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Reservation of Future Potential Production Forest (FPPF) Land in the 
Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA) 

Public Consultation Report 

August 2021 

Purpose 
The purpose of this report is to provide a consolidated, accurate summary of the comments submitted 
through the public consultation on the proposed reserve classification of Future Potential Production 
Forest (FPPF1) land in the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area (TWWHA). This report does not seek 
to provide an analysis of, or respond to, comments received. 

 

Background 
The Tasmanian Government made a commitment in the Strategic Management Statement attached to 
the TWWHA Management Plan 2016, to reserve, under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 (NCA), areas of 
land currently classed as FPPF that is Crown land, and Permanent Timber Production Zone (PTPZ) land 
within the TWWHA. 

The Government agreed to reserve this land in stages, with FPPF land that is Crown land to be the first to 
be reserved. 

The Government also determined that the reservation process should include a public consultation phase, 
which ran for eight weeks between February 8 and April 1, 2021. 

 
Consultation 

The consultation process adhered to the Tasmanian Government Public Submissions Guidelines 
(http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/ data/assets/pdf_file/0009/361368/Publication_of_public_submissions_ 
-_Policy_and_guidelines_-_FINAL.PDF ). 

The opportunity to provide comment was advertised through the Department of Primary Industry, Parks, 
Water and Environment (DPIPWE) website, which included a series of frequently asked questions and 
maps showing the intent of the Government to reserve the FPPF land in the class of either Regional 
Reserve or Conservation Area along with the intended management zones under the Strategic 
Management Statement of the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area Management Plan. 

 
 
 

1 FPPF land is a class of land created by the Forestry (Rebuilding the Forest Industry) Act 2014 to secure a wood-bank 
to provide for future sustainable forestry production in Tasmania. Approximately 25,000 hectares of this land is 
situated within the TWWHA. The State Government has previously committed to not allowing commercial forest 
harvesting or mining activities on the FPPF land within the TWWHA. 

http://www.dpac.tas.gov.au/
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The Department invited written submissions to a departmental email address and offered to provide 
additional information upon request. Subsequently, the Department received requests from four 
individuals and one organisation for additional information or clarifications. 

Key Facts 
The Department received a total of 76 submissions, of which 16 submissions – all from individuals – did 
not specifically address the land in question, and therefore were considered out of scope for this 
consultation. The majority of these 16 submissions expressed a view that forestry activity in Tasmanian 
forests should stop. 

Of the 60 in-scope submissions, all but two supported the declaration of FPPF land as National Park. 

More than 80 per cent of these submissions were short and did not provide detailed supporting 
arguments. Twenty-nine specifically expressed support for the creation of a Great Western Tiers National 
Park in high level terms only, eg: 

The high conservation value forests of the Great Western Tiers deserve to be protected in a 
National Park. 

 
Twenty-five submissions specifically referred to the perceived reversal of the Tasmanian Government’s 
broad commitment to implement the recommendations of the IUCN/ICOMOS report. 

Nine submissions containing more detail in support of reserving FPPF land as National Park, were received: 
five from private individuals and four from organisations (Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania, Bush 
Heritage Australia, Tasmanian National Parks Association, and a joint submission from the friends of Great 
Western Tiers/kooparoona naira, The campaign for Great Western Tiers National Park, the Tasmanian 
National Parks Association, the Mole Creek Caving Club, and The Wilderness Society). In essence, these 
submissions argued that as the areas of FPPF land were previously found by the World Heritage 
Committee to contain the necessary values for inclusion in the World Heritage Area, and because the 
Tasmanian Government had accepted the recommendation of the IUCN/ICOMOS, the FPPF land should 
be reserved as National Park. 

A further common feature of these detailed submissions was the recommendation that the FPPF land 
adjacent to the existing MCKNP be reserved as National Park and incorporated into the MCKNP (see 4.2). 

The submission from the Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania recommended the creation of a National 
Park, to be known as kooparoona naira National Park, and to be Aboriginal-owned and managed. This 
proposal, which includes reserve areas other than the FPPF land in the TWWHA, was supported in several 
other submissions, including those from Bush Heritage Australia and individuals. 

One submission (Huon Resource Development Group Inc) opposed all further reservation in the TWWHA, 
and the prohibition on access for specialty species timber harvesting in particular. 

