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Reservation of Future Potential Production Forest Land (FPPFL)

This is a submission to the public consultation process recently announced into the above process. I thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Submission by Neil Smith (personal summary at end).

Future Potential Production Forest Land

Future Potential Production Forest Land (FPPFL) arises from the Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014.  That part of the land which is within the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) and also Crown land is now proposed to be reserved under the Nature Conservation Act 2002. I understand that the FPPFL in the TWWHA which is currently the responsibility of Hydro Tasmania is not currently proposed to be reserved but will shortly be given a more appropriate designation.

Both moves are welcome, since the TWWHA is of World Heritage status (one of only two World Heritage areas in the world which satisfies seven of the ten possible criteria for listing), and therefore conservation of its natural and cultural features into the future is of the utmost, overriding, importance.

It is ludicrous that any part of this area should bear a name suggesting that timber harvesting might be allowed in the future. Of course, the TWWHA Management Plan and its appended non-statutory “Strategic Management Statement” (and Australia’s assurances to international bodies) expressly state that such uses are prohibited. However, the Management Plan has been in force since 2016, and tidying up such anomalies is long overdue.

FPPFL statewide has been created as such after repeal of the former Forest Agreement Act, under which the same land was called “Future Reserve Land”, after having been assessed positively for its conservation values by an Independent Verification Group (IVG). The land was divided into numbered lots. These same lot numbers have (I think) been carried over into the FPPFL, and they appear in “The LIST” mapping system when the FPPFL layer is called up. I refer here to the land portions by the lot number. 

Appropriate Reservation Classes

According to the relevant DPIPWE website, the Government has stated that stage one of the process includes “determining appropriate reservation classes (incorporating feedback from public consultation)”. The reservation classes have therefore not yet been determined, and of course the public should have the opportunity to participate in such decisions.

However, the international World Heritage bodies IUCN and ICOMOS did mount a “Reactive Monitoring Mission” (RMM) to the TWWHA in 2015, and made a suite of recommendations which they saw as improving the way in which the Outstanding Universal Value of the Property could be ensured into the future.

Both Tasmanian and Australian Government Ministers almost immediately stated that they accepted all of the RMM’s recommendations. This obviously includes recommendation 11, which is that the FPPFL within the TWWHA should be reserved as national park (my emphasis here). For the reservation class the RMM employed all-lowercase, precisely as does the Nature Conservation Act 2002. Initial capitals seem to appear in a name once a national park has been proclaimed.

Much of the material from the RMM was indeed incorporated into the TWWHA Management Plan 2016 and the associated Strategic Management Statement (the latter dealing inter alia with the way FPPFL would be managed after reservation). It was stated that the Government’s policy position was that the FPPFL would be reserved, and it is pleasing to see that this is now happening, although much less than pleasing that the government now seems intent on going back on its stated acceptance of recommendation 11 – national park. Not only is it not pleasing, but it is complicated and illogical.

Of course it is good that the Management Plan acknowledges that mineral exploration and extraction, special species timber harvesting, and other forms of production forestry are definitely to be excluded throughout the whole of the TWWHA (including also the FPPFL prior to its reservation), as is completely in keeping with World Heritage status.

The Government’s suggested reservation classes

The maps on the DPIPWE website (and entries on the FAQ page) would suggest that the government prefers a mix of conservation areas and regional reserves, rather than additions to existing national parks or any new ones.

But it is not hard to see why the RMM should have suggested “national park” as the appropriate reservation class.  It, along with the somewhat more specialised classes state reserve and nature reserve, is the class which keeps “the protection and maintenance of the natural and cultural values of the area of land” to the fore. This (along with appropriate recreation activities) is the purpose of reservation of land as national park stated in Schedule 1 of the Nature Conservation Act 2002.

By contrast, the lesser reservation classes are defined as having significantly different purposes – the entry for the “purpose” of conservation area is “The protection and maintenance of the natural and cultural values of the area of land and the sustainable use of the natural resources of that area of land including special species timber harvesting.” 

Certainly, the protection of the natural and cultural values is in there, but the use of the natural resources (one in particular) is given equal importance.

The purpose of “regional reserve” is even less appropriate for a part of the TWWHA – i.e. “Mineral exploration and the development of mineral deposits in the area of land, and the controlled use of other natural resources of that area of land, including special species timber harvesting, while protecting and maintaining the natural and cultural values of that area of land”. 

