach the Sandstone Creek and to locate the 
branch track leading to the Hydro hut on the Gordon. We marked our route with occasional red tapes and recorded the exact 
GPS position of Ibsen’s Track of 1862 and Hydro Track Markers. 

SUBMISSIONS: 
At this time, much of the area described is isolated country with no facilities, suitable for self-sufficient knowledgeable trekkers. 
For those, we visualize a return trek from Sir John Falls, or trek one way and return on a packraft for an extraordinary 
experience. Once established, this could become another overland track 
Forest Walk ~ 
Ready for immediate use is the Forest Walk, a Piners' shoe-road clear from the Forestry House to the last Two Huon Stumps, a 
distance of approximately two kilometres. Traffic from these last few years has largely cleared the shoe road. Signage would 
improve the experience. Guided, school orienteering classes from Launceston annually take this walk. 
WHAT IS NEEDED ~ 
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To enhance what is available, we need to regain the easy access we had with the old jetty that continued across Cataract Creek 
to a benched track leading directly to the old Forestry House Site. If that crossing is now deemed unsuitable, then from a slightly 
higher point, using a bridge to the established benched road. It's the best, safest way to move visitors onto the site. 
Warner's Landing ~ 
We note that PWS declares, "While the site offers a landing point for boats, any tracks and pathways that were a legacy of HEC's 
investigation works, have been left to rehabilitate naturally. 
We submit that unless the road drains are kept open, water runs over the road face, softening it to muck. The Landing at the 
river edge is being undermined by the water flow and the structure threatened with collapse. This seems a poor choice when 
there are Macquarie Harbour Wildcare members in the area several times each month who could keep the road drains open.  
Blockade ~ 
The Sir John Falls area is alive with history. Thousands protested here. Many will want to re-visit the spot of their greatest 
triumph and to bring their children and grandchildren to be inspired by nature's beauty and see the harsh conditions they 
endured. This could be capitalized upon with better accommodation than presently available from the barebones Hydro hut, 
which blockade visitors may object to using. A new building could be built near that structure, a more commodious building 
with covered walks all around and large windows focused upon the waterway where the action took place. This new building 
could be funded by donations. Macquarie Harbour Wildcare received several offers. 
Lea Tree ~ 
Across the waterway, slightly inland from Warner's Landing stands the remains of the Lea Tree used as the gathering place by 
the protestors' leaders. We have geo-located it standing amongst a grove of large Huon Pines near the Perch Lake. One day it 
could be a brilliant, easy feature walk, one popular with Blockade visitors. (Access via Warner's Landing) 
Eagle Creek ~ 
The last remnant of Calder's track, connecting the Gordon River with the Franklin River runs alongside the Elliot Range. This 
valuable asset can be greatly enhanced by improving access across Eagle Creek. Replace the fallen-tree bridge with a sturdy 
bridge suitable for walkers with sizable packs. Given that, Macquarie Harbour Wildcare members could then target thick spots 
with trimmers to open the track and make it safer. 
Many kayakers using the camping area at the mouth of Eagle Creek would benefit from the day walk to the Elliot Range. 
Requirements are - Better access across Eagle Creek and ongoing agreement between PWS and Macquarie Harbour Wildcare to 
maintain the track. 
 
 
Jack Binder 
Secretary, 
Friends of Macquarie Harbour and Waterways 
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From: Tony Moore 
Sent: Sunday, 21 June 2020 11:33 AM
To: Gordon River Plan
Cc: Cyril Stevens; 
Subject: Submission to the Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone Plan by GRA Inc.
Attachments: GRA Inc Submission to the LGRRZPlan due 22 June 2020.docx; Yourata Book 

Revised 9 Jul 19.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear PWS LGRRZ Plan Submission Manager, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission to the Plan. Attached is Gordon River Anglers’ Inc. submission 
for consideration. 
We have also attached a memoire by one of our Members of his long experiences of the Boom Camp and Lower 
Gordon River YURATA 1800s to 1990 West Coast & Gordon River Tributes, Edited by Greg Tilyard, Gordon 
River Anglers Inc. May 2019. 
 
We will be happy to discuss this submission and provide any further information required. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Tony Moore 
 
 
Tony Moore 
Secretary 
Gordon River Anglers Inc. 
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GRA Inc. Response to the Background Report Lower Gordon River 
Recreation Zone Plan (LGRRZP) dated 27 April 2020 

Gordon River Anglers Inc. 

Table of Contents 

1. Introduction 
This submission is made by the Gordon River Anglers Inc is a 250-member association 
established in 1965 and based around the wild trout fishery in the beautiful Gordon 
River and lower Macquarie Harbour. Membership is mainly based in the Cradle coast 
Region, but with members also from the Launceston and Hobart Regions. We also have 
some interstate and overseas members. 
The aims and objectives of the Association are to provide accommodation for members 
at the Association's Hut located on licenced crown land at the Boom Camp which is 
about 10 kilometres upstream from the mouth of the Gordon River and about 1.5 
kilometres from Heritage Landing which is located upstream and on the opposite bank 
to the Boom Camp.  
All our members are acutely aware of the beautiful environment in which we have been 
privileged to enjoy over more than sixty years.  
 
Our guiding vision for the Boom Camp has been to adopt practical environmentally 
friendly and sustainability practices well before the general community and are 
committed to practical sustainable environmental protection at the Boom Camp site and 
on the Gordon River. We believe we perform an important ongoing environmental and 
cultural stewardship role in protecting the natural values of the Gordon River. 
Association members have been continuously active in the Gordon River since 1956.  
 
GRA Inc also supports wild trout fishing in the Gordon River based around seasonal 
native white bait runs which we believe is a very important value and asset of 
Tasmania’s Trout fishing and recreational boating opportunities. We also support the 
appropriate and sustainable development of tourism activities on the Gordon River, in 
particular, we support the important cruise boat services that are a vital part of the 
Tasmanian tourism industry. In collaboration with Parks we recently provided 
accommodation support at the Boom Camp for the contactor and his workers who 
completed the impressive $800,000 rebuild of the Heritage Landing tourism wilderness 
experience boardwalk upstream from the Boom Camp. 
The Hut (YURATA) at the Boom Camp has eight bunks in the one room. Our 
membership is of twenty-two groups who separately visit the Boom Camp with about 
six to eight people in each party who are continuously in residence for a week each 
from late August till the end of January (4-5 months) each year. All GRA Inc members 
visiting the Hut are required to carry a current PWS Parks Pass. Outside this peak trout 
fishing period our Hut is open to visitors to use. Other fishermen, DPIPWE Parks staff, 
university researchers, recreational boaters, rafters and canoeists from the Franklin and 
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yachts make up some of the visitors. The Hut is always left unlocked and we leave our 
furnishings etc in the Hut for the use of visitors. During our occupation of the camp a 
tent is erected to provide overflow accommodation. 
Access to out Hut at the Boom Camp is by water from Strahan. Generally, during our 
trips to the Boom Camp there are one or two visits each day to the River by the Tourist 
Cruise Boats out of Strahan.       

 
1.1 This Gordon River Anglers Inc. (GRA Inc.) response is designed to add to the 

foundation of information being gathered for the LGRRZP so that GRA’s 
recreational history and future as an important cultural value in the Lower Gordon 
River is acknowledged, conserved and enhanced as a result of the LGRRZP. Our 
aim is to continue to participate and collaborate in the on-going formation of the 
guidelines and management decisions of the Lower Gordon River (LGR) because 
of our successful record as one of the few long standing major LGR recreational 
stakeholders. GRA Inc. is keen to be part of the formation of a deliverable ‘action 
focused’ Plan (RZP). 
 

1.2 The activities of GRA Inc. in the Gordon River, including building of the current 
hut (YURATA), predates the formation of the Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) 
and The National Parks and Wildlife Act, 1970. 

 
 

1.3 GRA’s hut is the only remaining privately owned and built hut in the Lower Gordon 
River. The only other hut is the last of the Hydro huts in the upper Zone 3 and is 
not privately owned.  
 

1.4 The Boom Camp has witnessed all the major human events of modern Gordon River 
history including; aboriginal, convict, pining, tourism, reservation, scientific, trout 
fishing introduction in 1881, and hydro activities along with the Franklin Dam 
controversy. This makes the Boom Camp a very significant cultural site as part of 
the TWWHA. We believe all these activities confirm the cultural heritage 
importance and value of the Boom Camp and YURATA. 

 
 

1.5 GRA Inc believes that our activities have matched the aims of Recreation Zone 
(1.3.1) in that; we enjoy experiences by suitably equipped and prepared members 
in sometimes more than moderately challenging and largely natural settings. We 
also participate in relatively high levels of active day and overnight recreation 
without significant impact on natural or cultural values. We believe that the Boom 
Camp provides an appropriate site for YURATA.  YURATA was built and is 
owned, managed and wholly maintained by GRA Inc, is not locked and is available 
to the general public. 
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1.6 GRA Inc does not believe that our activities have had or have any significant impact 
on erosion rates in the LGR. We believe that the maximum speed limit for small 
vessels of 5 knots for all private vessels should be reviewed and relaxed. 
 

1.7 We believe that the scope of the LGRRZP should include and not ignore the 
activities of Hydro Tasmania and its effect on the LGR (1.4.4). 
 

2. Planning framework, guiding vision and objectives 
 

GRA Inc supports the vision and objectives of the LGRRZP to protect, conserve, present 
the heritage and natural values of the LGR and to transmit that heritage to future generations 
in as good or better condition than at present. We believe that our activities and ownership 
of YURATA have contributed to the vision and objectives in the past and will continue to 
support the vision by adapting our activities to secure sustainability of the Boom Camp. 

 
3. Character and values of the lower Gordon River 

 
We have not observed any Aboriginal cultural heritage sites at the Boom Camp. The 
Boom Camp footprint is quite small and is directly adjacent to the River bank. We have 
not made any efforts to discover any evidence because these sorts of activities are 
expressly precluded by our Licence to occupy the Boom Camp and State Legislation 
(3.1). 
 
In this section dealing with the convict and pining history the Boom Camp has been 
excluded from the sites of particular significance (3.5). We believe that the Boom Camp 
is the only remaining historic and cultural site that is still in use that commemorates and 
continues the spirit and culture of the convicts, piners and tourism pioneers of past 
years.  
 
In the Hydro and environmental movement section (3.6) the Boom Camp was not 
mentioned but it was also a participant in “the battle to save the Franklin” and is 
important also for that reason. 
 
We believe that the small number,(two to four), small motorised boats used by our 
members and the limited infrastructure of YURATA at the Boom Camp immediately 
adjacent but almost  invisible from the LGR maintains the high-quality of the 
wilderness setting and the experiences that it affords to all recreational and other visitors 
(3.7). 
 
The Boom Camp’s historic connection to convicts and piners is a tangible link with 
early settlement in Tasmania and may satisfy the criteria for World Heritage-
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Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) as an ongoing recreationally active historical 
cultural site (3.8). 
 

4. Recreation and use 

No comment. 

5. Existing facilities and visitor sites 
 
5.1 Boom Camp 

GRA Inc believe that as the Boom Camp is the only site in the LGR continually in 
use by piners from 1930 and probably by convicts and tourists before the piners, 
the site has more than some historical significance. The Gordon River Cultural 
Heritage Assessment prepared as part of the Basslink Integrated Impact Assessment 
Statement on Potential Effects of Changes to Hydro Power Generation. June 2001, 
lists over twenty sites up to Eagle Creek but only the Boom Camp is still in use. 
The Impact Assessment lists most of the sites as; not assessed, low significance, 
some significance and significant. We agree with the European cultural heritage 
finding in the assessment (3.2 page .x) that “the Huon pining sites might be of World 
Heritage value”. We believe that our ongoing occupation of the Boom Camp is of 
Historical and cultural heritage significance and contributes to and supports the 
World Heritage-Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) of the TWWHA. 
 
GRA Inc does not agree that our perpetual licence to occupy the Boom Camp has 
expired. The licence was designed as an evergreen licence and has been the basis 
of our occupation of the Boom Camp since 1995. Some of the relevant clauses are 
show below: 
 

Clause 4 (c); 
After the expiration of the period in Clause 1 hereof this licence may be renewed 
provided that on or before the expiration of each year the Licensee pays in advance 
such licence fee demanded by the minister;  
 
Clause 3; 
The licensee paying the licence fee in Clause 1 if demanded hereof and observing, 
performing and complying with all the terms and conditions of this Licence may 
peaceably hold and enjoy the said land without interruption by the Minister during 
the term and for the purpose of this licence; 

 Clause 4(d); 

Renewal of the licence as aforesaid shall be upon all the terms and conditions 
expressed in this licence unless otherwise specified by the Minister at the time of 
renewal; 
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To provide some context to the history of the licence the following is a 
memorandum from the Parks Minister of the day, John Cleary, whose 
recollections may be of assistance in understanding the historic and cultural value 
of our association with the Boom Camp. The licence fee is $1 dollar payable on 
demand. A copy of the 1995 Boom Camp licence can be provided if required. 

Hi Tony, 

I heard that Parks and Wildlife has released a draft management plan for the Gordon River. I 
have put together some notes that may be useful in the preparation of your response. 
 

I was appointed Minister for National Parks and Wildlife in 1992, a position I held until 1996. 

One of the main tasks during that period was the development of the first management plan for 
the Tasmanian World Heritage area which included the Franklin and Gordon Rivers. 

There were a number of issues that needed to be resolved during the preparation of the initial 
plan. The most contentious at the time was the future use and management of the numerous 
historical huts in the WHA along with access and the recreational uses enjoyed by many. 

As a result, a group of traditional users was formed by Simon Cubit, who lobbied on behalf of 
the group for continued use and preservation of the numerous mountain huts along with 
traditional practices of hunting, fishing and horse riding. 

Another group formed on the West Coast led by Brian Gardner and a number of other locals 
who wanted to protect their camps and to maintain access to all areas of Macquarie Harbour 
including the Gordon River and Birches Inlet. At the time there were a number of camps that 
had been developed around the basin that were extensively used by locals for hunting and 
fishing. 

At the same time there were other strong views being expressed by some Department officers 
that these camps should be removed. 

As a result, I held a number of meetings with Simon Cubits group and the West Coast Group 
to discuss these issues. During that time, so I could be better informed, I visited the camps and 
accepted an invitation by the Mountain Cattlemen to ride in the Walls of Jerusalem. (An 
invitation in hindsight I should have rejected as I fell off the horse breaking my wrist requiring 
a night and operation in the North West General Hospital). 

My visit to the Boom Camp was also quite adventurous as we ran out of fuel on our return trip 
with Jack Wright. Luckily an emergency supply was delivered from the shore to enable our 
return. 

The outcome of my meetings with the various groups was that the camps could stay on with the 
proviso that the various groups accepted responsibility for their care and upkeep and that the 



GRA Inc. Response to the Background Report Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan (LGRRZP) 
dated 27 April 2020 

6 
 

public could have continued access. A lease was prepared and signed by Queenstown Anglers, 
Gordon River Association, and myself as minister. 

Since leaving politics I have had the privilege of a number of fishing trips to the camp. I have 
been impressed by the great relationship that has formed with Parks and Wildlife Officers and 
members of the Gordon River Association. Since my first visit the maintenance and 
improvements to the camp have been outstanding. The last improvement that I saw was the 
new fuel storage shed and grated area to protect erosion. The stairway to the long drop toilet 
is an engineering masterpiece and a great improvement on the earlier arrangements. 

Although the camp is deep within the World Heritage area it is well concealed from the river 
and the Hut itself is part of the important heritage of The Gordon River. 

I trust that the new management plan will continue the current lease which, from my memory, 
has no expiry. 

I would suggest that the new management plan should include a section dealing with the 
significant cultural heritage of the Hydro, Piners, mining and aboriginal users in the area. 

Regards 

John Cleary   13/5/20 

(former Minister for Parks and Wildlife.) 

It is not perfectly clear in the background Report that GRA Inc built and own YURATA 
and other infrastructure. Yurata accommodates eight people not seven. PWS is only 
responsible for the toilet and jetty at the Boom Camp. 
 Attached is a copy of one our member’s memoire of his years visiting the Gordon River 
that may assist in creating better understanding of GRA Inc’s long association with the 
Gordon River: YURATA 1800s to 1990 West Coast & Gordon River Tributes, Edited 
by Greg Tilyard, Gordon River Anglers Inc. May 2019. 
 

6. Current management 
 
6.4.2 Management of private water craft 
 
We are very conscious of the effect of erosion on the Gordon River banks and the huge 
cost the has been incurred to attempt to solve the problem. GRA Inc operates small 
angling boats almost entirely in Zone 1 and in Macquarie Harbour while visiting 
YURATA. The actions taken to manage the erosion problem seem to have been 
successful and we think that the speed restrictions of small angling vessels up to 4.5 
metres should be reconsidered in Zone 1. GRA Inc anglers spend about 95% of their 
on-water fishing time moving at about 2 to 3 knots on the river as they seek sea run 
trout. 
 
6.6 On-ground management 
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Over the years we have had at times some communication issues with the staff at the 
PWS Strahan Field Centre. In recent years the relationship has improved but constant 
turnover in staff hinders long term relationships and communications. 
We have had successful input into some major decisions like the determination of the 
site for Heritage Landing. We have also assisted with the building of Heritage Landing 
by providing accommodation to the building contractor’s staff hopefully saving Parks 
a large sum of money. We happily agree to Parks staff and their contractors like the 
recent lime kiln masons staying at the Boom Camp. 
We are very pleased to submit that our current relationship with the Strahan Field 
Centre team gives us great confidence that our relationship is founded on a mutually 
productive basis. We think this can only benefit all of us in collaborating to ensure the 
protection of the Gordon River and achieve sensitive improvement of the Gordon’s 
infrastructure and maintaining quality recreation experiences for visitors.  
We note the intention to deal with the Boom Camp toilet issues and we hope we can 
work together to improve the safety of the jetty at the Boom Camp. We intent to work 
with the Strahan Parks staff to continue to improve visitor cultural and historical 
interpretation at the Boom Camp. 
 

7. Summary of considerations and current approach 
 
We believe that the current management approach by Strahan Field Centre staff is 
excellent and we intend to continue aspiring to be model Hut owners on the Lower 
Gordon River. 
 

8. Summary and conclusion 
 
GRA Inc believes that the Boom Camp and Hut is successfully managed to integrate 
with the wilderness, naturalness and tranquillity of the Lower Gordon River. The GRA 
Inc through the provision and maintenance of the Boom camp provides trout fishing 
recreational opportunities consistent with the objectives of the Lower Gordon River 
Recreation Zone Plan and TWWHA plan.  
 
As noted in former Parks Minister John Cleary’s memorandum (above), in the 1990’s 
there was a view that there was no place on the Gordon River for Huts or camps on the 
Gordon River. From time to time we have felt that GRA Inc was under threat of eviction 
and removal of the Hut. Thankfully, in recent years the recreational, cultural, safety and 
heritage value of the Boom Camp and Hut has been recognised by Parks staff and the 
many visitors to the Gordon River. We are collaborating well together with Parks to 
ensure the future of the site which we strongly believe is culturally significant and adds 
to the values supporting the TWWHA.  
The Boom Camp and Hut is the only remaining example of the many huts and camps 
that previously existed in the LGRRZ. 
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We believe that to protect the values of the Lower Gordon River only very limited 
appropriate further on-shore conservation of historic sites and maintenance of the Boom 
Camp should be permitted on the Lower Gordon River. 
 