One submission (Tasmanian Wilderness Guides Association) supported the proposed reserve 
classifications, noting that this approach would support walking-based tourism in the TWWHA, with the 
potential to build minimal impact infrastructure on the periphery in Conservation Areas or regional 
reserves on the periphery of National Park. 
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One submission (private individual) supported reservation in the proposed categories of Conservation 
Area and Regional Reserve as an interim measure until such time as all reserve classifications in the 
TWWHA could be formally reviewed. 

A number of submissions supporting the classification of FPPF land as National Park also emphasized the 
need to consult with the Aboriginal community in relation to the reservation process and subsequent 
management of reserved areas. Several suggested the creation of a new tenure Aboriginal-owned 
National Park, and the return of reserved land to Aboriginal ownership. 

 
 

Key Messages 
The dominant theme of 97 per cent of in-scope submissions was support for all FPPF land in the TWWHA 
to be reserved in the class of National Park. 

The arguments contained in these submissions were, collectively, around the following: 

o The Government’s previous broad acceptance of all 20 recommendations in the UNESCO 
Reactive Monitoring Mission Report (2016), one of which was to reserve the FPPF land as 
National Park. 

o Assigning the reserve class of Regional Reserve or Conservation Area – which under the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002 potentially allows for various activities including mining and the 
harvesting of special species timber – to land within the TWWHA is inconsistent with the 
TWWHA Management Plan. 

o The reasoning given for assigning the proposed classes of Conservation Area and Regional 
Reserve could also apply to National Park and the justification provided for not assigning the 
class of National Park to the FPPF land is unclear. 

o In many cases, assigning the reserve class of Conservation Area or Regional Reserve complicates 
the tenures. 

o Having a variety of reservation types within the TWWHA is confusing and unnecessarily complex. 
 

Support for the land to be reserved in the class of National Park 
Most submissions in favour of the land being reserved in the class of National Park pointed to the 
Tasmanian Government’s broad acceptance2 of the recommendations made in the World Heritage 
Reactive Monitoring Mission to the Tasmanian Wilderness, Australia Report, 2016. These submissions 
expressed disappointment and the perception that the State Government had changed its position, by 
not reserving all FPPF land in the class of National Park. 

In the expressions of support for assigning the reserve class of National Park many submissions supported 
the creation of a new National Park for the Great Western Tiers (kooparoona naira). The proposed 
boundaries of this new National Park include non-FPPF land, and therefore outside the scope of the 
TWWHA reservation process. 

 
 

2 The Tasmanian Government response was: 
The Tasmanian Government will seek to give public lands in the property reserve status under the Nature 
Conservation Act 2002 (Tas), noting the role of the Tasmanian Parliament and the need to undertake broad 
community consultation. 
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The joint submission (‘kooparoona niara (Great Western Tiers) National Park – A Proposal’) provided 
detailed proposals on the allocation of FPPF land to existing or new National Parks: 

1. Adding the three northernmost reserves to Cradle Mountain Lake St Clair National Park. 

2. Adding reserves adjacent to Lake Rowallan to the adjacent National Parks (either Cradle 
Mountain Lake St Clair or Walls of Jerusalem). 

3. Adding the adjacent reserves to the Mole Creek Karst National Park. 

4. Adding the three reserves south of Lake Gordon to South-West National Park. 

5. Proposing the creation of kooparoona niara (Great Western Tiers) National Park. 
 
 

Disputing the compatibility of the proposed reserve classification of FPPF land in the TWWHA 
Nine of the more substantial submissions argued that the proposed reserve classes of Conservation Area 
and Regional Reserve are not compatible with the values and purpose of the World Heritage Area, as 
these reserve classes under the Nature Conservation Act 2002 allow for the harvesting of special species 
timber and mineral exploration. For example, the submission from Bush Heritage Australia stated that 
“Given the FPPF land falls within the boundaries of the TWWHA, it is difficult to see how the status of 
Regional Reserve or Conservation Area is compatible with the higher status and purpose of a World 
Heritage Area”.’ 

The Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA) submission contained the same arguments, as did the 
joint submission. 

One submission from an individual included concerns that reservation as Conservation Area or Regional 
Reserve could increase the risk of vandalism. 