The protection of the values comes a very poor third. Mineral-based activity is up front. It is even fairly ridiculous that such an area might be created under something styled as a Nature Conservation Act – perhaps a “Mining Facilitation Act” might be more appropriate. Indeed, scrutiny of column 2 of the schedule seems to indicate that a regional reserve can’t be created unless the area of land is known to possess “high mineral potential or prospectivity”.

Newly creating a regional reserve, or a conservation area, within an internationally protected area - in which much of the purpose of the reserve class is expressly prohibited - is scarcely less ridiculous than maintaining the name “future potential production forest land”.    

Why would a Government want newly to introduce the classes of conservation area and regional reserve into a World Heritage Area whose Management Plan specifically excludes the activities for which such reserves are created?

Can’t we all be a little more logically consistent? Perhaps it is because creation of new National Parks commonly implies that personnel and funding must be made available for things which are normally associated with national parks, such as visitor interpretation facilities, toilet blocks, track work and tourism promotion.

But in the present instance there are significant areas of FPPFL which adjoin the  outlying areas of other existing National Parks. They are mostly elongated areas which could be simply added with no need for anything much in the way of additional management effort or funding. I address these below.

(As an aside, perhaps it would be appropriate one day to amend the Nature Conservation Act 2002 to include a new class of reserve – one having the same stated purpose as “national park” and appropriately high IUCN conservation category, so that blocks (especially small ones) of high conservation value could be securely reserved without the expectation of national park expenditure or publicity, or the logical inconsistency associated with having to have a statutory Management Plan which disallows the stated purposes of other reserve classes. Some existing parts of the TWWHA could be usefully re-dedicated in this new category to reduce the current mish-mash of tenures.) 

FPPFL lots adjoining existing National Parks

The Government makes much of Section 16, subsection (5) of the Nature Conservation Act 2002, which allows an area of land which adjoins an existing conservation area to be proclaimed as conservation area, avoiding the need for  an assessment of the values of that parcel of land. Likewise, it uses subsection (7) which allows the same for regional reserves.

However, (as the FAQ page does not admit in explaining how reserve classes were chosen), exactly the same applies to an area of land adjoining an existing national park - section 16(1)(a)(ii). 

And, although it is not in these cases a requirement to ensure that the land areas in question satisfy the conservation values (because they “adjoin”), we have the added assurance from the previous work by the Independent Verification Group that they indeed do so.

FPPFL lots 108, 109, 110 and the west part of lot 111 are all located to the west  of the Mersey River and adjoin the eastern boundary of the Cradle Mountain/Lake StClair National Park. They should all be added to that Park. This would so easily be done, affording better-assured conservation status, and avoiding the proliferation of small named reserves of other classes.

Lot 108 does adjoin the national park along two short boundaries, and, as I argue here, should be added to it. But it also adjoins two conservation areas (Dove River CA and Swift Creek CA) as well as a regional reserve (Dove River RR). The boundaries with the CAs are longer if anything. So even following the so-called logic of the FAQ page – why is lot 108 proposed as RR rather than CA?

Regarding other lots west of the Mersey – lots 106 and 107 do adjoin only a regional reserve, so the argument is harder for me to make. However, all of these particular lots and the nearby regional reserve and the two conservation areas have at some time been assessed for their natural values. They are all in the TWWHA, so the Management Plan does not permit mining or special species timber harvesting or other forestry activities. There is no good reason why they  too should not be added to the Cradle Mountain National Park. This could also apply to the Borradaile Regional Reserve.

The number of different named reserves and tenures within the TWWHA is unneccessarily complicated, and the above changes would be an easy opportunity to rearrange things on a more logical basis, as well as assuring a better framework for uniform protection of the values within the TWWHA.

FPPFL lot 111 east (near Clumner Bluff east of Lake Rowallan) adjoins the Walls Of Jerusalem National Park along about half of its perimeter. It also contains the most common access track for walkers to that Park (from the Fish River carpark). This lot could easily (and should) be added to that park. 

The separate northern part of lot 111 currently adjoins conservation area and the Devils Gullet State Reserve, and not any national park. However, it also abuts lot 112, and as I argue below there are very special reasons why lot 112 should be added to Mole Creek Karst National Park.

Should that be done, lot 111 north then adjoins a national park and could be easily added too. However, it is not karst, and it may be thought inappropriate to extend that Park to such less relevant areas. Although it does not strictly adjoin the existing Walls of Jerusalem National Park it is not far away and could still be added. It would not be the only national park with non-contiguous blocks! Or, it could be added to Devils Gullet State Reserve. Or, for the ultimate rationalisation of tenures, lot 111 north and the State Reserve could both be added to the Walls of Jerusalem National Park. This provides one contiguous Park, with an extensive and logical western boundary along the escarpment above the Mersey.