GRA Inc believes that it is now timely to review an appropriate relaxation of the 5-knot 
speed limit for small water craft in Zone 1 as the data indicates erosion effects have 
been successfully controlled. We also believe that Hydro operations should be reviewed 
and considered as part of the Plan because of the potential impacts that could arise from 
accidental or poor management of water discharges from the Gordon Dam. 
  
We were pleased to note Park’s Strahan Field Centre efforts to restore the Sir John Falls 
Hut and renovation work at the convict Lime Kilns. 
 
We would be pleased to provide any further information required. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
Tony Moore 
Secretary 
Gordon River Anglers Inc. 

 

 

 

Attachments: 

YURATA 1800s to 1990 West Coast & Gordon River Tributes, Edited by Greg Tilyard, 
Gordon River Anglers Inc. May 2019. 

Abbreviations: 

GRA Inc: Gordon River Anglers Inc. and its Trustee predecessors 
Hut: YURATA 
LGR: Lower Gordon River 
LGRRZP: Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
RZP: Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
PWS: Parks and Wildlife Service  
YURATA: GRA’s Hut privately built by GRA Inc. founders in 1973 and owned by GRA Inc 
members ever since. The existing right to occupy the site was granted by the current 
perpetual licence of the area of the Boom Camp by the agreement of the Minister for Parks 
and Wildlife on behalf of Tasmania and four trustees on behalf of Gordon River Anglers in 
1995. The 1995 licence replaced earlier licences to occupy the Boom Camp. 
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From: Maria Riedl 
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2020 4:37 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: Submission to the Draft Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River by Maria 

IE Riedl
Attachments: Submission to the Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone Plan 21 June 2020.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Please accept this as my submission to the Draft Recreation Zone Plan for the lower Gordon River by Maria IE Riedl. 
 
And please let me know if you open the document and receive it.  
 
Thank you  
 
Maria IE Riedl 
 
 
 
 





Introduction
Thank you for the opportunity to submit to the Lower Gordon River Recreation 

Zone Plan 27 April 2020. My name is Maria IE Riedl and my interest is in ensuring that the 
natural values first acknowledged in 1908 and this areas incorporation in 1989 into the 
Tasmanian  Wilderness  World  Heritage  Area  does  not  become  just  a  massive  tourist 
attraction/playground  with loads and loads of  tourists,  increasing private  commercial 
developments, increasing road, sewerage infrastructure, increasing number of boats of all 
sizes. I oppose private and commercial developments in the Tasmanian Wilderness World 
Heritage Areas. 

https://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/3684

“World Heritage sites are places that are important to and belong to everyone, 
regardless  of  where  they are  located.  They are  an irreplaceable  legacy that  the 
global community wants to protect for the future.
The common feature of all properties inscribed on the World Heritage List is that 
they meet the requirement of Outstanding Universal Value. Outstanding Universal 
Value is defined as cultural and/or natural significance which is so exceptional as 
to transcend national boundaries and be of common importance for present and 
future generations of all humanity.” 

The values listed below were developed using the 1981 and 1989 nominations for 
the  property2.  Consideration  was  also  given  to  assessments  and  summaries  of 
nominations by the advisory bodies to the World Heritage Committee and reports 
to  the  World  Heritage  Expert  Panel.  The  list  was  reviewed  by  the  Australian 
chapter of the International Council on Monuments and Sites and the Australian 
Committee for International Union for Conservation of Nature and approved by 
the then Minister for the Environment and Heritage, the Hon Robert Hill in June 
2000.
1The Tasmanian Wilderness was inscribed in 1982 under cultural criteria (iii), (iv) 
and (vi). The 1989 extension nomination was for cultural criteria (iii), (v) and (vi), 
but these were not endorsed by the World Heritage Committee. See page 26 of the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) Management Plan 2016.
2Species’ scientific names were updated in August 2019 to reflect current correct 
taxonomy.  For  consistency,  scientific  names  used  in  the  nomination  documents 
have been retained as synonyms in the values listed here.
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1.  Outstanding  examples  representing  the  major  stages  of  the  earth's 
evolutionary history: 
The Tasmanian Wilderness is an outstanding example representing major stages of 
the earth's evolutionary history. The world heritage values include:
• geological, geomorphological and physiographic features, including:

• rock formations including Precambrian rocks and Cambrian rocks;
• Late Cambrian to Early Ordovician sequences of the Denison Range;
• fossiliferous Ordovician limestone;
• Permian-Triassic sediments and associated Jurassic dolerite intrusions;
• Darwin Crater and Lake Edgar fault;
• karst systems including glacio-karstic features;
• karst geomorphology and karst hydrology;
• glaciation,  including  glacial  deposits  of  the  Late  Cainozoic,  Permo-

Carboniferous and Precambrian;
• extraglacial areas (eg solifluction sheets, block streams, rock glaciers, 

landslip deposits);
• periglaciation (e.g. Mt Rufus, Frenchman's Cap);
• soils (e.g. peatlands); and
• undisturbed river  systems which show particular  geomorphological 

processes;
• relict biota which show links to ancient Gondwanan biota including:
• endemic conifers (including the King Billy pine Athrotaxis  selaginoides,  the 

Huon  pine  Lagarostrobos  franklinii  and  the  genera  Diselma,  Microcachrys, 
Pherosphaera (syn. Microstrobos));

• plant species in the families Cunoniaceae, Escalloniaceae and Winteraceae;
• the plant genera Bellendena, Agastachys and Cenarrhenes in the Proteaceae;
• other plant genera with Gondwanan links (e.g. Eucryphia, Orites, Lomatia and 

Nothofagus);
• monotremes (e.g.  platypus Ornithorhynchus anatinus,  short beaked echidna 

Tachyglossus aculeatus);
• dasyurid species;
• parrots (e.g. orange-bellied parrot and the ground parrot);
• indigenous families of frogs with Gondwanan origins (e.g. Tasmanian froglet 

Crinia tasmaniensis (syn. Ranidella tasmaniensis), brown froglet Crinia signifera 
(syn.  Ranidella  signifera),  Tasmanian  tree  frog  Litoria  burrowsae  (syn.  L. 
burrowsi), brown tree frog Litoria ewingi);

• invertebrate species in the genera Euperipatoides and Ooperipatellus;
• the Tasmanian cave spider (Hickmania troglodytes);
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• aquatic insect groups with close affinities to groups found in South America, 
New  Zealand  and  Southern  Africa  (e.g.  dragonflies,  chironomid  midges, 
stoneflies, mayflies and caddisflies);

• crustaceans (e.g. Anaspidacea, Parastacidae, Phreatoicidae);
• primitive taxa showing links to fauna more ancient  than Gondwana (e.g. 

Anaspids,  Trogloneta  (a  mysmenid spider),  species  of  alpine  moths  in  the 
subfamily  Archiearinae,  species  in  the  genus  Sabatinca  of  the  primitive 
lepidopteran sub-order Zeugloptera).

2. Outstanding examples representing significant ongoing geological processes, 
biological evolution and man's interaction with his natural environment
The  Tasmanian  Wilderness  has  outstanding  examples  representing  significant 
ongoing geological processes and ongoing ecological and biological processes in 
the evolution and development of terrestrial, fresh water and coastal ecosystems 
and communities, including:
• sites where processes of geomorphological and hydrological evolution are 

continuing in an uninterrupted natural condition (including karst formation, 
periglaciation  which  is  continuing  on  some  higher  summits  (e.g.  on  the 
Boomerang,  Mount  La  Perouse,  Mount  Rufus,  Frenchmans  Cap),  fluvial 
deposition, evolution of spectacular gorges, marine and aeolian deposition 
and erosion, and development of peat soils and blanket bogs);

• ecosystems which are relatively free of introduced plant and animal species;
• coastal plant communities free of exotic sand binding grasses which show 

natural processes of dune formation and erosion;
• undisturbed catchments, lakes and streams;
• alpine ecosystems with high levels of endemism;
• the unusual 'cushion plants' (bolster heaths) of the alpine ecosystems;
• ecological transitions from moorland to rainforest;
• pristine tall eucalypt forests;
• examples of active speciation in the genus Eucalyptus, including sites of:

• hybridisation and introgression;
• clinal variation (e.g. E. subcrenulata);
• habitat selection (e.g. E. gunnii); and
• transition zones which include genetic exchanges between Eucalyptus 

species;
• plant groups in which speciation is active (e.g. Gonocarpus, Ranunculus and 

Plantago);
• conifers of extreme longevity (including Huon pine, Pencil pine and King 

Billy pine);
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• endemic  members  of  large  Australian  plant  families  (e.g.  heaths  such  as 
Richea  pandanifolia,  Richea  scoparia,  Dracophyllum  minimum  and  Prionotes 
cerinthoides);

• endemic members of invertebrate groups;
• invertebrate  species  in  isolated  environments,  especially  mountain  peaks, 

offshore  islands  and  caves  with  high  levels  of  genetic  and  phenotypic 
variation;

• invertebrates of unusually large size (e.g. the giant pandini moth - Proditrix 
nielseni,  several  species  of  Neanuridae,  the  brightly  coloured  stonefly  - 
Eusthenia spectabilis);

• invertebrate  groups  which  show  extraordinary  diversity  (e.g.  land 
flatworms, large amphipods, peripatus, stag beetles, stoneflies);

• skinks in the genus Carinascincus (syn. Niveoscincus, syn. Leiolopisma) which 
demonstrate  adaptive  radiation  in  alpine  heaths  and  boulder  fields  on 
mountain ranges;

• examples of evolution in mainland mammals (e.g. sub-species of Bennett's 
wallaby  -  Macropus  rufogriseus,  swamp  antechinus  -  Antechinus  minimus, 
southern brown bandicoot -  Isoodon obesulus,  common wombat - Vombatus 
ursinus,  common  ringtail  possum  -  Pseudocheirus  peregrinus,  common 
brushtail possum - Trichosurus vulpecula, eastern pygmy possum - Cercartetus 
nanus,  the  swamp  rat  -  Rattus  lutreolus)  in  many  birds  (e.g.  the  azure 
kingfisher - Alcedo azurea) and in island faunas;

• animal and bird species whose habitat  elsewhere is  under threat (e.g.  the 
spotted-tail quoll Dasyurus maculatus, swamp antechinus Antechinus minimus, 
broad-toothed  rat  -  Mastacomys  fuscus  and  the  ground parrot  -  Pezoporus 
wallicus); and

• the diversity of plant and animal species.
3.  Contains superlative natural phenomena, formations or features, for instance 
outstanding examples of  the most  important  ecosystems,  areas of  exceptional 
natural beauty or exceptional combinations of natural and cultural elements
The landscape of the Tasmanian Wilderness has exceptional natural beauty and 
aesthetic importance and contains superlative natural phenomena including:
• viewfields and sites of exceptional natural beauty associated with:

• flowering heaths of the coastline;
• the  south  and  south-west  coasts  comprising  steep  headlands 

interspersed with sweeping beaches, rocky coves and secluded inlets;
• eucalypt  tall  open  forests  including  Eucalyptus  regnans,  the  tallest 

flowering plant species in the world;
• rainforests framing undisturbed rivers;
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• buttongrass, heath and moorland extending over vast plains;
• wind-pruned alpine vegetation;
• sheer  quartzite  or  dolerite  capped  mountains  (including  Cradle 

Mountain, Frenchmans Cap, Federation Peak and Precipitous Bluff);
• deep, glacial lakes, tarns, cirques and pools throughout the ranges;
• the relatively undisturbed nature of the property;
• the scale of the undisturbed landscapes;
• the juxtaposition of different landscapes;
• the presence of  unusual  natural  formations (e.g.  particular  types of 

karst  features)  and  superlative  examples  of  glacial  landforms  and 
other types of geomorphic features; and

• rare or unusual flora and fauna.
4.  Contain the most important and significant habitats where threatened species 
of plants and animals of outstanding universal value from the point of view of 
science and conservation still survive
The ecosystems of  the  Tasmanian Wilderness  contain  important  and significant 
natural  habitats  where threatened species  of  animals  and plants  of  outstanding 
universal value from the point of view of science and conservation still survive, 
including:
• habitats  important  for  endemic  plant  and  animal  taxa  and  taxa  of 

conservation significance, including:
• rainforest communities;
• alpine communities;
• moorlands (e.g. in the far south-west);
• riparian and lacustrine communities (including meromictic lakes).
• habitats  which  are  relatively  undisturbed  and  of  sufficient  size  to 

enable survival of taxa of conservation significance including endemic 
taxa;

• plant species of conservation significance
• animal species of conservation significance, such as:
• spotted-tail quoll Dasyurus maculatus;
• swamp antechinus Antechinus minimus
• broad-toothed rat Mastacomys fuscus
• ground parrot Pezoporus wallicus
• orange-bellied parrot Neophema chrysogaster
• Lake Pedder galaxias Galaxias pedderensis
• Pedra  Branka  skink  Carinascincus  palfreymani  (syn.  Niveoscincus 

palfreymani).
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Following are other supporting documents on the values other than just recreation 
in the Lower Gordon River

Detailed  Plan  for  a  Comprehensive  Cultural  Assessment  of  Tasmanian 
Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) November 2017

1. This Plan for a comprehensive cultural assessment of the TWWHA responds to 
the  2016  decision  of  the  World  Heritage  Committee  requesting  a  detailed  plan  for  a 
comprehensive  cultural  survey  (Decision  40  COM  7B.66)  (UNESCO  2016),  and 
Recommendation  13  of  the  2015  ICOMOS/IUCN  Reactive  Monitoring  Mission  report 
(Jaeger & Sand 2015) that requested a “detailed proposal for a comprehensive cultural 
survey, a longer term initiative” in that it sets out a plan for the assessment of Aboriginal 
cultural values across the whole of the TWWHA; Importantly, the Plan is more than a 
‘survey’;  it  is  a  comprehensive  cultural  assessment  that  includes  consultation, 
engagement,  training,  employment,  research  and field  surveys.  The  Plan  includes  ten 
proposed packages of work designed to improve the understanding and management of 
Aboriginal cultural values in the TWWHA

2.  There  is  still  an  urgent  need  for  Cultural  Heritage  Management  training  to 
contribute not only to the better management of cultural heritage but also to capacity 
building in order to facilitate the flow of social and economic benefits to the Aboriginal 
community from the TWWHA 

3.  There  is  also  an  urgent  need  for  a  training  package  focusing  on  the  cultural 
heritage  training  needs  of  the  people  within  the  agencies  that  have  a  management 
responsibility for the TWWHA and this specific LGRRZ area

4.  It  is  vitally  important  that  work  towards  a  stronger  understanding  of  the 
Aboriginal values of the TWWHA is undertaken in close cooperation with the Tasmanian 
Aboriginal community. 

5.  The  recognition  that  the  Aboriginal  cultural  heritage  of  the  TWWHA and its 
values are currently not sufficiently understood (Jaeger & Sand 2015); Aboriginal values in 
the TWWHA have not been identified to the same extent as the area’s  natural  values 
(DPIPWE 2016); there is a lack of understanding about those values and their place in the 
landscape is a key threat to their effective management (DPIPWE 2016); and there is a 
need for the Aboriginal cultural values of the TWWHA to be adequately reflected in its 
Retrospective Statement of Outstanding Universal Value (Jaeger & Sand 2015).

https://www.environment.gov.au/system/files/resources/df80d9e6-e609-4514-
a62d-1c3cd66f6045/files/cultural-assessment-twwha.pdf
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ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT  GOALS  for  TASMANIAN  SURFACE 
WATERS GORDON RIVER SYSTEM 2000

1. Tasmanian rivers  range from relatively  short,  swiftly  flowing rivers  fed from 
mountain sources to slowly flowing rivers which may be reduced to a series of pools 
during dry periods.  Our waterways are not immune from problems, however,  and 
many of our river systems are showing signs of stress.

2. The World Heritage listing of a large portion of the Gordon River Catchment is 
recognition of the unique natural and cultural values of the region. These features and 
other special values - recreational, economic, scientific, educational and inspirational - 
are identified in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan 3. 
These values are briefly detailed: characterised by landform features; a profusion of 
threatened, rare and endemic plants within a mosaic of plant communities; a unique 
assemblage of wildlife; and pristine catchments largely free of human impacts. The 
Gordon  River  Catchment  also  contains  significant  cultural  sites,  both  in  terms  of 
Aboriginal habitation and more recent activities since European settlement. The wide 
range of recreational opportunities within the region is also seen to have economic 
importance as a basis for sustainable is also seen to have economic importance as a 
basis for sustainable nature-base tourism.

3. The Australian grayling (Prototroctes maraena) occurs in the lower reaches of the 
Gordon River and is listed as ‘vulnerable’ on the Tasmanian Threatened Species Act 1995 
and the Commonwealth Endangered Species  Protection Act.  Their  preferred habitat  is 
deep, slow flowing pools

4.  Boating  on  rivers  and  lakes  may  create  waste  disposal  problems  with  also 
possibility of fuel spills, including bank erosion impacts from motorised boating on the 
lower Gordon River.

5. Maintain ‘natural’ state of waterways with range of water quality characteristics 
representative  of  the  region:  The  Gordon  River  below  the  impoundments  should  be 
managed  to  maintain  water  quality  characteristics  (temperature,  dissolved  oxygen, 
suspended solids) at levels as close to natural as possible.

• ‘Intrinsic’ aquatic ecosystem values.
• Lower Gordon – maintain native riverbank vegetation (particularly Huon Pine):
Changed flows may undercut river banks and destroy vegetation.
• Value riparian/riverbank vegetation as fish habitat.
• Lower Gordon wildlife: including occasional seals & dolphins
• Key freshwater animals: platypus, freshwater crayfish
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• Lower Gordon birdlife: sea eagles, swans, azure kingfisher & occasional penguin.
•  Maintaining  water  quality  near  roads:  Avoid  possible  effects  of  bridge 

maintenance (sandblasting, paint in streams) and road maintenance (pesticide spraying, 
sediment disturbance) on water quality in local waterways. Lyell Highway, Clear Hill & 
Adamsfield.

•  Rare  and threatened flora  over  the  whole  area:  Including native  fish Galaxias 
pedderensis, G. parvus

• Waterways maintained free of exotic animals and plants: inc. blackberries
• Pristine aquatic ecosystems in region have value as pristine ‘reference sites’ for 

comparative scientific study with other areas
6. Integrity of stream bank is important in Middle & Lower Gordon: to avoid soil 

loss and turbid/dirty water and to maintain native riverbank vegetation (Huon Pine). In 
the  Lower  Gordon  there  are  formal  licence  restrictions  for  commercial  operators  and 
voluntary code for private users to reduce wake; maintain soil and vegetation integrity of 
riverbank: avoid unnatural bank erosion.

https://epa.tas.gov.au/Documents/Gordon_River_System_Final_Paper.pdf

Review,  Risk  Assessment  and  Management  of  Introduced  Animals  in  the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area 2001  highlights the following:

1. Our knowledge of the impacts of introduced animals on the conservation values 
of the TWWHA is limited to a few species. Furthermore, the evidence for impacts of 
these species tends to be circumstantial rather than the result of rigorous investigation.

2. The prospects of eradication of an introduced animal rapidly diminish once a 
species becomes established and spreads beyond a narrow point of entry. Therefore 
avoiding  an  introduction  in  the  first  place  is  always  preferable  to  attempts  at 
eradication  and on-going  management  and control.  There  are  no  physical  barriers 
between the TWWHA and the rest of Tasmania and preventing the introduction of 
novel introduced animals to the TWWHA effectively starts at State borders.