 

Questioning the justification for the proposed reserve classification of FPPF land in the TWWHA 
A number of submissions, such as that from Bush Heritage, expressed the view that there was not a clear 
justification for assigning the reserve classifications of Conservation Area or Regional Reserve to FPPF land 
that is also adjacent to National Park. 

 
 

Support for extending the Mole Creek Karst National Park 
Submissions from both groups and individuals expressed support for incorporating FPPF land into the 
adjacent Mole Creek Karst National Park , particularly the two areas of FPPF land on the western and north 
western edges of the current National Park, which contain significant karst features and the catchments 
which maintain the health of the iconic caves. 

The TNPA submission argued that to reserve this FPPF land as either Conservation Area or Regional 
Reserve would be inconsistent with the Mole Creek Karst National Park Management Plan 2004: 

The Plan includes the following policy: 
 

• As opportunities arises, pursue options to incorporate within the Mole Creek 
National Park areas which will: 

- improve protection of important natural or heritage values including karst; 
- protect the integrity of the park; 



5  

 

- assist in more effective management; and 
- provide opportunities for, or improve presentation of, the park and the 

provision of visitor services and facilities. 

As noted above, the joint submission also supported incorporating FPPF land into the Mole Creek Karst 
National Park. 

A submission from a private individual provided significant detail on the values contained within the FPPF 
land,   and   noted   that   the   current   Management    Plan    states    that    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”. 

This submission also noted that incorporating FPPF land into the Mole Creek Karst National Park “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)” and “… 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”. 

 
 

Support for reservation in the classes of Conservation Area or Regional Reserve 
Support for the proposal to reserve the FPPF land in either the class of regional reserve or conservation 
area was contained in one submission. The Tasmanian Wilderness Guides Association indicated its full 
support for the proposal to reserve the land currently classed as FPPF land under the Nature Conservation 
Act 2002 in order to extend protection over this land under the TWWHA Management Plan. This 
submission noted that the reservation would result in the recreational management zone applying over 
the land that is currently FPPF land, and that this would be of benefit to the tourism industry: 

Commercial operations occurring within the TWWHA could operate in a more 
environmentally sympathetic and sustainable manner if they could base their infrastructure 
on the borders of the TWWHA. (Tasmanian Wilderness Guides Association) 

 
 

Opposition to reservation 
The submission from the Huon Resource Development Group expressed opposition to the creation of the 
proposed reserves and the process that led to the Tasmanian Forest Agreement and subsequent boundary 
modifications and extensions to the Tasmanian Wilderness World Heritage Area. The submission 
expressed a desire for management of the areas proposed for reservation to allow for specialty species 
timber harvesting. 

Aboriginal Lands Council Tasmania Perspective 
The Aboriginal Land Council of Tasmania (ALCT) submitted a substantial response to the consultation. No 
other submission was received from a person or group identifying as Aboriginal. 

ALCT is a statutory body, established under the Aboriginal Lands Act 1995 to own and manage land on 
behalf of Tasmania’s Aboriginal community. The submission by ALCT stated that the change in land tenure 
presents an opportunity to return the land to Aboriginal ownership and management as a new Tasmanian 
National Park. 

To support this, the submission identified Aboriginal owned and managed National Parks that exist under 
other Australian jurisdictions, including Kakadu National Park, Uluru-Kata Tjuta National Park, and 
Booderee (formerly Jervis Bay) National Park. 
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The submission pointed to the Tasmanian Government’s commitments in pledging to progress land return 
to the Aboriginal community, including in the 2021 State of the State address, in which Premier Gutwein 
said: 

Last week I committed to receive and consider proposals for further land return and I want 
to be clear this Government is committed to taking significant steps on our path to 
reconciliation, and also importantly to taking significant steps to ensure we improve the lives 
and circumstances of our first people. 

ALCT’s submission argued that the process was too narrow in its focus and should have considered the 
broader issue of land return. 

Five other submissions specifically expressed support for the land in the Great Western Tiers to be handed 
back to Tasmanian Aboriginal People and managed by the Tasmanian Aboriginal people as a National Park. 
One such submission was received from an individual whose land is bounded by the Mole Creek Karst 
National Park and current FPPF land, who welcomed the move to reclassify the land but recommended 
the land to be classed as National Park with ownership and management by ALCT. 

Bush Heritage Tasmania encouraged the Tasmanian Government to work with ALCT on this matter. 
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