Near Lake Gordon, lots 241 and 245 adjoin South West National Park, and should be added to that park, rather than conservation area. By easy association, so should lot 242.   

The Mole Creek Karst Area

There are additional special arguments for adding two of the FPPFL areas to the Mole Creek Karst National Park (MCKNP). This should be a non-contentious step to take, because the Park extent is currently insufficient to protect the values for which it was dedicated, and the Government’s own Management Plan (Mole Creek Karst National Park Management Plan 2004) is quite emphatic about the desirability of incorporating surrounding private and Crown land should it become available.

As the Management Plan says (p 17), the Marakoopa Cave block is the only block in the Park which protects the whole of the known extent of any cave system (Marakoopa 1 and 2, Devils Pot and Snailspace caves). Dedication of surrounding area elsewhere in the Park will improve this situation immensely, and we now have the opportunity.

On page 77 of the Management Plan we have:


While there is considerable scope to promote complementary management practices by neighbours and other catchment users, land acquisition may be desirable in some instances. Options to rationalise the park boundaries should therefore be explored as opportunities arise. This could occur, for example, through purchase of land by the Crown or incorporation of existing Crown land within the park.



The fortuitous existence of FPPFL adjoining the Park, and its designation as Crown land, is just this opportunity. 

Description of the area

“Karst” refers to a particular landscape type - an extensive area over which limestone and/or dolomite occurs at or near the surface, and is commonly of a cavernous nature containing sinkholes, dolines (larger vertical holes), poljes (closed drainage basins), and extensive caves, some passages of which may be dry (formed by solution in earlier eras when the water table was higher) and some of which are are entirely below the current water table (in the phreatic zone); yet other caves contain actively flowing stream passages which may be perennial or seasonal. All of these passages and chambers potentially contain remarkable and beautiful solution and depositional decoration such as stalactites, stalagmites, helictites and flowstone expanses with pools.

Caves are also commonly home to invertebrate fauna such as spiders, beetles, glow-worms and shrimp species, and vertebrates such as bats and swiftlets. Some of these occur nowhere else but in caves or their entrances (troglobitic species) or require the cave environment for part of their lifecycle (trogloxenes).

Streams flowing from surrounding country may enter a cave at a fissure, polje, sinkhole or doline, and emerge again to the surface at a resurgence. The health of the cave environment – both the ongoing quality of the decoration and the habitat of the fauna – is critically dependent on the naturalness of the water flowing into any such systems. This means both the quantity (land clearing could cause increased runoff) and the existence of increased silt turbidity or any chemical pollutants.

The Mole Creek area is internationally recognised as an important karst area, and it contains superb examples of well-decorated stream caves such as Herberts Pot, Kubla Khan and Croesus Cave (the latter incorporating an example of a resurgence of the stream from underground.) Mole Creek caves are home to several endemic invertebrate species, including the very rare false scorpion Pseudotyrannochthonius typhlus.

The area also includes two quite different caves which have been developed for tourism purposes.

Mole Creek Karst National Park

Mole Creek Karst National Park (MCKNP) was proclaimed in 1996, incorporating several existing State Reserves and three then-unallocated Crown land blocks. The existing Management Plan for the Park (and one nearby conservation area near Westmorland Falls, a later purchase) came into effect on 18 February 2004. The majority (but still not all) of the Park has since been incorporated into the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area.

The Summary in the Management Plan begins:

Located on the slopes of the Great Western Tiers in northern Tasmania, the Mole Creek Karst National Park and Conservation Area protects a relatively small part of an internationally significant karst system. The park is a disjointed, noncontiguous reserve with the majority of the karst system outside the park. This situation presents a particularly challenging context for management.

The Park now consists of eleven separate blocks, and as the above quote suggests this is an undesirable situation when the objective of management is (rightly) protecting the integrity of the whole karst system.

Improvements to be gained

Incorporating the whole of one FPPFL lot into the MCKNP at this stage would be a significant step in that it would join together four of the now disjointed blocks (Croesus Cave Block, King Solomons Cave Block, Kubla Khan Block and Marakoopa Cave Block). The lot to which I refer is lot 112, which is split into north and south portions.

Adding this lot to the Park would cover much more of known cave extent itself, and also provide for integrated, seamless management of the vital surface areas containing streams which feed into some of the most important caves. This applies to both the north and south parts of the lot.