3. Key  aspects  to  the  early  detection  and  management  of  introduced  animal 
incursions  into  Tasmania  and  the  TWWHA  are  surveillance,  reporting,  and 
coordinated action.

4. The TWWHA was initially inscribed on the international World Heritage List in 
1982  with  an  expanded  area  nominated  in  1989,  as  being  ‘a  place  of  outstanding 
universal  value  forming  part  of  the  natural  and  cultural  heritage  of  the  world 
community’  (Anon  1989).  The  TWWHA  is  of  immense  importance  for  nature 
conservation in the State, especially as the region remains in a relatively undisturbed 
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state. However, despite the absence of many obvious signs of humans, and specifically 
European  impacts,  the  TWWHA  has  not  escaped  the  presence  of  humankind 
unscathed. One of the most significant human impacts is the presence of introduced 
species, both vertebrate and invertebrate, throughout much of the area.

5. The TWWHA was initially inscribed on the international World Heritage List in 
1982  with  an  expanded  area  nominated  in  1989,  as  being  ‘a  place  of  outstanding 
universal  value  forming  part  of  the  natural  and  cultural  heritage  of  the  world 
community’  (Anon  1989).  The  TWWHA  is  of  immense  importance  for  nature 
conservation in the State, especially as the region remains in a relatively undisturbed 
state. However, despite the absence of many obvious signs of humans, and specifically 
European  impacts,  the  TWWHA  has  not  escaped  the  presence  of  humankind 
unscathed. One of the most significant human impacts is the presence of introduced 
species, both vertebrate and invertebrate, throughout much of the area.

6. Introduced animals can also impact on the perceptions of an area as undisturbed 
or ‘pristine’. Thus the presence of introduced animals can diminish visitor enjoyment 
of  a  wilderness  area  such  as  the  TWWHA,  and can  also  impact  markedly  on  the 
perception  of  the  TWWHA as  a  place  to  ‘escape’  the  ubiquitous  signs  of  human 
presence.  Conversely,  in  a  small  number  of  instances,  introduced  species  of  long 
standing  within  the  TWWHA may  possess  a  cultural  or  historical  value,  and  be 
viewed  by  sections  of  the  community  as  a  ‘natural’  or  desirable  element  in  the 
landscape.

https://dpipwe.tas.gov.au/Documents/Nature-Conservation-Report-10-01.pdf

A DESCRIPTIVE ECOLOGY OF THE VEGETATION IN THE LOWER GORDON 
RIVER BASIN, TASMANIA 1982

1. The  vegetation  of  the  Lower  Gordon  Rivel'  Basin  consists  of  rainforest, 
sclerophyll forest, scrub and sedgeland-heath, each of which is composed of a number 
of plant communities forming an intricate mosaic.

2. The vegetation in the study area is believed to be close to its natural state, with 
man-made disturbances minimal. The only exceptions are possible changes in some 
areas where the "natural" fire frequency may have altered in the recent past, and the 
introduction of a few alien plant species. However, such exotic plants are rare, being 
found only along the edges of the larger rivers or around established encampments.

3. Soils are high in organic material, forming peats of varying depth and character- 
istics (Tarvydas 1978). The peat is usually separated from bedrock by a layer of sand, 
gravel  or  silt,  or  less  frequently,  by  clays.  There  is  little  or  no  development  of 
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pedogenic horizons in these substrates, although an iron pan was present in a few soil 
pits. The organic soils are not related to their mineral substrates, although there may 
be some admixture, either within or at the base of the organic horizon (Tarvydas, loco 
cit.). Mineral soils forming the surface horizon are rare.

4. The peats can be divided into muck peats and fibrous peats. Muck peats occur in 
low-lying water logged areas where the water table is usually shallow. Tarvydas (loc. 
cit.)  comments  that  the  vegetation is  much reduced in  size  on these  peats  and no 
forests  occur  there.  The  fibrous  peats  can  be  further  subdivided  into  soft  reddish 
brown peats which occur throughout the area below forests (and some scrub) and a 
dark  grey,  almost  black,  fibrous  peat  which  occurs  most  frequently·in  the  better 
drained sedgeland-heaths of the Olga, Hardwood and Maxwell River valleys. At some 
sites, particularly in the button grass communities, the organic layer is partly or almost 
wholly comprised of a living root mat derived from monocotyledons and small shrub 
species.

5. The  widespread  occurrence  of  charcoal  on  living  and  dead  plants,  and  the 
existence of distinct vegetation boundaries which can be correlated with known fires 
leaves no doubt that burning has an important influence on vegetation patterns in the 
area. Gilbert (1978) stated that "in the wild, suitable conditions for the establishment of 
a new generation of eucalypts are provided by fire, and with few exceptions, by fire 
alone". This being the case, then the widespread (if sometimes sporadic) occurrences of 
eucalypts, along with the presence of charcoal fragments well below the soil surface 
(Tarvydas 1978) suggests that fire has existed as a major influence for a long time, and 
is probably the most important single factor deflecting the climatic climax.

6. The vegetation of  the study area is  an intricate  mosaic  of  plant  communities 
characterised by rapid changes across short distances. The plant communities can be 
allocated to one of four broader vegetation types, viz. rainforest, sclerophyllous forest, 
scrub and sedgeland-heath, which form a large-scale mosaic.

7. The distribution of the major vegetation types can be interpreted largely in terms 
of fire history. Sedgeland-heaths have apparently been maintained by a relatively high 
fire frequency, and as the frequency decreases, the vegetation changes through scrub to 
sclerophyllous forest and finally to rainforest. Rainforest is the climatic climax of the 
region, and unlike the other vegetation types, it is able to maintain itself in the absence 
of fires.

https://eprints.utas.edu.au/14062/1/1982 Jarman ecology.pdf
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My observations and suggestions
I am concerned about cumulative impacts of:
1. increased the provision of a range of recreational experiences
2. increased high level activity day and night 
3. increasing number of bushwalker huts, commercial infrastructure managed by 

others
4. increased  use  and  maintenance  of  roads,  vehicular  tracks  and  associated 

infrastructure
5. any leasing of TWWHAs to private operators is simply totally  reprehensible and 

unacceptable eg Lake Malbena
6. any permits allowing helicopters into TWWHAs is also not welcome
7. any increase in the number of airline flights and landing on the Gordon River is 

not acceptable
8. any allowance and use of unlicensed drones
 

As stated in the Draft:
The lower Gordon River is guided by an overarching visions and objectives 

for management of the TWWHA as a whole: 

Visions:  “To  identify,  protect,  conserve,  present,  and.  if  appropriate,  to 

rehabilitate,  the   World  Heritage,  National  Heritage  and  other  natural  and 
cultural  values  of  the  TWWWHA  and  to  transmit  that  heritage  to  future 
generations in as good or better condition that at present.”

Objectives: 
• develop  and  implement  a  joint  management  arrangement  ensuring 

strategies  and  actions  for  identification,  protection,  conservation  and 
preservation  of  the  World  Heritage  and  other  values  of  the  TWWHA  are 
developed in partnership with Tasmanian Aboriginal people.

• understand  the  TWWHA as  an  Aboriginal  cultural  landscape  reflecting 
long occupation, as a foundation for management of its cultural values

• identify, protect, conserve and restore cultural values

SUBMISSION TO THE DRAFT RECREATIONAL ZONE PLAN FOR THE LOWER GORDON RIVER13



• identify,  protect,  conserve  and  restore  natural  biological  and  geological 
diversity and processes

• protect  and  conserve  natural  landscapes,  particularly  in  areas  of 
exceptional natural beauty, and aesthetic and cultural importance

• provide a diversity of visitor experiences consistent with the conservation 
of natural and cultural values

• promote  and  facilitate  the  role  of  TWWHA  as  integral  and  valued 
component  of  the  social,  environmental  and  economic  well-being  of 
international,  national  and  Tasmanian  people  and  involve  them  in  its 
management

• to  support  delivery  of  an  informed,  effective  and  transparent  adaptive 
management regime for the TWWHA

• the LGRRA will contribute to the TWWHA objectives above

Actions to be implemented

Since ‘the entire TWWHA is recognised as an Aboriginal cultural landscape 
in its  entirety  through which the tangible  presence of  Tasmanian Aboriginal 
people  over  millennia  can  be  interpreted,  an  area  rich  in  cultural  meaning 
inseparable from the landscapes, seascapes and skyscapes’.  ‘You acknowledge 
that effective management of these values: access to Country and fostering of a 
greater understanding of the nature of those Aboriginal cultural values and their 
places in the landscape is inseparable.’

• it is stated on page 15 that ‘to date there has been no Aboriginal cultural 
heritage surveys or  Aboriginal  cultural  values assessments  undertaken in the 
LGRRZ’ and this is a serious unacceptable omission which you must rectify asap.

• First  and  foremost  before  any  changes  to  usages  Aboriginal  cultural 
heritage surveys must immediately be undertaken in the LGRRZ especially since 
the area of  the Franklin River is  proven to be of  great  cultural  and scientific 
significance,  and since it  is  highly likely that  sites  of  significance are  present 
within the LGRRZ and there is no comprehensive information at present. This is 
the  very  first  step  to  be  undertaken  as  we  do  not  want  a  repetition  of  the 
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disastrous Rio Tinto and proposed BHP destruction. This can occur because of 
approval of roads, infrastructure, private commercial developments, and other 
threats without full knowledge of Aboriginal cultural heritage surveys is simply 
unacceptable and goes against the intent of World Heritage protection. 

• primary employment for Tasmanian Aboriginal people
• interpretation of cultural values 
• dual naming of places
• include Aboriginal involvement at the beginning of any decision-making 

not in the middle
• since the Lower Gordon and its banks support a ‘high diversity of fauna, 

including significant portion of Tasmania’s endemic species’ and ‘species that are 
dependent on the river for survival’ some listed as vulnerable and threatened it 
is  vital  that  any proposal  is  assessed not  just  for  its  singular  impacts  but  its 
cumulative impacts. 

• even though the  RZP is  limited to  management  of  recreation,  including 
tourism and its impacts it is clear that recreational activities in natural settings 
delivered by commercial operators must comply with the protection of the areas 
natural  and cultural  values.  eg the maximum speed limit  within the Gordon 
River to 5 knots ‘wash rule’.  There can be no fun fun fun speed speed speed 
boats like the one on the Huon River whose wash creates huge waves that wash 
the banks and is just a slippery toy to be played with on the Huon River. 

• the ’25 historic sites along the lower Gordon River and possible additional 
sites  predominantly  associated  with  Huon  pine  extraction’  as  well  as  other 
phases are ‘located directly adjacent to the river bank’ and any increased activity 
on the river may threaten bank erosion. 

• the  lower  Gordon  River  ‘was  the  site  of  the  proposed  Gordon-below-
Franklin  Dam’  and  this  was  ‘one  of  the  most  significant  environmental 
campaigns  in  Australian  history  with  Sir  John  Falls  hut  the  only  physical 
reminder of the battle to save the Franklin’ 

• whilst ‘wilderness’ is on non-Aboriginal concept the TWWHAMP defines it 
as:   “A Wilderness  area  is  an area that  is  an area that  is  of  sufficient  size, 
remoteness  and  naturalness  to  enable  the  long-term  integrity  of  its  natural 
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systems, diversity and processes, the maintenance of cultural landscapes and the 
provision of a wilderness recreational experience.” and ‘the whole area of the 
TWWHA has some wilderness value’. 

• in the LGRRZ, the river is a conduit into the area and unique and revered. 
• climate  change  will  contribute  to  altered  river  flows,  high  flow  events, 

erosion and sediment deposition, and risks to infrastructure and areas of cultural 
significance, risk to floristic values (though we have no idea where those are!) 
and it swill overtime significantly affect biodiversity 

• http://www.tasconservation.org.au/tas-conservationist/2018/8/23/climate-
change-as-a-threat-to-tasmanias-wilderness-world-heritage-area-legal-
protections-are-inadequate

•  since limited work has been done into the impacts of climate change this 
study must be undertaken as well

• the ability of Huon pine to cope; an icon species for the lower Gordon River 
is also unknown and this too must be studied

• the increased risk of forest fires due to climate change and any proposed 
commercial  tourism  development  (roads,  sewerage,  garbage,  infrastructure, 
tourists)  must be assessed before any development is allowed to occur 

• eg Lake Malbena development  which RiverFly1864, the company owned 
by Daniel Hackett and his wife Simone Hackett, has obtained a lease for Hall's 
Island in its entirety, meaning it controls a piece of the World Heritage area and 
the rezoning was the only reason the plans could be regarded as consistent with 
2016  TWWHA Management  plan  in  the  first  place.   https://www.abc.net.au/
news/2018-11-16/lake-malbena-fly-fishing-development/10499444 

• In a document released in May, the UNESCO World Heritage Committee 
raised concerns about Tasmania's wilderness areas being rezoned for tourism 
developments,  including  the  area  in  which  Lake  Malbena  lies.  The  report 
refers to areas being changed from "wilderness" to "remote recreation”.

• The inclusion in the Management Plan of additional assessment criteria for 
commercial tourism proposals and of requirements to consider potential impacts 
on the wilderness values of the property are also welcomed. However, limited 
progress has been achieved to date with the development of a Tourism Master 
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Plan for the property. While the timeline for its finalization by December 2019 is 
noted,  it  is  of  concern  that  this  key  strategic  document  is  still  lacking. 
Furthermore,  some  of  the  provisions  in  the  2016  Management  Plan  raise 
concerns, in particular the rezoning of some areas from “wilderness” to “remote 
recreation”  in  order  to  allow for  acceptable  tourism opportunities  and  make 
provisions  for  wider  aircraft  access,  which  may  have  impacts  on  wilderness 
values of the property.    In this regard, it is recommended that the Committee 
request the State Party to expedite the development of the Tourism Master Plan 
in order to ensure that the strategic approach to tourism development within the 
property  retains  the  protection  of  the  OUV as  its  primary  goal.  It  is  further 
recommended that the Committee request the State Party to submit the draft 
Tourism Master Plan to the World Heritage Centre for review by the Advisory 
Bodies prior to its finalisation. https://whc.unesco.org/en/soc/3684

• future visitor numbers are of concern
• illegal  clearing  of  tracks  is  of  concern  as  the  impacts  have  not  been 

investigated eg in 2015 the nine kms overland route between the Gordon River to 
the Franklin River

• the  management  of  wave  wake  via  the  Wash  Rule  applied  to  each 
individual vessel determines the maximum speed of the vessel; this takes into 
account  the  impacts  of  commercial  vessels  on  the  river  banks  and is  still  of 
concern;  prior  to  1980s  the  banks  were  stable  with  vessels  related  erosion 
reported by Hydro in 1979 and by 1983 became substantial 

• the 5knot speed limits on the river and the ban on motorised waterspouts 
including waterskiing and use of personal water craft was established in 1998 
thankfully and must not be lifted

• any increase in the number of overflights and landing of seaplanes on the 
river  is  of  concern:  eg  I  most  would  certainly  be  horrified  at  the  idea  of 
helicopters  dropping  guests  into  wilderness  posh  commercial  style 
developments which by definition of Wilderness and World Heritage be totally 
incompatible

• WHAT IS HAPPENING TO THE TASMANIAN WILDERNESS WORLD 
HERITAGE AREA (TWWHA)? 
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• http://www.tasconservation.org.au/tas-conservationist/2018/8/23/
climate-change-as-a-threat-to-tasmanias-wilderness-world-heritage-area-legal-
protections-are-inadequate

• In 2017, the Senate inquiry into Tasmania’s bushfire response showed that 
the harmful effects of climate change are presenting a significant threat to the 
TWWHA. There is a genuine risk that the ongoing threat of wild fire will one 
day push the TWWHA onto the UNESCO ‘in danger’ list.  Furthermore, with 
climate change, many ecosystems are starting to change because of increases in 
temperature, which means wetter vegetation types will no longer act as natural 
barriers to fire.

• In  2016,  Tasmania  experienced dry  lightning strikes  that  ignited a  large 
number of fires. Eighteen of these affected the TWWHA, burning approximately 
19,936 ha (1.3 percent).  The Senate inquiry showed that a combination of dry 
lightning  strikes,  less  rainfall  and  increases  in  temperature  has  caused  an 
increased risk of fire in the TWWHA.  

• Many of the other threats faced by the TWWHA from climate change are 
slower  and  less  visible.  These  include  the  degradation  and  loss  of  alpine 
environments; increased coastal erosion through rising sea levels; alteration to 
natural rates of change in the region’s water systems; and changes in the erosive 
potential  of  rivers  and  streams.    Over  the  past  decade,  there  has  been  a 
widespread lack of regeneration of fire-sensitive endemic pencil pines. These are 
some of the longest-living species of tree on the planet.   In addition, there has 
been a decline in the health of eucalypts.    Drought and increased temperatures 
are considered causes.  Evidence also indicates that that coastal dune systems are 
shrinking for the first time in 3,000 years.

• we must protect Tasmania’s Wilderness World Heritage and share it only 
in the most sensitive and gentle manner not via grandiose private commercial 
tourism  projects  but  utilising  Aboriginal  knowledge  and  giving  jobs  to 
Aboriginal  people  who  are  obligated  to  look  after  it  as  the  land  is  not 
‘territory’ but ‘country’ I highly recommend you speak with Dr Mary Graham 
in  QLD  who  is  an  Elder  and  a  philosopher   https://ipan.org.au/talk-by-dr-
mary-graham-indigenous-conceptions-of-governance/  and  https://
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soundcloud.com/behind_the_lines_98_3/2-mary-graham-indigenous-
conceptions-of-governance?in=behind_the_lines_98_3/sets/green-institute-
conference

•  TASMANIA'S HUON PINE: STORIES FROM A LIVING FOSSIL
• https://www.gordonrivercruises.com.au/blog/tasmania-huon-pine-a-

living-fossil
• Tasmania hosts a unique ecosystem with hundreds of plants and animals 

that cannot be found anywhere else on earth. Tasmania's iconic plant is the Huon 
Pine which has developed from a plant family that existed more than 200 million 
years ago. The Huon Pines that can be seen in Tasmania today are some of the 
oldest living organisms on earth. High up on Mount Read, a stand of pines has 
been found that are estimated to be over 3000 years old.

• Whilst observing Huon Pines, consider that these trees are like storytellers. 
Scientists have mapped their rings in order to study climate change over the past 
4000 years. These trees also tell the story of early European settlers who had to 
traverse some of Tasmania’s most treacherous terrain to reach them.

• These “living fossils” are heavily protected today, but, in the past, Huon 
Pines were coveted for boat building due to their high oil content that prevented 
rotting. These trees are also at the mercy of the elements because they begin as 
small shrubs and grow very slowly, taking 500 years to reach a maximum height 
of 30 metres. When you stand beside these ancient wonders, you can feel they 
have survived the ravages of time, nature and human commerce to form the 
magnificent specimens we see today. 

• https://theconversation.com/where-the-old-things-are-australias-most-
ancient-trees-65893

• Huon pine (Lagarostrobos franklinii) is found only in Tasmania, and there 
is no other species of Lagarostrobos in existence today.  

• It  is  truly  an  ancient  species  -  members  of  the  same  plant  family 
(Podocarpaceae) existed more than 200 million years ago. In Tasmania, the oldest 
recorded fossils  of  leafy Lagarostrobos twigs are  more than 2.6  million years 
old.Huon pines vary in size from shrubs less than 2 metres high to trees more 
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than 30  metres  tall.  They grow very  slowly,  taking about  500  years  to  reach 
maturity, and some trees have been known to be more than 3000 years old.