South section (Mill-Kansas catchment)

Lot 112 south is almost identical to the area previously covered by the Joint Protocol Management Plan for the Mill Creek-Kansas Creek Catchment, described in map 5 and Appendix 8 of the MCKNP Management Plan. This arrangement was negotiated between National Parks and Wildlife Service and Forestry Tasmania because Forestry Tasmania was the existing manager of that section of land, but it was recognised that this catchment has outstanding karst values and would be appropriately managed along with the Park.

The Mill-Kansas catchment is largely limestone, and includes streams arising on the slopes of Western Bluff (e.g. Kansas Creek and Vanishing Creek) which sink and feed into some of the area’s most iconic caves, such as Lynd’s Cave and Croesus Cave.

When previously managed by Forestry Tasmania, the forest was classed as “conditional forest” in which wood production was excluded, specifically because of the karst values.

Even so, the MCKNP Management Plan (page 62) states that:

Notwithstanding the joint protocol, the PWS recommends that the Mill Creek-Kansas Creek catchment be formally protected in order to ensure protection karst values. 

Lot 112 (south) should be formally protected as national park (incorporated into MCKNP) as the most appropriate successor to these prior arrangements. Proclamation as a “conservation area” as currently proposed would be less than faithful to the aims, since the reasons for such a reserve class still include  “the sustainable use of the natural resources of that area of land including special species timber harvesting” - not only inappropriate, but logically ridiculous given that World Heritage requirements specifically disallow those uses. And the unnecessary fragmentation of tenures in the TWWHA would only be made worse.

Adding lot 112 south to the MCKNP has the added management benefit of providing contiguity between the Marakoopa, Croesus and King Solomons blocks of the park, seen as highly desirable in the MCKNP Management Plan itself.

North section

Lot 112 north (covering Solomons Dome) is not primarily a limestone area in its own right, but it is part of the catchment for several streams feeding in to important caves within the existing Park, including the unique and absolutely world-class Kubla Khan Cave with its famous underground “River Alph”.  The MCKNP Management Plan (page 18) has this to say about the importance of this cave system and its catchment:

This system is a contender for the title of the most spectacularly decorated cave system in Australia. It consists of both abandoned and active stream passages, carrying the water from the Loatta polje to the Mayberry polje. Speleothem docoration ranges from massive stalagmites and columns, such as the Khan and Begum, through to delicate gypsum and aragonite helictites. It is of high recreational value. It contains the most diverse cave adapted fauna yet described at Mole Creek. The cave itself is partially protected by the park, however its catchment is partly in State forest, and partly in agricultural land, where recent efforts to protect the catchment by the landowner should greatly increase water quality in the cave.

Much of the “State forest” part of the catchment is now the relevant FPPFL section, and its secure protection into the future is equally important. 

Adding lot 112 north to the MCKNP would not only protect this important catchment, but also link (for ease of management) the Kubla Khan block to the King Solomons block (and thus to the rest of the National Park area referred to in the section above). An intervening conservation area would be nonsensical.

It is also hard to see why the small section of FPPFL lot 113 which is in the TWWHA (the part east of the Mersey River) should be treated any differently, and reserved as regional reserve. The government has given no explanation as to why there should be a regional reserve here. The block would adjoin the extended MCKNP (it almost touches it anyhow) and it too should be added to that Park. To do otherwise is just to add to the illogical complexity of the tenures within the TWWHA.

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

This submission is by Neil Smith. I have a PhD in engineering and long-standing residency in the Mole Creek/Great Western Tiers region. I am a keen bushwalker in most parts of the World Heritage Area. I understand the importance of secure conservation arrangements so that biodiversity is preserved and the area remains un-degraded for future generations’ enjoyment. I am also rather keen on simple, logical laws and land tenure arrangements which don’t require complicated special provisions!
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Reservation of Future Potential Production Forest 
Land (FPPFL) 

This is a submission to the public consultation process recently announced into 
the above process. I thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Submission by Neil Smith (personal summary at end). 

Future Potential Production Forest Land 

Future Potential Production Forest Land (FPPFL) arises from the Forestry 
(Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014.  That part of the land which is 
within the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) and also 
Crown land is now proposed to be reserved under the Nature Conservation Act 
2002. I understand that the FPPFL in the TWWHA which is currently the 
responsibility of Hydro Tasmania is not currently proposed to be reserved but 
will shortly be given a more appropriate designation. 

Both moves are welcome, since the TWWHA is of World Heritage status (one of 
only two World Heritage areas in the world which satisfies seven of the ten 
possible criteria for listing), and therefore conservation of its natural and 
cultural features into the future is of the utmost, overriding, importance. 

It is ludicrous that any part of this area should bear a name suggesting that 
timber harvesting might be allowed in the future. Of course, the TWWHA 
Management Plan and its appended non-statutory “Strategic Management 
Statement” (and Australia’s assurances to international bodies) expressly state 
that such uses are prohibited. However, the Management Plan has been in 
force since 2016, and tidying up such anomalies is long overdue. 

FPPFL statewide has been created as such after repeal of the former Forest 
Agreement Act, under which the same land was called “Future Reserve Land”, 
after having been assessed positively for its conservation values by an 
Independent Verification Group (IVG). The land was divided into numbered 
lots. These same lot numbers have (I think) been carried over into the FPPFL, 
and they appear in “The LIST” mapping system when the FPPFL layer is called 
up. I refer here to the land portions by the lot number.  

Appropriate Reservation Classes 

According to the relevant DPIPWE website, the Government has stated that 
stage one of the process includes “determining appropriate reservation classes 
(incorporating feedback from public consultation)”. The reservation classes 
have therefore not yet been determined, and of course the public should have 
the opportunity to participate in such decisions. 

However, the international World Heritage bodies IUCN and ICOMOS did mount 
a “Reactive Monitoring Mission” (RMM) to the TWWHA in 2015, and made a 



suite of recommendations which they saw as improving the way in which the 
Outstanding Universal Value of the Property could be ensured into the future. 

Both Tasmanian and Australian Government Ministers almost immediately 
stated that they accepted all of the RMM’s recommendations. This obviously 
includes recommendation 11, which is that the FPPFL within the TWWHA 
should be reserved as national park (my emphasis here). For the reservation 
class the RMM employed all-lowercase, precisely as does the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002. Initial capitals seem to appear in a name once a 
national park has been proclaimed. 

Much of the material from the RMM was indeed incorporated into the TWWHA 
Management Plan 2016 and the associated Strategic Management Statement 
(the latter dealing inter alia with the way FPPFL would be managed after 
reservation). It was stated that the Government’s policy position was that the 
FPPFL would be reserved, and it is pleasing to see that this is now happening, 
although much less than pleasing that the government now seems intent on 
going back on its stated acceptance of recommendation 11 – national park. 
Not only is it not pleasing, but it is complicated and illogical. 

Of course it is good that the Management Plan acknowledges that mineral 
exploration and extraction, special species timber harvesting, and other forms 
of production forestry are definitely to be excluded throughout the whole of the 
TWWHA (including also the FPPFL prior to its reservation), as is completely in 
keeping with World Heritage status. 

The Government’s suggested reservation classes 

The maps on the DPIPWE website (and entries on the FAQ page) would 
suggest that the government prefers a mix of conservation areas and regional 
reserves, rather than additions to existing national parks or any new ones. 

But it is not hard to see why the RMM should have suggested “national park” 
as the appropriate reservation class.  It, along with the somewhat more 
specialised classes state reserve and nature reserve, is the class which keeps 
“the protection and maintenance of the natural and cultural values of the area 
of land” to the fore. This (along with appropriate recreation activities) is the 
purpose of reservation of land as national park stated in Schedule 1 of the 
Nature Conservation Act 2002. 

By contrast, the lesser reservation classes are defined as having significantly 
different purposes – the entry for the “purpose” of conservation area is “The 
protection and maintenance of the natural and cultural values of the area of 
land and the sustainable use of the natural resources of that area of land 
including special species timber harvesting.”  

Certainly, the protection of the natural and cultural values is in there, but the 
use of the natural resources (one in particular) is given equal importance. 



The purpose of “regional reserve” is even less appropriate for a part of the 
TWWHA – i.e. “Mineral exploration and the development of mineral deposits in 
the area of land, and the controlled use of other natural resources of that area 
of land, including special species timber harvesting, while protecting and 
maintaining the natural and cultural values of that area of land”.  

The protection of the values comes a very poor third. Mineral-based activity is 
up front. It is even fairly ridiculous that such an area might be created under 
something styled as a Nature Conservation Act – perhaps a “Mining Facilitation 
Act” might be more appropriate. Indeed, scrutiny of column 2 of the schedule 
seems to indicate that a regional reserve can’t be created unless the area of 
land is known to possess “high mineral potential or prospectivity”. 