• https://www.abc.net.au/local/photos/2013/02/12/3688724.htm
• https://www.abc.net.au/news/2019-09-05/climate-change-can-wipe-out-

huon-pine,-experts-say/11479488
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From: Robert Chandler 
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2020 3:36 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Cc: Neil & Margaret Pinkard; Anglers Alliance; Deanne Murtagh
Subject: Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan- Feedback
Attachments: Comments LGRRZ Plan June 20.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

 
To whom it may concern  
 
Please accept these comments (including attachment)regarding the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
I am a member of the Gordon River Anglers Club and fish for trout on the Gordon River for one week each year. 
I have only recently been made aware of the LGRRZ Plan. After reading the plan I would like to raise some concerns 
at the lack of detail in the plan with regard to angling. 
You should be aware the Lower Gordon River provides some of the best sea run tout fishing in the nation. It is in fact 
a world class trout fishery with good catch rates and regularly provides trophy fish. 
I am baffled by the lack of detail and confusing inaccuracies? The report states no lease agreement exists between 
the Gordon River Anglers Club and the NPWS for the Boom Camp hut? I do not believe this to be the case. 
Other points are highlighted in the Attachment. 
 
I believe fishing is a significant part of the recreational activities available on the Gordon River and should be given 
greater emphasis than the LGRRZ Background Report suggests. 
 
I am involved in the Southern Tasmanian Licenced Anglers Association and Huon Licenced Anglers Association, as 
president of both groups. Unfortunately COVID 19 restrictions have limited our opportunities to meet and discuss 
this issue. I am sure this plan will be discussed when next we meet. Until that time these opinions remain strongly, 
my own. 
Please keep me informed on future developments  
Kind Regards  
Rob Chandler  
 
 R J Chandler  

 
 

  
 
Get Outlook for iOS 



 

 

Background Report- Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
 
Comments- 
 
The Opening Statement implies the purpose of the background report is to provide a foundation of 
information about the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone (LGRRZ) that stakeholders can 
engage in the development of a new LGRRZ Plan in an informed manner. 
It goes on to say the background report is intended to provide for a more concise ‘action focused’ 
Recreational Plan to be prepared. 
 
Section 3.5- Convict and pining history... makes no reference to the Boom Camp... 
Note- Reg Morrison’s ashes and a plaque commemorating his life long involvement with this area 
is to be found at the Boom Camp. 
 
Section 3.7- Scenic, Wilderness, and Recreational values. 
Following the description of limitations imposed on commercial vessels only the temporal nature of 
other motorised access is noted.  
It should be noted- From mid August to the end of January often three or more vessels (4-6 metres 
in length) are engaged in angling activities. The Gordon River Anglers Club uses a weekly booking 
system for approximately twenty weeks. This allows for 250 members to use upwards of sixty small 
craft to fish for trout and salmon on a daily basis. 
 
Section 4- Recreation and use. 
4.5.2 Acknowledges angling opportunities but provides scant detail of the level of activity 
See above reference to Gordon River Anglers Club activities and note other anglers not associated 
with the club also fish this river.  
A Logbook at the Boom Camp accurately records visits by club members and fish catch rates. 
Public visits are also recorded for the rest of the year. This data may be useful in drafting the next 
LGRRZ Plan? 
 
 
Section 5.1- provides a reasonably accurate description and assessment of the Boom Camp 
facilities but fails to note the Gordon River Anglers Club forty plus year association with the site nor 
the ongoing maintenance voluntarily provided by members.  
 
The background report claims the the Gordon River Anglers Club lease on the Boom Camp lapsed 
in 1995, prior to the first LGRRZ Plan being provided in 1998.  
As far as I am aware the Gordon River Anglers Club continues to hold a lease agreement with the 
NPWS. 
 
Section 6- Current Management  
Focuses on erosion issues due to watercraft, particularly commercial operations since the mid 
1980’s and to a lesser extent more recent recreational vessel speed limits. 
The lack of data provided prior to the commercial high speed operations of the early Eighties and 
the small changes in erosion and sedimentary movements since the introduction of the 6 knot 
commercial speed limit applied in the mid Nineties may lead to questions of liability? If looked at in 
conjunction with the admission that changes in flow rates due to Hydro requirements are note 
within the scope of this plan raises still more questions? 
 
  
Robert J Chandler 

 
 



 

 

Background Report- Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
 
Comments- 
 
The Opening Statement implies the purpose of the background report is to provide a foundation of 
information about the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone (LGRRZ) that stakeholders can 
engage in the development of a new LGRRZ Plan in an informed manner. 
It goes on to say the background report is intended to provide for a more concise ‘action focused’ 
Recreational Plan to be prepared. 
 
Section 3.5- Convict and pining history... makes no reference to the Boom Camp... 
Note- Reg Morrison’s ashes and a plaque commemorating his life long involvement with this area 
is to be found at the Boom Camp. 
 
Section 3.7- Scenic, Wilderness, and Recreational values. 
Following the description of limitations imposed on commercial vessels only the temporal nature of 
other motorised access is noted.  
It should be noted- From mid August to the end of January often three or more vessels (4-6 metres 
in length) are engaged in angling activities. The Gordon River Anglers Club uses a weekly booking 
system for approximately twenty weeks. During this period 250 members to use upwards of sixty 
small craft to fish for trout and salmon on a daily basis. 
 
Section 4- Recreation and use. 
4.5.2 Acknowledges angling opportunities but provides scant detail of the level of activity 
See above reference to Gordon River Anglers Club activities and note other anglers not associated 
with the club also fish this river.  
A Logbook at the Boom Camp accurately records visits by club members and fish catch rates. 
Public visits are also recorded for the rest of the year. This data may be useful in drafting the next 
LGRRZ Plan? 
 
 
Section 5.1- provides a reasonably accurate description and assessment of the Boom Camp 
facilities but fails to note the Gordon River Anglers Club forty plus year association with the site nor 
the ongoing maintenance voluntarily provided by members.  
 
The background report claims the the Gordon River Anglers Club lease on the Boom Camp lapsed 
in 1995, prior to the first LGRRZ Plan being provided in 1998.  
As far as I am aware the Gordon River Anglers Club continues to hold a lease agreement with the 
NPWS. 
 
Section 6- Current Management  
Focuses on erosion issues due to watercraft, particularly commercial operations since the mid 
1980’s and to a lesser extent more recent recreational vessel speed limits. 
The lack of data provided prior to the commercial high speed operations of the early Eighties and 
the small changes in erosion and sedimentary movements since the introduction of the 6 knot 
commercial speed limit applied in the mid Nineties may lead to questions of liability? If looked at in 
conjunction with the admission that changes in flow rates due to Hydro requirements are note 
within the scope of this plan raises still more questions? 
 
  
Robert J Chandler 
309 Crabtree Rd. 
Crabtree Tas 7109 
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From: Peter Hopkins 
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2020 8:28 AM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: FW: Jetskitas Submission to Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan
Attachments: TJSBC (jetskitas) submission Lower Gordon River Rec Zone Plan June 2020.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Red Category

To Whom It May Concern, 
 
The Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc has advised they have made a submission in relation the Lower Gordon 
River Recreation Zone Plan.  
 
It should be noted that PWC in Tasmania are classed as a Motor Boat under the Marine and Safety (Motor Boats and 
Licence ) By-Laws, 2013. This means they are treated the same under legislation as other craft they have mentioned 
in their submission that transit the Gordon River from a recreational point of view. 
 
 
Peter Hopkins  
General Manager - Recreational Boating Safety & Facilities 
MARINE AND SAFETY TASMANIA 

 
 

 
 
 

www.mast.tas.gov.au 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 

From: JetSkiTas <info@jetskitas.com>  
Sent: Friday, 19 June 2020 3:20 PM 
To: Peter Hopkins  
Subject: Fwd: Jetskitas Submission to Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
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This message originated from outside of MAST 

Please exercise extreme caution and only open links and attachments from known and trusted senders. 

 
FYI..... 
 
Cheers 
Carolyn 
 
---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: JetSkiTas  
Date: Fri, Jun 19, 2020 at 3:16 PM 
Subject: Jetskitas Submission to Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
To: <gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au> 
 

Good afternoon 
 
Please find attached the submission from Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc (known as jetskitas) for 
consideration in the redevelopment of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
We have enclosed a PDF version, complete with attachments and references. 
The references include a link to video footage which may be useful vision. 
 
We have also enclosed a WORD version of our primary submission as requested. 
 
The Committee of the Club would very much appreciate the opportunity to discuss this submission at any hearings 
to be held.  
 
Alternatively, the Committee is available to provide further information or clarification during your process. 
Please contact President Dean Haley    or Carolyn Pillans (Committee Member) on . 
 
We look forward to reviewing the draft Plan in due course. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Committee 
Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc. 
 
 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE AND DISCLAIMER 

The information in this transmission may be confidential and/or protected by legal professional privilege, and is intended only for the person or persons to 
whom it is addressed. If you are not such a person, you are warned that any disclosure, copying or dissemination of the information is unauthorised. If you have 
received the transmission in error, please immediately contact this office by telephone, fax or email, to inform us of the error and to enable arrangements to be 
made for the destruction of the transmission, or its return at our cost. No liability is accepted for any unauthorised use of the information contained in this 
transmission. 



 

 

Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc 
    

 
 
 

 Winner of Tasmanian Water Safety Council Award 2013 

 

 

 

 
16 June 2020 
 
 
Project Manager 
Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone Plan  
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service 

 
 

 
Email: gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au 
 
 
Please find attached a submission from the Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club (known as jetskitas) 
to the development of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
 
The Club’s submission is provided as PDF for publication, but a Word version is also provided, as 
requested. 
 
Please note, several links to video footage are included in our submission, along with references to 
other useful sites.  
 
The Club would be pleased to provide further information to support the development of the 
Recreation Zone Plan. If this is useful, please contact us at   
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Dean Haley 
President       
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Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc 
    

 
 

www.jetskitas.com 
 Winner of Tasmanian Water Safety Council Award 2013 

 

 

 

16 June 2020 

Developing a new Recreation Zone Plan for the Lower Gordon River 
 
Introduction and background to Jet Ski Tas. 
Formally known as the Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc, this organisation has evolved 
since its origins in the early 2000s to a more diverse organisation representing all across the 
PWC Personal Watercraft (PWC) community. The Club was rebadged JetSkiTas in recent 
years.  
 
During this time, it is fair to say that the average age of members has increased from mid- 
20s to mid-40s and now includes a very broad demographic representing all sectors of 
society. 
 
JetSkiTas is recognised and promoted by Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) as an 
appropriate organisation for all registered PWC owners to connect with. MaST provides 
advice on its website and in mail outs to registered owners espousing the benefits of our 
Club. Our Club won a Tasmanian Water Safety Award in 2013. 
 
A Tasmanian Coroner’s Report1 published in November 2019 recognised the Club’s aims and 
its safety culture: 

 
 
The Club is the recognised voice of PWCs in Tasmania and the committee is regularly 
contacted by media for expert comment. 
 
JetSkiTas’s focus across the PWC community is to provide safety and enjoyment for 
members around the state, while respecting other water users. Throughout the year the 
Club conducts social rides, tours, information and education sessions, time trials and family 
events. Social rides and tours are offered for beginners, intermediate and expert riders.  
 

 
1 Extract from TASCD 491: https://www.magistratescourt.tas.gov.au/about us/coroners/coronial-findings-

2019 (accessed 28 May 2020). 
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While a primary focus is our members, the Club is also active in the wider community with 
involvements including… 
 

 Providing rescue support services  
o Royal Hobart Regatta (eg for the Trans Derwent Swim) 
o Guinness World Record attempt for the most number of kayaks and canoes 

launched simultaneously (Bellerive) 
o Cradle Coast Outrigger Canoe Club Annual Bluff to Bluff paddle (Wynyard to 

Devonport) 
o Motor boating events in southern Tasmania 
o Assisting others in distress at any time – many members around the state 

have assisted others using the waters. 
 Free rides to the public 

o Triabunna Seafest 
o Royal Hobart Regatta 
o Montrose Bay Expo 

 Charity fund raisers (eg Bushfires, Variety, Lifeline, Cancer Research) 
 

It has developed strong working relationships with other similarly-motivated organisations 
such as Tasmanian Maritime Radio, Dodges Ferry Sea Rescue and Devonport Motor Show. 
Our Club committee actively advocates for our sector, ensuring our members have access to 
a range of training opportunities both on and off the water.  
 
A prime aim is to promote our sport to the broader community as a responsible group.   The 
Club has a Code of Conduct that all members commit to on joining and is available on its 
website for the general community to refer to. A copy is attached.  
 
Planning and preparation for all organised rides starts with extensive briefing material 
distributed via its Facebook page.  
 
While any group in society will have its black sheep, we are determined, firstly, to minimise 
any incidents of Jet Ski riders standing out for the wrong reasons, and to assist with the 
education of those who do. At all times we strive to respect the rights and wishes of all 
other water users, those on land close to the water and, of course, all aspects of our 
environment. This includes minimising any impact to marine mammals. 
 
We encourage our members to be leaders and our aim, once on the water, is to try to keep 
well away from all other people to respect their amenity. All our Club rides have designated 
leaders and sweeps to ensure all are looked after and assisted as needed.  
 
Before every departure, ride leader(s) conduct a ride-specific briefing that covers risks, 
expectations and obligations related to safety, environment, marine/other water users, ride 
etiquette and potential community perceptions. 
 
As an aside, we note that our organised rides each year provide significant economic value 
to regional and remote communities. For instance, considering accommodation, motor 
vehicle and jet ski fuel purchases, meals, refreshments and visits to local tourist attractions, 
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it is not unusual for our group of 10 - 20 people to contribute $5,000 - $10,000 or so every 
weekend we visit the West Coast. 
 
JetSkiTas’s Interest in Lower Gordon River 

 Our Club has conducted organised rides (generally no more than once per year) on 
the Gordon River dating back around 15 years 

 We would like to continue to run appropriately supervised Club rides each year in 
the future, travelling up the River as far as the Franklin River 

 We note that currently there is a ban on Jet Skis on the River 
 Other watercraft are permitted on the River, albeit with a 5 knot speed limit 
 Our interest is for short term visits and, given the distance from launching ramps in 

Strahan, we would look to spend less than 3 hours in the River and minimise any 
risks with riders in the remote wilderness location 

 For safety (time spent in wilderness) and minimal impact on other park users we 
would seek an exemption to the 5 knot speed limit to allow rapid progression of our 
Club ride. 

 
We emphasise we are advocating for organised, planned Club rides to access the River.  
The Club is not advocating general access for uncontrolled, individual jet ski riders. 

 
Why should Jet Skis be permitted on the Gordon River? 

 Other users visit the area either by land, sea or air  
 It is appropriate to compare Jet Ski visitors with other visitors to the area, including: 

o Yachts 
o Motor Craft 
o Kayakers 
o Campers and Bush walkers 
o Tourist boats 
o Seaplanes 
o Joy flights in region 
o Helicopter activity 
o Parks’ officers 
o Fishers  

 Given short times in the River, maybe only four hours over a whole year, impacts are 
greatly reduced 

 Minimal impact on environment and other users 
 Noise and emissions 
 Wake and erosion. 
 

Wake and erosion 
This is an area of significant concern and one that our Club has been working hard to learn 
more about. The Club has conducted some preliminary demonstrations of PWC wake 
characteristics at different speeds with a number of craft.  
  
At this stage we are confident that wake characteristics of PWCs ridden on the plane 
provide less displacement (wake) compared to slower speeds where more surface area of 
the hull is in the water.  
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The link to the Club’s video clips of the demonstrations is https://vimeo.com/showcase/7258399 

One video of all seven trials conducted is provided in the link. For convenience, we have also 
provided each trial as a separate video clip. 
 
We are also seeking further data from studies conducted elsewhere, including overseas. 
 
We have studied available literature, including that produced in Tasmania and look forward 
to working with local experts to better understand the variables between different usage 
patterns. In the meantime, we note that our proposed activity is likely to be only one or two 
trips on the River per year. On this basis, the impact of natural conditions (wind, current, 
floods) and other frequent users would seem to be greater than our proposed activities. 
 
We do note the work done by Jason Bradbury. In his report from March 2019 he indicates 
erosion monitoring at 40 points along the River. Of these 40 points, erosion has been 
observed at 7 sites where tour boats operate and another 7 upstream of tour boat activity. 
The other 26 sites show net increase in bank levels (deposition) or no change. We would 
work to understand the most vulnerable parts of the banks to tailor movements 
accordingly. 
 
Noise emissions 
Modern craft are certainly cleaner and quieter than earlier models, typically older craft 
powered by 2 stroke engines. Many boats are still powered by older technology motors. 
Noise from aircraft in the area would be more notable than that of PWCs. 
 
In 2014, research compiled by David Heyes2, derived from data from the three major PWC 
manufacturers and a report prepared by the Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
(USA)3, provides the following graphic comparing the noise emissions of common machines, 
including PWCs.  

The graphic places modern (as at 2014) PWCs at the lower end of emissions compared to 
city traffic, chainsaws and fireworks. It should be noted that any noise from PWCs passing 
through within one - two minutes would be short lived, compared to the typical time that 
vacuum cleaners, city traffic and chainsaws may be used in close proximity. 

It is also noted that the noise data for PWCs was calculated at “full throttle from 100 feet 
away from a stationary landmark”. This is far beyond the speed proposed for organised Club 
rides on the Lower Gordon River. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 David Heyes, Executive Director Public and Regulatory Affairs, BRP Australia Pty Ltd 
Director, Boating Industry Association, Victoria; Chairman, Australian Marine Engine Council. 
3 Personal Watercraft Industry Association, January 2006, The history, evolution and profile of Personal 
Watercraft: A report by the Personal Water Industry Association 
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 Ensure group sizes on the River are appropriate 
 Adjust riding behaviour in consideration of most sensitive sections of the River 
 Ensure all craft avoid refuelling while in the River (negating any chance of fuel 

spillage) 
 Minimise any time on shore within the Park and only allowable at appropriate 

locations as discussed with the regulating authority. 
In summary 
As a group and individually as members, JetSkiTas recognises the importance and unique 
value of the Gordon River and is dedicated to doing all it can to maintain its globally 
significant wilderness value.  
 
As members of the broader Tasmanian community, we appreciate the opportunity to visit 
this area and further promote Tasmania’s unique environment to others.  
 
We look to educate members by being able to spend a little time in this area, help build 
appreciation and share this with others.  
 
 
  
Useful References Attachments and Links 

 
www.jetskitas.com 
 
https://www.mast.tas.gov.au/recreational/find-
a-club/ 
 
https://www.mast.tas.gov.au/recreational/pwc/ 
 
 
 

1. Jetskitas Code of Conduct 

2. Club Marine article: June 2018  

3. https://vimeo.com/showcase/7258399 
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Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club 
 

Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club     Code of Conduct  (v2.0)  November 2016 1 
 
 

Code of Conduct  

 

They say there’s nothing better than messing about with boats1. When it comes to Personal Water 
Craft (PWC, commonly known as jet skis), this rings loud and true. You don’t see anyone sad on a jet 
ski. 

However, for everyone to get the most out of the experience, we have developed this Code of 
Conduct to promote safe and responsible riding, and to achieve the aims of the Club.  

We acknowledge that we are representatives of the PWC fraternity. We agree to treat each other and 
other water users respectfully and strongly oppose any behaviour that damages, or is likely to 
damage, the image of our recreation/sport or the reputation of the Club. 