Newly creating a regional reserve, or a conservation area, within an 
internationally protected area - in which much of the purpose of the reserve 
class is expressly prohibited - is scarcely less ridiculous than maintaining the 
name “future potential production forest land”.     

Why would a Government want newly to introduce the classes of conservation 
area and regional reserve into a World Heritage Area whose Management Plan 
specifically excludes the activities for which such reserves are created? 

Can’t we all be a little more logically consistent? Perhaps it is because creation 
of new National Parks commonly implies that personnel and funding must be 
made available for things which are normally associated with national parks, 
such as visitor interpretation facilities, toilet blocks, track work and tourism 
promotion. 

But in the present instance there are significant areas of FPPFL which 
adjoin the  outlying areas of other existing National Parks. They are 
mostly elongated areas which could be simply added with no need for 
anything much in the way of additional management effort or funding. 
I address these below. 

(As an aside, perhaps it would be appropriate one day to amend the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002 to include a new class of reserve – one having the same 
stated purpose as “national park” and appropriately high IUCN conservation 
category, so that blocks (especially small ones) of high conservation value 
could be securely reserved without the expectation of national park 
expenditure or publicity, or the logical inconsistency associated with having to 
have a statutory Management Plan which disallows the stated purposes of 
other reserve classes. Some existing parts of the TWWHA could be usefully re-
dedicated in this new category to reduce the current mish-mash of tenures.)  

FPPFL lots adjoining existing National Parks 

The Government makes much of Section 16, subsection (5) of the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002, which allows an area of land which adjoins an existing 
conservation area to be proclaimed as conservation area, avoiding the need for  



an assessment of the values of that parcel of land. Likewise, it uses subsection 
(7) which allows the same for regional reserves. 

However, (as the FAQ page does not admit in explaining how reserve classes 
were chosen), exactly the same applies to an area of land adjoining an existing 
national park - section 16(1)(a)(ii).  

And, although it is not in these cases a requirement to ensure that the land 
areas in question satisfy the conservation values (because they “adjoin”), we 
have the added assurance from the previous work by the Independent 
Verification Group that they indeed do so. 

FPPFL lots 108, 109, 110 and the west part of lot 111 are all located to 
the west  of the Mersey River and adjoin the eastern boundary of the 
Cradle Mountain/Lake StClair National Park. They should all be added 
to that Park. This would so easily be done, affording better-assured 
conservation status, and avoiding the proliferation of small named reserves of 
other classes. 

Lot 108 does adjoin the national park along two short boundaries, and, as I 
argue here, should be added to it. But it also adjoins two conservation areas 
(Dove River CA and Swift Creek CA) as well as a regional reserve (Dove River 
RR). The boundaries with the CAs are longer if anything. So even following the 
so-called logic of the FAQ page – why is lot 108 proposed as RR rather than 
CA? 

Regarding other lots west of the Mersey – lots 106 and 107 do adjoin only a 
regional reserve, so the argument is harder for me to make. However, all of 
these particular lots and the nearby regional reserve and the two conservation 
areas have at some time been assessed for their natural values. They are all in 
the TWWHA, so the Management Plan does not permit mining or special 
species timber harvesting or other forestry activities. There is no good reason 
why they  too should not be added to the Cradle Mountain National Park. This 
could also apply to the Borradaile Regional Reserve. 

The number of different named reserves and tenures within the TWWHA is 
unneccessarily complicated, and the above changes would be an easy 
opportunity to rearrange things on a more logical basis, as well as assuring a 
better framework for uniform protection of the values within the TWWHA. 

FPPFL lot 111 east (near Clumner Bluff east of Lake Rowallan) adjoins 
the Walls Of Jerusalem National Park along about half of its perimeter. 
It also contains the most common access track for walkers to that 
Park (from the Fish River carpark). This lot could easily (and should) 
be added to that park.  

The separate northern part of lot 111 currently adjoins conservation area and 
the Devils Gullet State Reserve, and not any national park. However, it also 
abuts lot 112, and as I argue below there are very special reasons why lot 112 
should be added to Mole Creek Karst National Park. 



Should that be done, lot 111 north then adjoins a national park and could be 
easily added too. However, it is not karst, and it may be thought inappropriate 
to extend that Park to such less relevant areas. Although it does not strictly 
adjoin the existing Walls of Jerusalem National Park it is not far away and could 
still be added. It would not be the only national park with non-contiguous 
blocks! Or, it could be added to Devils Gullet State Reserve. Or, for the ultimate 
rationalisation of tenures, lot 111 north and the State Reserve could both be 
added to the Walls of Jerusalem National Park. This provides one contiguous 
Park, with an extensive and logical western boundary along the escarpment 
above the Mersey. 