By signing the Club’s membership form, including the indemnity and release section, you agree to 
abide by this Code of Conduct. Failure to comply with the Code may lead to expulsion from the Club. 

As Club members, we agree to: 

 Support opportunities for participation in all aspects of our recreation/sport, 
 Show respect and courtesy to the Club itself, those involved in the Club or others with whom we 

come into contact while participating in our recreation/sport, 
 Avoid any action or behaviour that could reasonably be expected to damage the Club or its 

reputation, or threaten its existence, or be otherwise detrimental to the Club’s interests, 
 Not tolerate abusive, bullying, threatening or discriminatory behaviour,  
 Act responsibly in relation to alcohol and other drugs and comply with all relevant laws and 

regulations related to behaviour-modifying substances, 
 Ensure our individual and collective decisions and actions contribute to a safe environment, 
 Place the safety and welfare of participants above all else, 
 Take adequate water, food, fuel, basic spares and a first aid kit on trips, 
 Ensure we take appropriate precautions if riding in or to remote areas, 
 Obey legal and regulatory obligations associated with our recreation, including licensing, boating 

and MAST rules, 
 Keep the environment clean: carry our own and, where practicable, any other rubbish out, 
 Keep our PWCs mechanically sound and clean to reduce the environmental impact, 
 Use minimal impact riding and refuelling practices, 
 Respect our flora and fauna: stop and look but never disturb, and ride slowly and carefully around 

marine life. 

During Club activities we agree to abide by the following Safety Rules. 

1. Safety first. Safety is paramount when participating in any Club ride. It is essential to ensure you 
and your ski are set up with all safety gear for your planned trip. This means approved clothing for 
warmth and protection, an approved and current PFD, all required and appropriate gear including 
flares, fire extinguisher, first aid kit, high-visibility vest, sunscreen etc. 

                                                             
1 Kenneth Grahame, 1908, adapted from Wind in the Willows 
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Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone Plan 
 

 

Anglers Alliance Tasmania, the peak body that represents some 25,000 freshwater anglers 
appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone 
Plan. 
 
Trout fishing has become a culturally significant recreation in Tasmania since the 
introduction of trout in 1864, and the Lower Gordon is one of Tasmania’s most aspirational 
trophy trout fisheries. 
 
The Gordon River Anglers Club which has over 200 members has been actively involved in 
maintaining the historically significant Boom Camp, since the early 1970’s, which provides a 
safe haven for anglers visiting the Lower Gordon by boat from Strahan;  it provides the only 
opportunity for many Tasmanian anglers and visitors to fish this wonderful river that 
embodies all that freshwater anglers aspire to. 
 
Anglers Alliance Tasmania recommends that : 

• Trout fishing should be recognised as a key recreational activity in the Lower Gordon 
River Recreational Zone Plan. 

• The significant contribution of volunteer labour the Gordon River Anglers make in 
maintaining the Boom Camp should be recognised and supported. 

• Any further tourism development within the Lower Gordon River should coexist 
harmoniously with the existing recreational activities, including fishing.  

 
 
Denis Edwards 
Executive Officer 
Anglers Alliance Tasmania 
 
 

 
 

www.anglersalliance.org.au 
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Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 

Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 

GPO box 1751 Hobart TAS 7001 

gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au 

  
  
Dear Sir/Madam, 
  
Attachments: 1.  DTMP submission Smith, PE 

       2.  SM and the FP.docx  

  
Thank you for the opportunity to offer suggestions for the review and update of the 
Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. I have read your Background Report 
(stage one of your review and update) and in response offer a summary of my 
acquaintance with the area, followed by my recommendations. 
  
My knowledge of the Lower Gordon River. 
  
My last visit there was about 25 years ago when I finished a private rafting trip 
down the Franklin and Gordon Rivers with three companions. We flew out from 
Sir John Falls Camp on a seaplane, which gave us a very impressive view of the 
ancient forest on the ridges near the river. I have had five other visits to the Lower 
Gordon. In 1976 Bob Brown and I caught Reg Morrison’s boat, the J Lee M near 
Sir John Falls at the end of our first trip down the Franklin and the next year we did 
the same after filming the Franklin with several other companions. During the 
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Franklin River protest/blockade on the Lower Gordon River I spent about a week 
at the blockade camp and at a drill site on the ridge above Warners Landing before 
being arrested by the police and taken in custody to the police station in 
Queenstown. A few years later I rafted down the Denison and Gordon rivers with 
three companions. My very first experience of the Lower Gordon was as a teenager 
in 1954 or thereabouts, when I spent a week camped there (probably at Boom 
Camp) with my father and a couple of his friends. We fished for trout by rowing a 
dinghy while trailing lines with wobbler lures. The experience was truly remarkable: 
the fish we caught were each 2-3 kilos and we kept them alive by putting them in a 
bag that we towed behind the boat. On coming ashore at the camp we transferred 
them to a 20m length of a narrow creek that we had corralled with stakes to prevent 
the fish escaping. When we departed at the end of the week we had 90 large fish. 
   
  
Things that I think should be addressed by the LGRRZ Plan 

  
The central issue that the Plan should address is the maintenance - and 
enhancement where possible - of the wild character of the river and its environs. 
This objective is officially implied by the titles of the reserves intended to protect it, 
the Franklin-Gordon Wild Rivers National Park and the Tasmanian Wilderness 
WHA.  
As the use of very convenient or noisy artificial aids such as motorised vessels 
effectively destroy wild character, its protection in the LGRRZ requires the use of 
such aids to be minimised here as much as possible. As the presence and number of 
visitors, whether commercially hosted or not, also damages wild character, a 
carrying capacity formula needs to be devised to limit and temporally distribute their 
numbers to minimise their social and physical impacts. This needs to be done soon 
rather than later, in order to facilitate planning by tourism enterprises and PWS. 
  
A particularly important part of the issue of wild character in the LGRRZ is the 
question of allowing commercial development. Although this very effectively 
destroys wild character it is also politically seen as essential for society’s welfare. 
  
  
  
Why wild character is important 

  
In addition to the official implication by the names of the reserves encompassing the 
LGRRZ that wild character is important and should be protected, there is very 
strong evidence for this as well. This evidence is twofold. The first piece is the 
commonplace observation that many or most people like wilderness, which is 
commonly understood to be a place with very wild character. It is because of this 
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popular appreciation that the tourism industry uses the word ‘wilderness’ wherever 
it can, in order to maximise its sales. In doing this, the industry usually distorts or 
abuses the meaning of ‘wilderness’ by applying it to locations that have such limited 
wild character that they cannot qualify as real wilderness. Another piece of evidence 
that most people like wilderness is the tremendous political fuss that is made about 
it, for example over the last half century in Tasmania, and continuing as we argue 
over the management of the TWWHA.  
  
The second piece of evidence that wild character is important goes some way to 
explaining the first piece: It is the empirical finding in psychology that contrasts are 
important for human welfare. This is relevant because wild character makes a 
fundamental contrast with the more or less developed character of the vast majority 
of Earth’s terrestrial environments. As the strongest expressions of wild character 
are in wilderness, it is wilderness that produces the strongest contrasts of this type. 
Such contrast is important because it makes our lives more interesting, stimulating 
and enjoyable. In support of this claim one might recall the old aphorism ‘Variety is 
the spice of life’ and slightly alter it to ‘Contrast is the spice of life’. Israeli 
psychologist Shalom Schwartz (e.g. 1992, 2007) has confirmed these views with 
surveys in more than sixty countries, which show that all people, regardless of 
ethnicity, nationality, culture, age, religion, sex and any other variation, need at least 
some contrast or variety in their environment (for a discussion of this see Smith 
2016, 384-7). As the strength of this requirement varies from one individual to 
another, the provision (as a public good for a whole nation) of opportunities to 
experience contrast should ideally provide as much environmental contrast as the 
most demanding citizens may require. If this is done, then every citizen may 
experience the physical environment of his or her country as truly fulfilling. 
  
I noted above that the second piece of evidence ‘goes some way to explaining the 
first piece’. The rest of the explanation of the first piece may lie in the fact that we, 
as Homo sapiens, have evolved over millions of years in an environment that we now 
call wilderness. We are therefore very much adapted to it. So we should expect that, 
in many ways, we like it and even love it. So perhaps we have here the rest of the 
explanation of the first piece of evidence, that most people like wilderness. Its 
availability for them to experience, or just to know that it exists, can therefore do 
much for their quality of life. 
  
  
The question of commercial development 

  
In the preceding section we see that wild character is important because it helps to 
produce a high quality of life for people. In this way it is similar to commercial 
development, as the ‘conventional wisdom’ has it that this not only helps to 
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produce a high quality of life, but is absolutely essential for it. But such 
development destroys wild character whenever it is undertaken in places that have 
it. So, on balance it would seem that wild character should be sacrificed if that will 
produce commercial development. 
  
However, it turns out that the conventional wisdom is not so wise. Commercial 
development (or economic growth) in a relatively developed economy such as 
Tasmania’s (or Australia’s) does not improve quality of life, but diminishes it. Why 
this utterly counterintuitive statement is true is a little too complex to be adequately 
explained here, so it is done in the attached document ‘SM and the FP.docx’. As 
noted there, the first publication of this explanation (called scarcity multiplier 
theory) was in the peer reviewed academic journal Ecological Economics in 2009 
(volume 68, issue 3, pages 710-18). It is important to recognise that although the 
scarcity multiplier can only operate under certain conditions, these are fully present 
in Tasmania, and also in Australia as a whole (Smith 2016, 207-8). Truly radical 
political intervention would be needed to remove those conditions (see page 5 of 
‘SM and the FP.docx’).  
  
The scarcity multiplier diminishes quality of life by making successful new 
commercial ventures unsustainable in two fundamental respects (see pages 1 and 2 
of ‘SM and the FP.docx’). These are costs that arise in the slightly longer-term and 
then outweigh the short-term benefits. Unsurprisingly, this erosion of quality of life 
by the expansion of commercial activity means that they contravene Tasmanian 
planning laws, as the primary object of these is to promote sustainable 
development in order to maintain or enhance quality of life. This contravention of 
law by commercial development is explained in section 1.1 of my submission of 31 
May 2020 on the Draft Tourism Master Plan for the TWWHA (see attachment 
‘DTMP submission Smith, PE.docx’).  
  
The recommendations I now make on the proposed Lower Gordon River 
Recreational Zone Plan are based on the needs to protect and enhance wild 
character and to avoid the unsustainability produced by new commercial 
development in Tasmania under current conditions.  
  
  
Recommendations for the LGRRZ Plan  
  
1. 
No additional motorised boat traffic should be allowed in zones 1, 2, 3 and 4. This 
should prevent the introduction of commercial accommodation on the river such as 
The Lighthouse Project and stop the expansion of private boat traffic. The object 
of this recommendation is to maintain the current wild character of the river 
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(especially in Zones 2, 3 and 4), while recognising and avoiding the 
unsustainability that would be created by new commercial activity. More people 
using non-mechanised craft such as kayaks may experience this wild character in 
Zones 2, 3 and 4 without much damage to it, but a carrying capacity limit should be 
set. A permit system should be established to keep private boat traffic in all zones 
within this capacity. 
  
2. 
The feasibility should be investigated, of generating electricity in the Middle Gordon 
Scheme by discharging water in a pattern that mimics the pre-hydro natural river 
flow. The ecological benefits of such management should be ascertained (for 
example restoring eroded levee banks, restoring any depleted fish populations such 
as white bait runs and their predators, and restoring the structure of previously 
meromictic lakes). This investigation should be done promptly to provide data for 
evaluating the environmental impacts of a second Bass Strait power cable link to 
Victoria. These measures are intended to protect the wild character of the 
LGRRZ. They may also help to avoid unsustainability from commercial 
development, such as that proposed cable. 
  
3. 
The Plan should prohibit any further development on land in addition to existing 
facilities such as Boom Camp, Heritage Landing and walkway and Sir John Falls 
Camp. Those facilities should be tidied up where necessary (e.g. Boom Camp), 
refurbished as needed and maintained. 
  
On water, it may be advisable for protecting riverbanks to extract rafters and 
canoeists from Sir John Falls Camp by helicopters, perhaps utilising a floating 
helipad on the river at that point, rather than relying on seaplanes and West Coast 
Yacht Charters. Limits on journeys down the Franklin and other rivers upstream of 
this Camp need to be set as part of the implementation of the carrying capacity of 
the LGRRZ Plan. Those limits would help restrict the impact of aerial traffic on the 
wild character of the LGRRZ. 
  
These recommendations are intended to maintain existing levels of wild character 
and avoid the unsustainability generated by new commercial development. 
  
4. 
Measures to rehabilitate remaining construction and investigation damage to the 
naturalness of the LGRRZ, such as at Warners Landing and beyond should be 
specified and a program for executing those measures set out in the LGRRZ Plan. 
This is intended to restore some of the wild character that has been lost here due 
to hydroelectric development work.  
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As this project and its abandonment due to a nationwide environmental campaign 
that ran for many years is of considerable historical interest, some of its relics such 
as investigative adits may be left as they are. 
  
5. 
The LGRRZ Plan should very explicitly acknowledge the environmental legacy of 
the Middle Gordon Power Scheme. This includes the impacts of the changes in the 
flow, temperature and chemistry of the river and the loss of the meromictic nature 
of some riverside lakes. The Plan should also more clearly recognise the legacy of 
past cruise boat use in the continuing sensitivity of the riverbanks to boat and 
seaplane wash waves. It should also state that it is imperative that the remaining 
naturalness, such as existing endemic flora and flora be protected. Such 
acknowledgements should help to protect and enhance the wild character of the 
LGRRZ, not least by showing the need for an extremely precautionary approach to 
development proposals. 
  
  
Thank you again for the opportunity to offer some recommendations. I hope you 
find them helpful. Please get in touch if you want any more explanation or 
discussion. 
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The missing argument 

Do environmentalists ignore it because it’s too complicated? 

Paul E. Smith 

 

Introduction 

I am restating an argument here that environmentalists could use to support any 

and all of their campaigns, but which they ignore. This seems disastrous to me, 

because it might end their interminable conflicts with developers and politicians - 

and it could do that by showing everyone that they are making much more sense 

than their opponents. 

So why don’t they use it? One reason is that very few are aware of it. But even if 

they were aware, it may anger them because it contradicts some of their propaganda. 

Another reason is that, like politicians, environmentalists campaign for the support 

of the mass public and in order to get that they must tell people what they want to 

hear and what they already agree with. Environmentalists can’t afford to do too 

much educating. And there’s the rub, because this argument is not only just a little 

complicated, it also asks people to prize lasting benefits more than instant 

gratifications. Worse, it invites them to suffer small costs now to get big benefits later. 

Perhaps we shouldn’t expect greens to use this argument then, as our democratic 

politics can’t handle it. But let’s be optimistic and challenge them to try! They might 

pull it off. And if they did the rewards for everybody would be tremendous. 

This argument is basically a simple theory in ecological economics and political 

science. I first published it in 2009 in the peer-reviewed academic journal Ecological 

Economics 68 (3), under the title “How economic growth becomes a cost: The scarcity 

multiplier”. A detailed version is given in my 2016 book Rescuing Democracy, where 

it is explained in Chapter 5 and applied to Tasmania in the Appendix. 

The argument, or “scarcity multiplier” theory, has two conclusions. 

The first is that in any relatively well-developed economy, more economic 

development (even just one new commercial enterprise) does not help to satisfy the 

public’s wants for more jobs and more income. To the contrary, it increases those 

wants. 



 2 

The second conclusion is that this failure to sustain satisfaction is purchased at the 

cost of making natural capital more scarce. Furthermore, that failure to satisfy produces 

a political reaction that continually repeats this second effect, so that per capita 

abundance of natural capital continues to decline, indefinitely. 

These two results mean that, depending on whether one wants to expose political 

failure or economic failure, the argument or theory might be presented as “the false 

promise of economic growth” (political duplicity) or “the scarcity multiplier” 

(economic stupidity). These results also mean that in situations where the scarcity 

multiplier operates, no new commercial project can be a sustainable development. 

Such developments fail to be sustainable in two fundamental ways: (1) they do not 

sustain their satisfaction of citizens’ desires for more jobs and income; and (2) they 

do not sustain the per capita abundance of natural capital. This interpretation of 

sustainability is that even if a business is itself commercially sustainable, it cannot be 

considered sustainable if it diminishes, damages or destroys other valuable activities, 

assets or circumstances. 

 

In a nutshell 

In its briefest form, the argument begins by saying that any economic 

development in a relatively well developed economy will not satisfy wants for more 

income and more employment, but will inflame them while making the stock of 

natural capital more scarce. It then explains that these wants are inflamed because 

economic development makes the population get bigger while also enlarging each 

person’s wants for more income and more employment. The argument concludes by 

reasoning that scarcity increases because this bigger population with bigger personal 

wants has a much larger aggregate want (compared with the pre-development 

aggregate want) for the country’s smaller stock of natural capital (smaller, compared 

with the pre-development stock). 

This version is so brief that it is cryptic, but it may be useful for those who want to 

attract an audience for either of the two more explanatory versions that follow here. 

Those versions are ‘A brief outline’ and a much longer account that presents the 

theory as a ‘false promise’ from politicians. 
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A brief outline of the scarcity multiplier theory  

The scarcity multiplier theory - or if you prefer, the false promise accusation - 

starts by agreeing with the conventional ‘theory’ or assumption that supplying more 

jobs and income will actually satisfy - at least to some extent - the wants of citizens 

for more employment and income. That conventional theory thereby presents more 

‘jobs n growth' as a public good, which makes it an appropriate thing for 

governments to provide. But that's as far as conventional thinking goes: The voters’ 

response is “More 'jobs n growth' is great, thank you”, and they pretty much stop 

thinking about it at that point. 

The scarcity multiplier theory, however, thinks further by asking: What will 

happen when the government satisfies some of the people’s desires for more 'jobs n 

growth' by expanding the economy? Even just one new development project will 

make the voters’ state or nation a little bit more attractive as a place in which to earn 

a living, so out-migration from that region will tend to diminish and in-migration 

will tend to increase. As such projects are launched, the population therefore gets 

bigger (than it would have been without them), which increases the public demand 

(or want) for more 'jobs n growth' so that the original want for this tends to be 

restored. That drives the government to expand the economy again, reproducing the 

same responses in the population, the economy and the government so that the cycle 

tends to repeat itself. As this positive feedback progressively expands the economy, 

it consumes more and more of the state’s (or nation’s) natural capital, making it 

more and more scarce. This feedback is, therefore, a ‘scarcity multiplier’. 

But there is another cycle that supports this multiplier, so that it continues to 

make natural capital more and more scarce, as long as the government and economy 

continue to function. This is actually a set of three positive feedbacks that is dubbed 

‘affluenza’ (e.g. Hamilton and Denniss 2005, 3; Smith 2016, 215) as it restores and 

inflames individuals’ wants for more jobs and income. One of its cycles is the 

adaptation feedback, in which the wants of individuals grow as they get more 

income, because they adapt to higher levels of consumption and then want even 

more. This drives politicians to expand the economy, producing more adaptation 

and so on, ad infinitum. Positional competition such as status rivalry works a similar 

feedback and sales promotion cultivates both of those feedbacks to create more sales 

revenue for its own feedback. As the economy grows, its bigger size produces more 

money for sales promotion. 
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This combination of population and affluenza feedbacks never ceases, as each of 

their cycles fuel the next to expand the economy and the population. It's like a dog 

chasing its tail. It exhausts both citizens and their natural resources. Wilderness, wild 

life, fresh water, arable and other types of land - in fact all types of natural 

capital, including the climate - are inexorably gobbled up by commercial interests, 

wherever they can make money from it. Many business people love this dynamic, 

whether they are really aware of it and understand it, or not. It always makes money 

for them. 

To further clarify this scarcity multiplier theory, a longer version is now presented. 

Its title is the one under which it was originally published, in TNPA News 19 (winter 

2014), the newsletter of the Tasmanian National Parks Association 

(http//:tnpa.org.au). It is reproduced here with a few alterations and additions. 

 

How the false promise of economic growth destroys our environment 

On February 16, 2014, one month before the Tasmanian State election of that year, 

the front page of the Sunday Tasmanian declared: “Voters clear on what politicians 

must deliver… JOBS, JOBS, JOBS”. It reported a poll of 2912 voters showing that 

50.9% of them considered job opportunities and the economy to be the issues that 

would most influence their votes. In contrast, only 21.3% selected health services, 

12.1% education, 11.2% environment and 4.5% crime and safety. 

This random sample might be taken to summarize the environmental 

predicament here. With a 51% preference for economic growth versus 11% for the 

environment Tasmanians will degrade the environment - including our parks - 

wherever this seems necessary for further growth. This sense of priorities is shown 

here to be misguided and a new paradigm of thought offered instead. The current 

paradigm, that economic growth is desirable - and usually urgently needed - is 

followed not only by commercial interests but also largely by environmentalists and 

Green politicians, who although apparently less keen on growth, often advocate it 

for reducing unemployment with developments in industries such as tourism, the 

University of Tasmania, scientific research (medicine, Antarctica and the Southern 

Ocean), wine, horticulture, irrigated crops and renewable energy. 

Before reviewing the current paradigm and offering a new one, a few crucial 

concepts must be sketched. The first is that of public and private goods. Public goods 

are things that are freely available for citizens to use without direct payment at a 
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point of sale. They can be tangible, such as street signs, or intangible, like a high level 

of social trust. We need governments to protect and provide public goods that are 

important to us. The market won’t do this as it focuses on providing private goods. 

Those goods are in some sense owned by an individual or entity and thus may be 

used by others only with permission or by paying a price to the owner. These 

concepts lead to another, that the current paradigm is politically powerful only 

because it views economic growth as promising public goods. This is the promise that 

citizens expect from politicians and political candidates. Voters may not countenance 

them promising private goods, such as offering to make a few entrepreneurs 

wealthier by approving a new development project. Such promises are legitimate 

from markets, but not from governments, as the only justification for their existence 

is that they are needed to provide public goods that would not be provided unless 

citizens are organized (as by a government) to produce them (e.g. Olson 1965, 15; 

Taylor 1987, 1). So, in the case of economic growth, its politically legitimate promise is 

that it will satisfy at least some of citizens’ wants for more employment and income. 

If such satisfaction is made freely available to citizens in general, it is a public good. 

In contrast to the current paradigm that economic growth fulfils that promise of 

satisfaction, the proposed new paradigm is that economic growth not only fails to 

satisfy citizens’ wants for more employment and income, it exacerbates those wants. 

If the new paradigm replaced the current one then the political case for further 

economic growth would be weakened or eliminated and democratic governments 

would become much more interested in protecting natural assets, along with other 

public goods. 

The system analysis diagram on the next page, headed ‘The scarcity multiplier’, 

traces the consequences of Tasmanians following the current paradigm. These 

consequences are facilitated by Tasmania’s situation as a relatively developed region 

in a world of other regions, many of which are less economically and politically 

developed, with poorer indicators of quality of life such as lower per capita income, 

greater inequality, more damaged environments and relatively strong crowding 

effects. Because of this global context, Tasmania’s population has a size and a rate of 

growth that result not only from its ratio of births to deaths but also its ratio of in-

migration to out-migration. The argument that follows applies not only to Tasmania, 

but also to any other region with a relatively well-developed economy, such as 

Australia as a whole. 

 The central box in the diagram represents ‘Political decisions’ on economic 

growth – in other words, government decisions on applications to allow 
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As indicated by the arrows pointing from ‘Political decisions…’ up to ‘More 

Development’ the private goods bias means that development projects are usually 

approved, often despite widely recognized substantial costs for public goods such as 

the natural environment. The consequent construction and operation of each project 

increases employment and income, which supports a larger population (arrow P2 to 

Growth of Population). That growth takes place mostly through migration: More 

people are attracted by the extra income and employment to live in Tasmania and 

fewer are compelled to leave in order to find work. As indicated by the two P3 

arrows from ‘Growth of Population’ to ‘More Wants’ at the centre bottom, this 

increase in population means that aggregate wants rise in Tasmania, for both private 

and public goods. This creates greater pressure to use its limited Natural Capital 

(upper left box) for both private (marketed at point of sale) and public (free access) 

goods. The increase in population also re-establishes some of the initial level of 

wants for More Development because although some of those wants for private 

goods have been met, there are now more Tasmanians, all wanting private and 

public goods. The partially re-established wants for private goods tend to renew the 

pressure on ‘Political decisions on development proposals’ for More Development. 

That tendency may be strengthened by a high preference in immigrants for private 

rather than public goods, as many of them will be from less affluent regions. This, at 

least partially restored, pressure for private goods then assists the private goods bias 

in ‘Political decisions…’ to again choose More Development (shown as P1). This 

drives Dpu4 (the conversion of public natural capital into private goods - D meaning 

depletion or escalation of scarcity) and Dpr4 (depletion of the per capita availability 

of private natural capital - such as freehold land). More Development again 

stimulates more Growth of Population and thus More Wants, which tend to lead yet 

again to More Development and so on. 

This repetitive process is a positive feedback, a cycle in which the initial drive 

(shown in the diagram as ‘Political decisions…’) for more development is restored 

(at least partially) in each cycle. How far this feedback cycles is open to question, but 

immigration from other regions with fewer opportunities to exploit natural capital 

may continue to drive it as long as that difference between Tasmania and other 

regions lasts. Net migration may therefore overcrowd this State to the extent of 

overcrowding elsewhere, which would make its natural capital very scarce on a per 

capita basis. As this feedback progressively heightens that scarcity, it is called the 

‘scarcity multiplier’. 
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As can be seen in the diagram, the scarcity multiplier also has other positive 

feedbacks. These work in the same direction as the population feedback so they 

reinforce each other in escalating scarcity. The additional feedbacks form a 

subsystem identified in the diagram by arrows marked A, A1, A2, As, Ap3 and Aa3, 

where A denotes ‘affluenza’, or addiction to consumption (e.g. Hamilton and 

Denniss 2005, 3; Smith 2016, 215). This affluenza subsystem starts with More 

Development producing more income in Tasmania, which enables its citizens to 

increase (indicated by A2) their consumption of private goods (the More 

Consumption box), which in turn produces two psychological responses. The first of 

these is that citizens then want to consume even more private goods in order to 

elevate or maintain their social status relative to others. This is status rivalry or 

’keeping up with the Joneses’, one of several problems that economists classify as 

‘positional competition’. The second psychological response is ‘adaptation’, which is 

that citizens soon adapt to their level of consumption, no matter how high it is, 

thinking that it would now be more interesting or convenient to consume even more. 

Positional Competition and Adaptation therefore create More Wants (Ap3, Aa3). 

Note however, that these two responses work in private goods only, not public 

goods (Layard 2005, 7, 44, 49), so they increase the public pressure for political 

approval of new development projects (the central box) without a countervailing 

increase in pressure to protect public goods such as the natural environment. More 

Development and More Consumption follow, producing more Positional 

Competition and Adaptation and so on. As with Adaptation, Positional Competition 

drives this feedback indefinitely because consumption by some provokes others to 

‘keep up’ or ‘get ahead’ by consuming more, which then provokes retaliatory 

consumption, counter retaliation and so on. Meanwhile, the managers of commercial 

enterprises promote their sales with advertising that excites Positional Competition 

and Adaptation, leading to even More Want for private goods, then More 

Development and More Consumption. The latter produces More Sales Revenue, 

which increases the funds for More Sales Promotion, which reinforces More Wants 

for private goods (via As then Ap3 and Aa3), leading to more political decisions for 

More Development, resulting in yet More Sales Revenue and so on. Affluenza thus 

comprises three feedbacks (positional competition, adaptation and sales promotion) 

that inflate wants, one of which does it by boosting the other two. This system 

proceeds indefinitely and as it progresses it converts free public natural capital (such 

as wilderness) into marketed private goods (such as tourist accommodation and 

guided walks) and increases the prices of private natural capital (such as freehold 

land), which escalates the prices of private goods. 
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With both the population growth and affluenza feedbacks operating 

simultaneously, the force of the multiplier is formidable because their growths of 

want are multiplied together rather than just added. While population growth 

increases the number of people, affluenza increases the wants of each one. The chart 

shows the crux of the multiplier as the central box, where politicians are under 

increasing pressure to provide private goods rather than public goods such as a 

generous ratio of natural capital to population. The extent to which the multiplier 

escalates the scarcity of natural capital depends on the strength of its component 

feedbacks versus the distress of each citizen over the mounting scarcity, as that could 

halt the system by influencing ‘Political decisions…’. However this will be slow to 

happen because if the countervailing distress of citizens is to influence legislation 

and public policy, it must be transmitted through a dysfunctional democratic system 

that is structured to pay limited attention to public goods (its private goods bias). 

Moreover, that distress will fade as time and generations pass - for what is, becomes 

the norm. In other words, amnesia occurs not only in each citizen but also across 

successive generations, for when a new one grows up in circumstances that the 

previous generation recognizes as deficient, the new one considers them normal. It 

has known nothing better so it unconsciously tolerates its degraded situation, no 

doubt employing instinctive coping strategies. But as primate psychologist Frans de 

Waal (1996, 200-201) observes, “coping with stress is not the same as getting rid of it; 

constant behavioural (and probably also physiological) countermeasures are 

necessary under crowded conditions.” It seems likely that the growing value of 

increasingly scarce public natural capital may not be able to halt its elimination 

wherever this can expand the production of private goods. The scarcity of private 

natural capital will escalate through a similar process and possibly more rapidly 

because the political concern that citizens express over scarcities in their public 

natural capital may not be felt for scarcities in private natural capital, especially as 

the owners of the latter delight in its escalation of price. 

This system analysis shows that the current promise of economic growth is false 

for Tasmania and other similar regions, such as Australia as a whole, and other parts 

of the developed world. We need a new paradigm of thought for relatively 

developed economies: An understanding that economic growth does not satisfy 

wants for more employment and income, it exacerbates them while making 

domestic natural capital more scarce. This understanding would allow us to seek 

ways of assuaging citizens’ wants for more employment and income without forcing 

a relentless escalation of the scarcity of their natural capital.  
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Although revolutionary, the new paradigm is shown here as actually agreeing 

with the current one - as far as the latter goes. All the new one does is accept the 

current one and then look further ahead, which produces a radically different 

conclusion. In the diagram, the current paradigm is the popular awareness of the 

chain of events from ‘Political decisions…’ through More Development to More 

Consumption. That awareness stops there, forming the horizon for many citizens, 

but as business operators are more directly concerned with the process they may 

very clearly see that More Development leads also to Growth of Population and that 

both this and More Consumption generate More Wants for private goods, escalating 

popular pressure for yet More Development and so on. So while they may 

understand the process, business operators have a personal, monetary incentive to 

see it, not as a ‘scarcity multiplier’, but as a ‘magic pudding’ that grows if they eat it - 

and at least as fast as they can eat. This emphasizes the need for all of us - as voters - 

to understand the scarcity multiplier so that we can instruct our politicians to stop it 

and thereby enable our natural capital to be maintained at a level of per capita 

abundance that provides the best possible quality of life for us and our descendants. 

But that exhortation will go unheeded because most voters are too busy with their 

lives to indulge in political wishes. The real problem is government failure – the 

private goods bias at the heart of the multiplier. To protect our quality of life - not 

only in Tasmania but across the relatively developed world - we must eradicate that 

bias. How we might accomplish this while keeping government democratic is 

another story. One of these is offered in my book Rescuing Democracy. 

To conclude, I suggest it’s essential that environmentalists in Tasmania and 

elsewhere get their heads around the scarcity multiplier, not only for current issues 

like fish farms, tourism (whether in wilderness or not), woodchip exports from 

Dover, pumped hydroelectric power storage for the mainland and sales of our farms 

and other real estate to foreigners, but for many future possibilities such as another 

push in Tasmania for a pulp or paper mill (it's sure to come, the wood is growing) 

and perhaps, fresh water for the mainland. Of course, in applying the scarcity 

multiplier analysis to a commercial proposal we need to be able to reply sensibly to 

the obvious riposte: What do we do about unemployment? That issue is broached in 

§4.2.3 of Rescuing Democracy. But as the scarcity multiplier analysis indicates, in 

devising solutions to such problems we must not create incentives for citizens that 

they will later have cause to regret. 
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Note: 

Rescuing Democracy is sold by Amazon and is free as an e-book from the website 
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who wants one, if they let me know their email address. 

 

Paul E. Smith 

University Associate,  

School of Technology, Environments and Design (Discipline of Geography and 

Spatial Sciences), University of Tasmania, Sandy Bay. 
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From: JetSkiTas 
Sent: Friday, 19 June 2020 3:16 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: Jetskitas Submission to Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan
Attachments: TJSBC (jetskitas) submission Lower Gordon River Rec Zone Plan June 2020.pdf; 

JetSkiTas Lower Gordon River Recreation Plan WORD version (no attachments).doc

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Good afternoon 
 
Please find attached the submission from Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc (known as jetskitas) for 
consideration in the redevelopment of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
We have enclosed a PDF version, complete with attachments and references. 
The references include a link to video footage which may be useful vision. 
 
We have also enclosed a WORD version of our primary submission as requested. 
 
The Committee of the Club would very much appreciate the opportunity to discuss this submission at any hearings 
to be held.  
 
Alternatively, the Committee is available to provide further information or clarification during your process. 
Please contact President Dean Haley on 0413 926 350   or Carolyn Pillans (Committee Member) on 0417 009 409. 
 
We look forward to reviewing the draft Plan in due course. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Committee 
Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc. 
 



 

 

Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc 
    

 
 

www.jetskitas.com 
 Winner of Tasmanian Water Safety Council Award 2013 

 

 

 

 
16 June 2020 
 
 
Project Manager 
Lower Gordon River Recreational Zone Plan  
Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service 
GPO Box 1751 
Hobart TAS 7001 
 
Email: gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au 
 
 
Please find attached a submission from the Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club (known as jetskitas) 
to the development of the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. 
 
The Club’s submission is provided as PDF for publication, but a Word version is also provided, as 
requested. 
 
Please note, several links to video footage are included in our submission, along with references to 
other useful sites.  
 
The Club would be pleased to provide further information to support the development of the 
Recreation Zone Plan. If this is useful, please contact us at info@jetskitas.com  
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
 
Dean Haley 
President       
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Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc 
    

 
 

www.jetskitas.com 
 Winner of Tasmanian Water Safety Council Award 2013 

 

 

 

16 June 2020 

Developing a new Recreation Zone Plan for the Lower Gordon River 
 
Introduction and background to Jet Ski Tas. 
Formally known as the Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club Inc, this organisation has evolved 
since its origins in the early 2000s to a more diverse organisation representing all across the 
PWC Personal Watercraft (PWC) community. The Club was rebadged JetSkiTas in recent 
years.  
 
During this time, it is fair to say that the average age of members has increased from mid- 
20s to mid-40s and now includes a very broad demographic representing all sectors of 
society. 
 
JetSkiTas is recognised and promoted by Marine and Safety Tasmania (MaST) as an 
appropriate organisation for all registered PWC owners to connect with. MaST provides 
advice on its website and in mail outs to registered owners espousing the benefits of our 
Club. Our Club won a Tasmanian Water Safety Award in 2013. 
 
A Tasmanian Coroner’s Report1 published in November 2019 recognised the Club’s aims and 
its safety culture: 

 
 
The Club is the recognised voice of PWCs in Tasmania and the committee is regularly 
contacted by media for expert comment. 
 
JetSkiTas’s focus across the PWC community is to provide safety and enjoyment for 
members around the state, while respecting other water users. Throughout the year the 
Club conducts social rides, tours, information and education sessions, time trials and family 
events. Social rides and tours are offered for beginners, intermediate and expert riders.  
 

 
1 Extract from TASCD 491: https://www.magistratescourt.tas.gov.au/about us/coroners/coronial-findings-

2019 (accessed 28 May 2020). 
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While a primary focus is our members, the Club is also active in the wider community with 
involvements including… 
 

 Providing rescue support services  
o Royal Hobart Regatta (eg for the Trans Derwent Swim) 
o Guinness World Record attempt for the most number of kayaks and canoes 

launched simultaneously (Bellerive) 
o Cradle Coast Outrigger Canoe Club Annual Bluff to Bluff paddle (Wynyard to 

Devonport) 
o Motor boating events in southern Tasmania 
o Assisting others in distress at any time – many members around the state 

have assisted others using the waters. 
 Free rides to the public 

o Triabunna Seafest 
o Royal Hobart Regatta 
o Montrose Bay Expo 

 Charity fund raisers (eg Bushfires, Variety, Lifeline, Cancer Research) 
 

It has developed strong working relationships with other similarly-motivated organisations 
such as Tasmanian Maritime Radio, Dodges Ferry Sea Rescue and Devonport Motor Show. 
Our Club committee actively advocates for our sector, ensuring our members have access to 
a range of training opportunities both on and off the water.  
 
A prime aim is to promote our sport to the broader community as a responsible group.   The 
Club has a Code of Conduct that all members commit to on joining and is available on its 
website for the general community to refer to. A copy is attached.  
 
Planning and preparation for all organised rides starts with extensive briefing material 
distributed via its Facebook page.  
 
While any group in society will have its black sheep, we are determined, firstly, to minimise 
any incidents of Jet Ski riders standing out for the wrong reasons, and to assist with the 
education of those who do. At all times we strive to respect the rights and wishes of all 
other water users, those on land close to the water and, of course, all aspects of our 
environment. This includes minimising any impact to marine mammals. 
 
We encourage our members to be leaders and our aim, once on the water, is to try to keep 
well away from all other people to respect their amenity. All our Club rides have designated 
leaders and sweeps to ensure all are looked after and assisted as needed.  
 
Before every departure, ride leader(s) conduct a ride-specific briefing that covers risks, 
expectations and obligations related to safety, environment, marine/other water users, ride 
etiquette and potential community perceptions. 
 
As an aside, we note that our organised rides each year provide significant economic value 
to regional and remote communities. For instance, considering accommodation, motor 
vehicle and jet ski fuel purchases, meals, refreshments and visits to local tourist attractions, 
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it is not unusual for our group of 10 - 20 people to contribute $5,000 - $10,000 or so every 
weekend we visit the West Coast. 
 
JetSkiTas’s Interest in Lower Gordon River 

 Our Club has conducted organised rides (generally no more than once per year) on 
the Gordon River dating back around 15 years 

 We would like to continue to run appropriately supervised Club rides each year in 
the future, travelling up the River as far as the Franklin River 

 We note that currently there is a ban on Jet Skis on the River 
 Other watercraft are permitted on the River, albeit with a 5 knot speed limit 
 Our interest is for short term visits and, given the distance from launching ramps in 

Strahan, we would look to spend less than 3 hours in the River and minimise any 
risks with riders in the remote wilderness location 

 For safety (time spent in wilderness) and minimal impact on other park users we 
would seek an exemption to the 5 knot speed limit to allow rapid progression of our 
Club ride. 