Near Lake Gordon, lots 241 and 245 adjoin South West National Park, 
and should be added to that park, rather than conservation area. By easy 
association, so should lot 242.    

The Mole Creek Karst Area 

There are additional special arguments for adding two of the FPPFL areas to 
the Mole Creek Karst National Park (MCKNP). This should be a non-contentious 
step to take, because the Park extent is currently insufficient to protect the 
values for which it was dedicated, and the Government’s own Management 
Plan (Mole Creek Karst National Park Management Plan 2004) is quite emphatic 
about the desirability of incorporating surrounding private and Crown land 
should it become available. 

As the Management Plan says (p 17), the Marakoopa Cave block is the only 
block in the Park which protects the whole of the known extent of any cave 
system (Marakoopa 1 and 2, Devils Pot and Snailspace caves). Dedication of 
surrounding area elsewhere in the Park will improve this situation immensely, 
and we now have the opportunity. 

On page 77 of the Management Plan we have: 
 

While there is considerable scope to promote complementary 
management practices by neighbours and other catchment users, land 
acquisition may be desirable in some instances. Options to rationalise 
the park boundaries should therefore be explored as opportunities arise. 
This could occur, for example, through purchase of land by the Crown or 
incorporation of existing Crown land within the park. 
 

The fortuitous existence of FPPFL adjoining the Park, and its designation as 
Crown land, is just this opportunity.  

Description of the area 

“Karst” refers to a particular landscape type - an extensive area over which 
limestone and/or dolomite occurs at or near the surface, and is commonly 
of a cavernous nature containing sinkholes, dolines (larger vertical holes), 
poljes (closed drainage basins), and extensive caves, some passages of 



which may be dry (formed by solution in earlier eras when the water table 
was higher) and some of which are are entirely below the current water 
table (in the phreatic zone); yet other caves contain actively flowing stream 
passages which may be perennial or seasonal. All of these passages and 
chambers potentially contain remarkable and beautiful solution and 
depositional decoration such as stalactites, stalagmites, helictites and 
flowstone expanses with pools. 

Caves are also commonly home to invertebrate fauna such as spiders, beetles, 
glow-worms and shrimp species, and vertebrates such as bats and swiftlets. 
Some of these occur nowhere else but in caves or their entrances (troglobitic 
species) or require the cave environment for part of their lifecycle 
(trogloxenes). 

Streams flowing from surrounding country may enter a cave at a fissure, polje, 
sinkhole or doline, and emerge again to the surface at a resurgence. The 
health of the cave environment – both the ongoing quality of the decoration 
and the habitat of the fauna – is critically dependent on the naturalness of the 
water flowing into any such systems. This means both the quantity (land 
clearing could cause increased runoff) and the existence of increased silt 
turbidity or any chemical pollutants. 

The Mole Creek area is internationally recognised as an important karst area, 
and it contains superb examples of well-decorated stream caves such as 
Herberts Pot, Kubla Khan and Croesus Cave (the latter incorporating an 
example of a resurgence of the stream from underground.) Mole Creek caves 
are home to several endemic invertebrate species, including the very rare false 
scorpion Pseudotyrannochthonius typhlus. 

The area also includes two quite different caves which have been developed for 
tourism purposes. 

Mole Creek Karst National Park 

Mole Creek Karst National Park (MCKNP) was proclaimed in 1996, incorporating 
several existing State Reserves and three then-unallocated Crown land blocks. 
The existing Management Plan for the Park (and one nearby conservation area 
near Westmorland Falls, a later purchase) came into effect on 18 February 
2004. The majority (but still not all) of the Park has since been incorporated 
into the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. 

The Summary in the Management Plan begins: 

Located on the slopes of the Great Western Tiers in northern Tasmania, 
the Mole Creek Karst National Park and Conservation Area protects a 
relatively small part of an internationally significant karst system. The 
park is a disjointed, noncontiguous reserve with the majority of the 
karst system outside the park. This situation presents a particularly 
challenging context for management. 



The Park now consists of eleven separate blocks, and as the above quote 
suggests this is an undesirable situation when the objective of management is 
(rightly) protecting the integrity of the whole karst system. 

Improvements to be gained 

Incorporating the whole of one FPPFL lot into the MCKNP at this stage would be 
a significant step in that it would join together four of the now disjointed blocks 
(Croesus Cave Block, King Solomons Cave Block, Kubla Khan Block and 
Marakoopa Cave Block). The lot to which I refer is lot 112, which is split into 
north and south portions. 