 
We emphasise we are advocating for organised, planned Club rides to access the River.  
The Club is not advocating general access for uncontrolled, individual jet ski riders. 

 
Why should Jet Skis be permitted on the Gordon River? 

 Other users visit the area either by land, sea or air  
 It is appropriate to compare Jet Ski visitors with other visitors to the area, including: 

o Yachts 
o Motor Craft 
o Kayakers 
o Campers and Bush walkers 
o Tourist boats 
o Seaplanes 
o Joy flights in region 
o Helicopter activity 
o Parks’ officers 
o Fishers  

 Given short times in the River, maybe only four hours over a whole year, impacts are 
greatly reduced 

 Minimal impact on environment and other users 
 Noise and emissions 
 Wake and erosion. 
 

Wake and erosion 
This is an area of significant concern and one that our Club has been working hard to learn 
more about. The Club has conducted some preliminary demonstrations of PWC wake 
characteristics at different speeds with a number of craft.  
  
At this stage we are confident that wake characteristics of PWCs ridden on the plane 
provide less displacement (wake) compared to slower speeds where more surface area of 
the hull is in the water.  
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The link to the Club’s video clips of the demonstrations is https://vimeo.com/showcase/7258399 

One video of all seven trials conducted is provided in the link. For convenience, we have also 
provided each trial as a separate video clip. 
 
We are also seeking further data from studies conducted elsewhere, including overseas. 
 
We have studied available literature, including that produced in Tasmania and look forward 
to working with local experts to better understand the variables between different usage 
patterns. In the meantime, we note that our proposed activity is likely to be only one or two 
trips on the River per year. On this basis, the impact of natural conditions (wind, current, 
floods) and other frequent users would seem to be greater than our proposed activities. 
 
We do note the work done by Jason Bradbury. In his report from March 2019 he indicates 
erosion monitoring at 40 points along the River. Of these 40 points, erosion has been 
observed at 7 sites where tour boats operate and another 7 upstream of tour boat activity. 
The other 26 sites show net increase in bank levels (deposition) or no change. We would 
work to understand the most vulnerable parts of the banks to tailor movements 
accordingly. 
 
Noise emissions 
Modern craft are certainly cleaner and quieter than earlier models, typically older craft 
powered by 2 stroke engines. Many boats are still powered by older technology motors. 
Noise from aircraft in the area would be more notable than that of PWCs. 
 
In 2014, research compiled by David Heyes2, derived from data from the three major PWC 
manufacturers and a report prepared by the Personal Watercraft Industry Association 
(USA)3, provides the following graphic comparing the noise emissions of common machines, 
including PWCs.  

The graphic places modern (as at 2014) PWCs at the lower end of emissions compared to 
city traffic, chainsaws and fireworks. It should be noted that any noise from PWCs passing 
through within one - two minutes would be short lived, compared to the typical time that 
vacuum cleaners, city traffic and chainsaws may be used in close proximity. 

It is also noted that the noise data for PWCs was calculated at “full throttle from 100 feet 
away from a stationary landmark”. This is far beyond the speed proposed for organised Club 
rides on the Lower Gordon River. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 David Heyes, Executive Director Public and Regulatory Affairs, BRP Australia Pty Ltd 
Director, Boating Industry Association, Victoria; Chairman, Australian Marine Engine Council. 
3 Personal Watercraft Industry Association, January 2006, The history, evolution and profile of Personal 
Watercraft: A report by the Personal Water Industry Association 
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 Ensure group sizes on the River are appropriate 
 Adjust riding behaviour in consideration of most sensitive sections of the River 
 Ensure all craft avoid refuelling while in the River (negating any chance of fuel 

spillage) 
 Minimise any time on shore within the Park and only allowable at appropriate 

locations as discussed with the regulating authority. 
In summary 
As a group and individually as members, JetSkiTas recognises the importance and unique 
value of the Gordon River and is dedicated to doing all it can to maintain its globally 
significant wilderness value.  
 
As members of the broader Tasmanian community, we appreciate the opportunity to visit 
this area and further promote Tasmania’s unique environment to others.  
 
We look to educate members by being able to spend a little time in this area, help build 
appreciation and share this with others.  
 
 
  
Useful References Attachments and Links 

 
www.jetskitas.com 
 
https://www.mast.tas.gov.au/recreational/find-
a-club/ 
 
https://www.mast.tas.gov.au/recreational/pwc/ 
 
 
 

1. Jetskitas Code of Conduct 

2. Club Marine article: June 2018  

3. https://vimeo.com/showcase/7258399 
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Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club 
 

Tasmanian Jet Sports Boating Club     Code of Conduct  (v2.0)  November 2016 1 
 
 

Code of Conduct  

 

They say there’s nothing better than messing about with boats1. When it comes to Personal Water 
Craft (PWC, commonly known as jet skis), this rings loud and true. You don’t see anyone sad on a jet 
ski. 

However, for everyone to get the most out of the experience, we have developed this Code of 
Conduct to promote safe and responsible riding, and to achieve the aims of the Club.  

We acknowledge that we are representatives of the PWC fraternity. We agree to treat each other and 
other water users respectfully and strongly oppose any behaviour that damages, or is likely to 
damage, the image of our recreation/sport or the reputation of the Club. 

By signing the Club’s membership form, including the indemnity and release section, you agree to 
abide by this Code of Conduct. Failure to comply with the Code may lead to expulsion from the Club. 

As Club members, we agree to: 

 Support opportunities for participation in all aspects of our recreation/sport, 
 Show respect and courtesy to the Club itself, those involved in the Club or others with whom we 

come into contact while participating in our recreation/sport, 
 Avoid any action or behaviour that could reasonably be expected to damage the Club or its 

reputation, or threaten its existence, or be otherwise detrimental to the Club’s interests, 
 Not tolerate abusive, bullying, threatening or discriminatory behaviour,  
 Act responsibly in relation to alcohol and other drugs and comply with all relevant laws and 

regulations related to behaviour-modifying substances, 
 Ensure our individual and collective decisions and actions contribute to a safe environment, 
 Place the safety and welfare of participants above all else, 
 Take adequate water, food, fuel, basic spares and a first aid kit on trips, 
 Ensure we take appropriate precautions if riding in or to remote areas, 
 Obey legal and regulatory obligations associated with our recreation, including licensing, boating 

and MAST rules, 
 Keep the environment clean: carry our own and, where practicable, any other rubbish out, 
 Keep our PWCs mechanically sound and clean to reduce the environmental impact, 
 Use minimal impact riding and refuelling practices, 
 Respect our flora and fauna: stop and look but never disturb, and ride slowly and carefully around 

marine life. 

During Club activities we agree to abide by the following Safety Rules. 

1. Safety first. Safety is paramount when participating in any Club ride. It is essential to ensure you 
and your ski are set up with all safety gear for your planned trip. This means approved clothing for 
warmth and protection, an approved and current PFD, all required and appropriate gear including 
flares, fire extinguisher, first aid kit, high-visibility vest, sunscreen etc. 

                                                             
1 Kenneth Grahame, 1908, adapted from Wind in the Willows 
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From: Morrow, Neil
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2020 4:29 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: LGRRZP submission
Attachments: LGRRZ IFS Feedback 050520.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Hi, 
Please find attached submission on behalf of the Inland Fisheries Service. 
 
Regards 
 
Neil Morrow 
Manager Anglers Access 
Inland Fisheries Service 

 
 

W: www.ifs.tas.gov.au 
 
 





Inland Fisheries Service 
 

  

 

 

 
 
This is an opportunity to further develop the relationship between this important stakeholder group 

and PWS. 

Expressions of Interest (EIO) and future management 

A new tourism opportunity has been proposed through the Expressions of Interest process for the 

Lower Gordon River. ‘The Lighthouse’ proposal is for a new vessel to host overnight accommodation 

and activities on the river. The IFS would like a briefing on the proposal to ensure that commercial 

and recreational users of the lower Gordon River can continue to operate harmoniously. 

The IFS support retention and maintenance of the Boom Camp as a recreational angling base and as 

a safe refuge for all visitors to the lower Gordon River. The GRA have expressed interest in improving 

the safety and amenity of the public jetty at the camp. IFS will support any application to the Marine 

and Safety Recreational Boating Fund for improvement to this facility. 

 

To discuss any aspect of this feedback please contact: 

Neil Morrow 

Manager Anglers Access 

Inland Fisheries Service 
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From: Dianne 
Sent: Sunday, 14 June 2020 4:07 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Cc: Benny, Taylor
Subject: Comments on Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Thankyou for giving me the opportunity to read and comment on the Background Report to the Lower 
Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. I have been a resident of Strahan for 25 years, and for six years was 
interpretive guide aboard Gordon River Cruises, including establishing many of the guiding procedures 
used today. I have also privately kayaked on the lower river several times, and have made a particular 
study of the Huon pine history of the area. I will make my comments in reference to the information as set 
out in the background report. 
 
p9. section 14.4 ...The LGRRZP does not consider the operation of the Gordon power scheme or the 
activities of Hydro Tasmania with respect to the monitoring of downstream impacts? 
 
Why not? 
 
Where else are these impacts being discussed? 
 
Elsewhere in this report you go to some lengths to discuss erosion on the banks of the river, climate 
change effects etc, but completely ignore the impacts of the unseasonal water flows on erosion, or the 
unnaturally cold water temperature on the riverine biota. The lower Gordon River is a distinctly altered 
landscape since the dam and power scheme, and this should be described and acknowledged. 
 
p12 section 2.2 the overarching vision of the management plan for the TWWHA is  to identify, protect, 
conserve, present and, if appropriate, rehabilitate ............... 
 
It is concerning then to read all 62 pages of this background plan and find no mention of the meromictic 
lakes, let alone any discussion of the need to conserve and rehabilitate them. 
 
p16 Birds You can add the Tasmanian scrubwren to the list of other endemic birds which appear on the 
Gordon River - I have seen them on the Heritage Landing walk often. 
 
p18 section 3.4  Needs an extra section discussing the meromictic lakes,  Lakes Fidler and Morrison and 
Sulphide Pool. I am surprised and, frankly, appalled that the lakes are completely absent from this 
discussion, given that they are internationally significant, and the subject of numerous scientific papers, 
and are mentioned specifically in the 1998 LGRRZP:  
The meromictic lakes along the lower Gordon River are a unique habitat that is important to the existence 
of a number of significant species including photosynthetic anaerobic bacteria. The chemical and biological 
processes taking place in the meromictic lakes are of great scientific interest and significance on a world 
scale. These were seriously threatened by potential breaching of the levee banks when that section of the 
river was recording very high erosion rates prior to 1989. The lakes are surrounded by herbfield vegetation 
which is also unusual and therefore of regional significance.  
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A quick online search shows numerous articles about, and concern for the future of the lakes, including: 
https://www.hydro.com.au/docs/default-source/environment-page/gordon-river-monitoring-
reports/appendix-11-meromictic-lakes.pdf?sfvrsn=daa0b28 0 
 
https://link.springer.com/article/10.1023/A:1007995614287 

     M    m      m  

 

The palaeolimnology of Lake Fidler, a meromictic 
lake in south-west Tasmania and the significance 
of recent human impact | SpringerLink 
Three meromictic lakes in the World Heritage Area of south-west 
Tasmania possess unusual microbiological communities. Their meromixis 
is maintained by periodic incursions of brackish water from the nearby 
Gordon River which, in its lower reaches, is a salt-wedge estuary. In 1977 
the construction of a dam in the middle reaches of the river restricted 
penetration of the salt-wedge and meromixis ... 

link.springer.com 

 
 
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Lake Fidler  
 
which also describes the gobsmacking process of recharging the lakes with sea water delivered from the 
bilge of a boat. I got questions asked in Parliament at the time about this secret and highly questionable 
process, and have still not received a satisfactory answer 

     M    m      m  

 

Lake Fidler - Wikipedia 
Lake Fidler is a meromictic lake beside the Gordon River in 
the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area of the 
west coast of Tasmania, Australia.The lake has a layer of 
fresh water overlying an anoxic salt water layer. The 
meromictic lakes and ponds of the Gordon River were 
discovered by D. A. Hodgson and Professor Peter Tyler. 

 
en.wikipedia.org 

 
In scientific terms, the meromictic lakes are significantly more important  than the birds, huon pine and 
other features discussed at length here, because the lakes a) occur nowhere else in the TWWHA (or in 
Australia, I believe)  and b) are under severe threat, or may have already effectively 'died'. 
 
p23 Section 3.9.1 says there are no meteorological records specific to the Lower Gordon River but I don't 
think this is strictly correct: While there are no readily publicly available records, I am aware that Hydro 
Tasmania are, - or were until at least the early 2000's - keeping weather records at Warners Landing. I was 
shown these records by a Parks staff member at the time, so Parks had at least some access to them, as 
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they should, given that they manage the land that the Hydro monitoring equipment is on. From memory, 
the rainfall at Warners Landing was approximately 2000mm. 

p24 section 3.9.2 This section discusses the effects of climate change, but makes no mention of the effects 
of thermal pollution on the river and riverine biota. Ie, the water comes from the bottom of an 
impoundment and is several degrees colder than natural. https://www.hydro.com.au/docs/default-
source/environment-page/gordon-river-monitoring-reports/appendix-3-water-
quality.pdf?sfvrsn=27a80b28 0        pages 18 to 22 
 
I have not seen a scientific discussion of the impacts of this on the creatures and flora in and beside the 
river, but if we are serious about the long term health of the river questions should be asked, and research 
should be reported on if it has been done, or commissioned if it has not been done. 
 
p 36 5.3 Eagle Creek There is considerably more information available on Eagle Creek than is suggested 
here, and the best resource is The Huon Pine Story   by Kerr and McDermott ISBN 0 95779170 4. Page 160 
has a photo of tourists visiting the camp, and pages 169 and 240 describe its importance to accessing the 
Huon pining areas on the lower Franklin River in the 1930's when there was a hut and stables at the camp. 
The jetty persisted into the 1980's, but had been removed by 1995. 
 
I look forward to contributing to the ne3xt phase of the consultative process. 
 
Yours Faithfully 
 
Dianne Coon 
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From: David or Joy Wools-Cobb 
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2020 5:02 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: Submission
Attachments: Lower Gordon river recreation zone plan.docx

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Find attached a dot-point submission to the zoning draft plan for the lower Gordon River. 

My background is a fishman, and member of the Gordon River Angling Club Inc. 

I have been regularly visiting the Lower Gordon for 20 years. 

I greatly value access to the GRA Boom Camp Hut. This gives basic but comfortable shelter enabling fisherman and 
others to visit this unique and much valued part of Tasmania.  

There is no substitute for the serenity of observing the river banks pass by, whilst trolling slowly with a fishing line 
out the back. 

Sincerely, 

David Wools-Cobb <<...>>  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

     

     

        

 



LOWER GORDON RIVER RECREATION ZONE PLAN: comments. 

David Wools-Cobb 

 

3.1 Cultural values 

- No consideration is given for the many generations of visitors for fishing: this is a cultural 
practice. To only consider past Aboriginal cultural values is ignoring cultural practices over 
the past 200 years. Fishing, walking, kayaking and tourism have cultural values. 

4.3.2 Future tourism/ visitor numbers 

I dispute the assumptions about future visitors. 

Visitor impacts are considered in the document to continue along current trends, not-with-
standing impacts of Covid 19. I think this is an erroneous assumption. Domestic tourist has been 
predicted to increase within Australia with less people travelling overseas. It is well documented 
that Tasmania tourism to Tasmania has been steadily growing; Post Covid 19 this is likely to 
experience a considerable uplift. The impacts of tourists visiting Strahan and the Lower Gordon 
River will depend on how this area is promoted to this increasing market. A targeted major 
promotion thrust will most likely greatly increased visitor numbers. Whilst international tourism 
numbers will decrease greatly for this year, they are likely to re-establish soon after, particularly 
to the Wilderness areas of Tasmania. 

5. Zoning Boon camp classified as “Bush camping Getaway Mid” does this imply no shower 
permitted? 

- Hut is used regularly by groups for up to 7 days at a time: from a hygienic perspective 
permission for shower usage should be allowed. 

- -precedent set by Cradle Mountain Huts Company. 

5.1.  Boom camp  Lease has NOT expired.  

- Lease was  to be perpetual one unless one party notified the other of termination, Payment 
was based on ‘if demanded’. Many attempts by GRA to renew lease have been verbally(?) 
fobbed off with “we’ll get to around to that soon”. 

 Other Boom Camp comments: 

- Built by members of Gordon Rivers Anglers Inc club  in 1973 
- Existed prior to the World Heritage Area (WHA)  established 
- At the time recognised by PWS as owned by the club, used by the club, with lease 
- GRA has exclusive use during fishing season and monitors that use: there has been no 

approach to GRA to determine usage figures. 
- GRA does not lock this hut: makes it available to all visitors to the area on an honesty basis 
- Hut should be considered an essential structure (the only one for many km)  being an 

emergency shelter; Visitors in the area can often be subjected to extreme weather events 
may find the hut a lifesaver 



- Recognition needed that GRA is the owner of this hut. (or similar status to buildings ‘owned’ 
by Cradle Mountain Huts company). 

- Consider encouragement to use minimal impact heating method (vs firewood from other 
areas). Heat pellets, fire blocks or locally sourced fire wood (outside WHA of course) 

- GRA have worked well with PWS over many years: making hut available to PWS and 
contractors, carrying in materials for area improvements. 

- Toilet upgrading is mentioned: this toilet is to be a basic facility only; it does require regular 
pumping out; is the upgrading proposed MORE than that? 

 

4.5.5 Camping 

Snag Point was not listed as a camping area; however, I have regularly seen tent sites occupied 
there. 

5.3 ERROR 

 “Eagle Creek track establish by convicts in 1940’s, Franklins visiting in 1942” – I think about 100 
years earlier! 

 

6.2 Erosion  

The study shown on erosion of riverbanks seems play down major flooding events during the study 
period. From personal observation soon after, there was evidence of river levels at Sir John Falls 
Jetty being 6m above ‘normal’ levels. Such flooding may have major impact on bank erosion 
notwithstanding intermittent water release from power station operations. 

6.5.4 Leases & Licences 

This section ignores the lease held by Gordon River Anglers Inc of the Boom Camp Hut. 

14.4  Major omission   

-Impact from Hydro dam and subsequent flow impacts are considered outside the scope of this 
document by PWS. This is ignoring one if not the greatest environmental impacts on this area. 
Changes to water flows, flood events, silt deposition and erosion from damming is a real thing: to 
totally ignore this in a management plan seems incredible! No mention of Hydro mitigation project 
on Lake Fidler (damage caused to halocline from changes in river flows subsequent to damming) 
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From: Nicholas Sawyer 
Sent: Tuesday, 9 June 2020 10:58 AM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: TNPA submission - LGRRZ Plan Stage 1
Attachments: TNPA submission LGRRZ Plan Stage 1- June 2020.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Please see attached submission. 
 
Nicholas Sawyer 
President 
Tasmanian National Parks Association Inc 

 

 
 

 
 

 



 

 
Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001 

Email: info@tnpa.org.au  Web: www.tnpa.org.au 

 

8 June 2020 
Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 

Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 

GPO Box 1751  

Hobart TAS 7001 

gordonriverplan@parks.tas.gov.au 

 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan review & update 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the review and update of the Lower 

Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan. We have reviewed the Background Report 

prepared as Stage 1 of this process and prepared a critique of this document for our 

supporters and other stakeholders. This is attached and provides more detail regarding 

our points below. 

Compared to this Background Report, the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 

should: 

 More explicitly acknowledge the environmental legacy of hydro-electric power 

development on the lower Gordon River, in particular the impact of changed 

flow regime. 

 More clearly acknowledge the lower Gordon River bank’s continued sensitivity 

to any boat wash impacts, a legacy of erosion due to past cruise boat use. 

 Acknowledge the loss of the former meromictic lakes. 

 Acknowledge the imperative to protect the Gordon River’s flora and fauna and 

other natural values. 

In addition, the Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan should: 

 Retain current boat access restrictions and adopt an extreme precautionary 

approach to future use proposals. 

“…If it had been normal practice in the early 1980s to apply the precautionary 

principle then serious degradation of the lower Gordon River may have been 

avoided…” (Lower Gordon River Erosion – history and lessons learned, no 

author, 2014). 

 Disallow additional boat traffic in Zones 2 to 4. This should hence preclude 

consideration of the proposed commercial accommodation on the river (i.e. The 

Lighthouse Project). 



 2 

 Address the issue of the increasing number and size of private boat use on the 

lower Gordon River. 

 Provide for or prescribe better management of existing infrastructure, 

particularly at Boom Camp where the existing infrastructure should be 

rationalised and simplified, and clear maintenance responsibility established. 

 Provide for or prescribe the active rehabilitation of remaining impacts from past 

hydro-electric development activities, especially in the immediately-adjacent 

Wilderness Zone (such as Warners Landing and beyond). 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Nicholas Sawyer 

President, TNPA  



 

 
Postal address: GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001 

Email: info@tnpa.org.au  Web: www.tnpa.org.au 

 

Proposed Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan 
Backgrounder, May 2020 

 

The Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS) recently released a Background Report on the lower Gordon 

River, a precursor to revising the 1998 Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone (LGRRZ) plan for the 

area, as prescribed by the 2016 Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan. The 

Recreation Zone Plan is a non-statutory subsidiary plan to the 2016 Tasmanian Wilderness World 

Heritage Area (TWWHA) Management Plan. Its drafting is apparently linked to the development of 

the Tourism Master Plan for the TWWHA to ensure the two plans are aligned. 

PWS is calling for public input by 22 June into the future management of the LGRRZ, which extends 

over 40 km from the river’s Macquarie Harbour mouth upstream to its confluence with the Franklin 

River, and will then develop an “action focussed plan” for its future management. But it important to 

note this plan is a policy document that is not legally binding. The plan is intended to be “limited to 

the management of recreation, including tourism”. 

https://parks.tas.gov.au/have-your-say/lower-gordon-river-recreation-zone-plan 

The Background Report has been prepared “to provide a foundation of information” to inform 

stakeholders’ input to the Recreation Zone Plan but its content is somewhat deficient or selective 

regarding a number of issues. 

Past use and impacts 

The lower Gordon River was the scene of the battle that led to the creation of the TWWHA and its 

banks and rainforest catchment contain a significant component of the region’s natural values. The 

river also has a long history of exploitation, notably including the logging of Huon Pine from the 
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1820s to 1960s, the damming of its headwaters for hydro-electric development and commercial 

cruise boat activity. The latter two activities have significantly impacted the area’s natural values but 

the legacy of the former is not mentioned in the Background Report. 

Bank erosion had become evident by the late 1970s but rampant commercial cruise boat use during 

the 1980s, using high-speed craft producing large wake waves, was almost disastrous for the lower 

Gordon River, causing rapid and major bank erosion. These boats traveled all the way upstream to 

Sir John Falls at this time, until commercial cruise boat traffic was finally restricted to the river 

downstream of the vicinity of Heritage Landing in 1989 as a response to the damage caused. The 

effects still linger, and perhaps will forever as the geomorphic processes responsible for bank 

development no longer operate, mostly thanks to the changed river flow regime associated with 

hydro-electric power generation upstream. While the visual scars have healed somewhat (at least 

when viewed from the river), some of the river’s banks, notably upstream of Limekiln Reach, remain 

metastable and still sensitive to disturbance by, for example, boat wakes. 

The most recent DPIPWE Lower Gordon River Erosion Monitoring Report (2019; for 2018) notes that, 

in areas that have not been subject to commercial cruise boat traffic for almost 30 years, “the lower 

parts of sandy levee banks continue to erode and remain susceptible to wave wake erosion”, and that 

observations elsewhere “indicates active geomorphic process and confirms that some erosion 

remains attributable to these (cruise) vessels”. 

The lower Gordon River arguably remains the centerpiece of TWWHA-associated tourism on 

Tasmania’s west coast but it is an uneasy relationship for the river. The imposition of speed limits, 

upstream access limits for commercial cruise boats, the Wash Rule and new associated commercial 

boat designs have all been effective but the legacy remains, and hopefully also a lesson learnt. 

Regulation of boat use on the lower Gordon River and associated management policies were 

enshrined in the current Recreation Zone Plan in 1998. Some aspects of this plan are somewhat out-

of-date, however it has served its purpose well and its core policy settings should not be altered. 

The DPIPWE Monitoring Report (2019) concludes: 

“Erosion due to vessel operations will only occur with exceedance of the wave power threshold above 

which sediment motion is initiated. In this context, zero geomorphic impact of boating on the river 

may be possible and potential management options should be considered when revising the 

Recreation Zone Plan for the River.” 

Given past impacts and ongoing bank sensitivity, we argue that an extreme precautionary approach 

is desirable in considering any ongoing use of the river, and that new or additional uses should not 

be considered (see later). This includes managing private use. 

The damming of the middle Gordon River (and associated flooding of Lake Pedder) in early 1970s 

changed the river’s seasonal flow regime and hence downstream geomorphic processes including 

those that constructed the lower river’s levee banks, and possibly predisposed them to later boat 

impacts. The changed flow regime also began the slow demise of the lower Gordon’s meromictic 

lakes. These chemically-stratified lakes, a globally-rare phenomenon, were once considered an 

important contributor to the area’s World Heritage values but their stratification has disappeared 

along with the seasonal flooding required to maintain them and reference to their existence and 

their unique micro-fauna has now disappeared from PWS documentation, including the LGRRZ 

Background Report. Flow regimes changed again in the early 2000, due to power generation 

associated with Basslink; while most of the lower Gordon River is an estuarine environment, the 
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additional impact (to those noted previously) of Basslink-associated flows on this part of the river is 

unknown and undocumented. 

Initial activities associated with the proposed Gordon-below-Franklin dam in 1982 involved 

construction of Warners Landing (see below), a large cleared area for a construction village, and 

several kilometres of road. The remnants of the cleared roadline extends inland from Warners 

Landing to the former cleared site for the planned construction village, and beyond. Some active 

rehabilitation was undertaken here around 1990 but a significant cleared area remains. Given the 

area lies within a Wilderness Zone, further and final active rehabilitation is appropriate and 

desirable. 

Values 

The LGRRZ Background Report summarises a range of natural and cultural values attributed to the 

area and notes some as contributing to the area’s Outstanding Universal Value (OUV) in a World 

Heritage context. These are derived from assertions in the Australian government’s World Heritage 

nomination documents and the 2016 TWWHA Management Plan but not all of those listed or 

highlighted have been accepted, or even assessed, by UNESCO or ICOMOS as OUVs. While this is of 

limited concern or relevance for the management of the LGRRZ, given all natural and cultural values 

deserve and require protection, it does perpetuate the ongoing misunderstanding of the significance 

of certain values. 

The LGRRZ is a corridor within which mechanized access is permitted under the TWWHA 

Management Plan (2016 TWWHAMP) but is surrounded by an extensive Wilderness Zone. The 

LGRRZ itself, although a Recreation Zone, has wilderness values (ibid, map, p.176). The Background 

Report’s references to wilderness and a wilderness experience are conflated and confused and 

arguably inconsistent with statements in the Management Plan; in particular, the Background 

Report’s assertion that “the temporal nature of motorized access and the limited infrastructure 

along the river maintains the high-quality of the wilderness setting and the experiences it affords” 

(p.22).  

Such confusion will make it more difficult to maintain and manage wilderness values in the Gordon 

River region and elsewhere. In fact, travel by powered boat is not consistent with preserving, 

protecting and presenting the LGRRZ’s wilderness values. The 2016 TWWHAMP notes that the 

TWWHA’s wilderness values, (and thus arguably the wilderness experience of visitors), needs to be 

protected “…through the restriction of built infrastructure and mechanical access…” (2016 

TWWHAMP, p 175). 

Infrastructure 

Major docking and viewing infrastructure for tourists exists at Heritage Landing (13 km from the 

river’s mouth near the limit of current commercial cruise boat traffic) and Sir John Falls (35 km 

upstream from the mouth). The scale of the Sir John Falls infrastructure dates from the brief era in 

the 1980s when this was the major cruise boat destination, before access limits were imposed 

following bank erosion. It is now used only for Franklin River rafter pickups, the occasional 

commercial seaplane and private boats; the scaling back of this infrastructure is desirable when 

opportunity permits (e.g. when major maintenance or replacement is required). 

Opposite Sir John Falls is Warners Landing, constructed by the then-HEC in 1982 to offload dam 

construction machinery, this has become a de facto mooring point for private vessels like yachts. The 
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LGRRZ Background Report states this structure lies within the Wilderness Zone, odd considering its 

nature and riverbank location, let alone the aforementioned recreational use, but which 

conveniently means that the LGRRZ Plan need not consider its future. In addition to the desired 

further rehabilitation of inland clearing associated with Warners Landing, noted previously, a major 

consideration for PWS should also be the future maintenance responsibility of the landing structure 

itself, at least in light of the known recreational use, and ideally its potential removal. 

The remnants of the former Sir John Falls hydro-electric scheme exploration camp are considered to 

have historic value and are currently being refurbished by PWS and associated volunteers. It is 

hoped the future use of this hut will be limited to public emergency shelter only. 

Much nearer the river mouth, the Boom Camp site has a mixed history of use by piners and 

recreational fishermen, the latter still current. It has evolved into rather more of a mess of 

unplanned structures than the LGRRZ Background Report implies. We understand there is no formal 

lease over Boom Camp but use by the Gordon River Anglers continues as if there is, with public 

access outside the fishing season. Management responsibility for Boom Camp should be clarified 

and either a lease issued with the lessees taking full responsibility for maintenance (including the 

foreshadowed new toilet) or PWS should assume formal responsibility with the hut becoming a 

more basic shelter similar to Sir John Falls hut. Regardless, if this hut is to be retained it should retain 

public access and the scale and visual impact of on-site structures should be substantially reduced. 

Future use 

Three established commercial operators are licensed to undertake cruises on the Gordon River. This 

includes the two major Strahan-based cruise boat owners (World Heritage Cruises and Gordon River 

Cruises) whose large boats undertake daily or twice-daily trips to Heritage Landing, and are not 

permitted to travel much beyond this point. The third operator (West Coast Yacht Charters) is 

licensed to travel much further up river, including to Sir John Falls to pick up rafters. Additionally, 

Tasmanian Seaplanes are licensed to land at Sir John Falls. 

Like all parks and reserves, the lower Gordon River is available for Expressions of Interest for 

Tourism Opportunities in National Parks and Reserves (the Tasmanian government’s secretive and 

much-criticised EoI process). There is one extant proposal, from one of the existing operators, World 

Heritage Cruises. Submitted in 2015, this proposal is at “license under negotiation” stage but details 

remain minimal, as per other projects elsewhere being assessed under the EoI process. What is 

known is that “The Lighthouse Project” would effectively comprise a low-wake, floating 40-bed 

luxury hotel that would operate throughout the LGRRZ, including upstream beyond the limit of 

current cruise boat traffic, shuttling up and down river and being serviced from Strahan by a new 

cruise boat. The 2016 TWWHA Management Plan’s prescriptions for a Recreation Zone allow for 

such an operation but this does not mean it should be permitted. Commercial license conditions can, 

if appropriately drafted and enforced, guide and limit the nature and extent of activity in certain 

areas and the LGRRZ Plan can and should provide policy clarity regarding what is permitted and 

where within the Recreation Zone. 

While commercial licenses give some scope for regulation and enforcement, regulation of private 

boat use in order to minimize their impact is necessarily more difficult, particularly as there is no 

PWS management presence on the lower Gordon River much of the time. Private craft are currently 

subject to a blanket 5 knot speed limit on the river. The LGRRZ Background Report notes an 

anecdotal rise in the number and size of private vessels using the river. It is more than timely to 



 

5 

 

determine an approach to more consistently monitor and manage the impact of these on the 

sensitive upper reaches of the lower Gordon River. 

Issues the proposed plan should address 

The Lower Gordon River Recreation Zone Plan should: 

 More explicitly acknowledge the environmental legacy of hydro-electric power development 

on the lower Gordon River, in particular the impact of changed flow regime. 

 Clearly acknowledge the lower Gordon River bank’s continued sensitivity to any boat wash 

impacts, a legacy of erosion due to past cruise boat use. 

 Acknowledge the loss of the former meromictic lakes. 

 Acknowledge the imperative to protect the Gordon River’s flora and fauna and other natural 

values. 

 Retain current boat access restrictions and adopt an extreme precautionary approach to 

future use proposals. 

“…If it had been normal practice in the early 1980s to apply the precautionary principle then 

serious degradation of the lower Gordon River may have been avoided…” (Lower Gordon 

River Erosion – history and lessons learned, no author, 2014 ). 

 Disallow additional boat traffic in Zones 2 to 4. This should hence preclude consideration of 

the proposed commercial accommodation on the river (ie The Lighthouse Project). 

 Address the issue of the increasing number and size of private boat use on the lower Gordon 

River. 

 Provide for or prescribe better management existing infrastructure, particularly at Boom 

Camp where the existing infrastructure should be rationalised and simplified, and clear 

maintenance responsibility established. 

 Provide for or prescribe the active rehabilitation of remaining impacts from past hydro-

electric development activities, especially in the immediately-adjacent Wilderness Zone. 
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From: Andrew Paynter 
Sent: Thursday, 4 June 2020 5:08 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: FEEDBACK - DEVELOPMENT OF A NEW RECREATION ZONE PLAN FOR THE LOWER 

GORDON RIVER

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Sir / Madam, 
Please find below RACT Destinations feedback on the Recreation Zone Plan for the Lower Gordon. 
 

 Given that the average age of visitors to Strahan is higher than the rest of Tasmania (66% over 55 
years of age) but these travellers stay up to 4 days longer in Tasmania than the younger 
demographic then clearly a key driver of visitation to the area is the Gordon River. This is driven we 
believe in part at least by curiosity of the Gordon below Franklin Dam protests. With this 
demographic now ageing it is obvious that new experiences are critical to draw travellers to the 
region. 

 There is a raft of walking tracks and truly unique places on the reaches of the Lower Gordon in 
zones 3 and 4 that are not utilised and / or are in poor condition. The only operator licenced to 
operate in these zones is Storm Breaker and the Sea Plane (has not operated for years), this limits 
opportunities for people to experience the beauty of the area unless they want to raft down the 
Franklin first. We often get commentary on why we stop so soon in the river, people often feel they 
are missing out. Guiding and guided experiences are key to the visitor experience. 

 We understand that the Boom Camp license has not been renewed, no one seems to be actively 
managing the site. 

 Continued engagement and collaboration with existing commercial operators is critical surrounding 
wave wake erosion. 
 

 We believe there is an opportunity to consider extending licences to access Zones 3 and 4. 
Commentary received from our guests about Heritage Landing and the Lower Gordon is general is 
overwhelmingly positive. 

 In summary we believe the biggest opportunity lies with new environmentally sensitive operations in 
the area in particular using Zones 3 & 4. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Regards, 
 
 
   

Andrew Paynter 

Chief Operating Officer Destinations 

 

      

The Royal Automobile Club of Tasmania Ltd 

RACT House, 179-191 Murray Street Hobart TAS 7000 
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W    www.ract.com.au/destinations 
 

GPO Box 1292 Hobart TAS 7001 
 

 

   
Disclaimer: While we have a virus scanning program to alert us to the presence of computer viruses, we cannot guarantee that this email and any 
files transmitted with it are free from them. Any person who opens any file does so at their own risk. This transmission, or any part of it, is intended 
solely for the named addressee. It is confidential and may contain legally privileged information. The copying or distribution of this transmission or 
any information it contains, by anyone other than the addressee, is prohibited. Each page attached to this email must be read in conjunction with 
any disclaimer which forms part of it. If you have received this transmission in error, please let us know by telephone on +61 3 62326300 or by 
reply e-mail to the sender. If you are not the named addressee, you must destroy the original transmission and its contents. Any views expressed in 
this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of the RACT Group of Companies. Royal Automobile 
Club of Tasmania Limited ABN. 62009475 861, RACT Insurance Pty Ltd ABN 96068167804. 
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From: Executive Assistant 
Sent: Monday, 11 May 2020 9:25 AM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: Lower Gordon River Recreation Plan
Attachments: Lower Gordon River Recreation Plan.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: Yellow Category

Good morning  
Please find the attached letter from the General Manager of the West Cost Council. 
 
Regards 
Samantha Eley 
Executive Assistant  

 
 

 
 

 
Website: www.westcoast.tas.gov.au 
 

   
Please consider the environment before printing  
Privileged/Confidential information may be contained in this message.  If you are not the addressee indicated in this message (or 
responsible for the delivery of the message to such a person), you may not copy or deliver this message to anyone. In such case, 
you should destroy this message and kindly notify the sender by reply email for messages of this kind.  Opinions, conclusions and 
other information in this message that do not relate to the official business of the West Coast Council shall be understood as 
neither given nor endorsed by it 
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From: R Stephens Honey 
Sent: Monday, 4 May 2020 1:10 PM
To: Gordon River Plan
Subject: FW: Parks Consultation

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Good Afternoon, 
  

Regarding this plan.  We have bee sites in the Kellys Basin / Mt McCall area – 
will this effect us ?   

  

We maintain roads and bee sites in this area annually, mostly at our 
expense.  This area is one of our best leatherwood harvest sites.  Our family 
business has been producing honey for 100 years in Tasmania, we have been 
producing honey from this area since 1968 and hope to continue to do so for 
many years to come. 
  

Kind Regards, 
  

Ewan Stephens 

R. Stephens Apiarists 
 

 

 
  

From: Tasmanian Beekeepers Ass <secretary@tasmanianbeekeepers.org.au>  
Sent: Friday, 1 May 2020 3:43 PM 
To:  

 

Subject: Fwd: Parks Consultation 
  
  

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Neate, Heather M  
Date: Thu, Apr 30, 2020 at 11:37 AM 
Subject: Parks Consultation 
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To  

Cc:  
 
 
Good morning 
 
I hope this email finds you all well in these crazy times. 
 
We wanted to ensure the TBA and the TCPA are aware of this process: 
 
https://parks.tas.gov.au/have-your-say/lower-gordon-river-recreation-zone-plan 
 
Kindest regards to you all, 
 
Heather 
 
Heather Neate 
Agricultural Analyst 
AgriGrowth Tasmania 
Department of Primary Industries, Parks, Water and Environment 

 

 
 
--  
Maxine Ewington 
Secretary 
Tasmanian Beekeepers' Association Inc. 
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CONTACT DETAILS 
 

 
 
Tasmania Parks and Wildlife Service 
GPO Box 1751 
Hobart, Tasmania, 7001 
 
1300 TASPARKS (1300 827 727) 
 
www.parks.tas.gov.au 
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