Adding this lot to the Park would cover much more of known cave extent itself, 
and also provide for integrated, seamless management of the vital surface 
areas containing streams which feed into some of the most important caves. 
This applies to both the north and south parts of the lot. 

South section (Mill-Kansas catchment) 

Lot 112 south is almost identical to the area previously covered by the Joint 
Protocol Management Plan for the Mill Creek-Kansas Creek Catchment, 
described in map 5 and Appendix 8 of the MCKNP Management Plan. This 
arrangement was negotiated between National Parks and Wildlife Service and 
Forestry Tasmania because Forestry Tasmania was the existing manager of that 
section of land, but it was recognised that this catchment has outstanding 
karst values and would be appropriately managed along with the Park. 

The Mill-Kansas catchment is largely limestone, and includes streams arising 
on the slopes of Western Bluff (e.g. Kansas Creek and Vanishing Creek) which 
sink and feed into some of the area’s most iconic caves, such as Lynd’s Cave 
and Croesus Cave. 

When previously managed by Forestry Tasmania, the forest was classed as 
“conditional forest” in which wood production was excluded, specifically 
because of the karst values. 

Even so, the MCKNP Management Plan (page 62) states that: 

Notwithstanding the joint protocol, the PWS recommends that the Mill 
Creek-Kansas Creek catchment be formally protected in order to ensure 
protection karst values.  

Lot 112 (south) should be formally protected as national park 
(incorporated into MCKNP) as the most appropriate successor to these 
prior arrangements. Proclamation as a “conservation area” as currently 
proposed would be less than faithful to the aims, since the reasons for such a 
reserve class still include  “the sustainable use of the natural resources of that 
area of land including special species timber harvesting” - not only 
inappropriate, but logically ridiculous given that World Heritage requirements 



specifically disallow those uses. And the unnecessary fragmentation of tenures 
in the TWWHA would only be made worse. 

Adding lot 112 south to the MCKNP has the added management benefit of 
providing contiguity between the Marakoopa, Croesus and King Solomons 
blocks of the park, seen as highly desirable in the MCKNP Management Plan 
itself. 

North section 

Lot 112 north (covering Solomons Dome) is not primarily a limestone area in 
its own right, but it is part of the catchment for several streams feeding in to 
important caves within the existing Park, including the unique and absolutely 
world-class Kubla Khan Cave with its famous underground “River Alph”.  The 
MCKNP Management Plan (page 18) has this to say about the importance of 
this cave system and its catchment: 

This system is a contender for the title of the most spectacularly 
decorated cave system in Australia. It consists of both abandoned and 
active stream passages, carrying the water from the Loatta polje to the 
Mayberry polje. Speleothem docoration ranges from massive stalagmites 
and columns, such as the Khan and Begum, through to delicate gypsum 
and aragonite helictites. It is of high recreational value. It contains the 
most diverse cave adapted fauna yet described at Mole Creek. The cave 
itself is partially protected by the park, however its catchment is partly 
in State forest, and partly in agricultural land, where recent efforts to 
protect the catchment by the landowner should greatly increase water 
quality in the cave. 

Much of the “State forest” part of the catchment is now the relevant FPPFL 
section, and its secure protection into the future is equally important.  

Adding lot 112 north to the MCKNP would not only protect this important 
catchment, but also link (for ease of management) the Kubla Khan block to the 
King Solomons block (and thus to the rest of the National Park area referred to 
in the section above). An intervening conservation area would be nonsensical. 

It is also hard to see why the small section of FPPFL lot 113 which is in the 
TWWHA (the part east of the Mersey River) should be treated any differently, 
and reserved as regional reserve. The government has given no explanation as 
to why there should be a regional reserve here. The block would adjoin the 
extended MCKNP (it almost touches it anyhow) and it too should be added to 
that Park. To do otherwise is just to add to the illogical complexity of the 
tenures within the TWWHA. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
------------------- 

This submission is by Neil Smith. I have a PhD in engineering and long-
standing residency in the Mole Creek/Great Western Tiers region. I am a keen 



bushwalker in most parts of the World Heritage Area. I understand the 
importance of secure conservation arrangements so that biodiversity is 
preserved and the area remains un-degraded for future generations’ 
enjoyment. I am also rather keen on simple, logical laws and land tenure 
arrangements which don’t require complicated special provisions! 
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