The Secretary,

Public Works Committee,
Parliament House,
Hobart,

TAS 7000 TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS

21 September 2012
To the Committee,

Re: Three Capes Track

Further to the Public Notice in the Mercury (30 Asf2012) calling for public comment in
relation to the Three Capes Track which is propdselde built within the Tasman National
Park please accept this representation by the TraamBalational Parks Association (TNPA).

Launched in September 2001, the TNPA is a non4pnodin-government organization which

gives the public a voice on issues that affect Teasais National Parks and other conservation
reserves. Like similar associations in other AdisinaStates, the TNPA provides a link

between the community, park policy makers and oth@rernment and non-government
organisations to identify and address issues camgerthe ongoing management of

Tasmania’s reserve system and other areas of lugbkecvation status. Further information
about the TNPA can be foundwivw.tnpa.asn.au

The TNPA welcomes the opportunity to comment onTtheee Capes Tracks we have had a
number of ongoing concerns about this proposedlderent since it was initially proposed
(2007 Feasibility Study), and we continue to beceoned about the proposal on a number of
levels, including the economics used to underhesproposal..

In particular, we believe that the concept whicldenies the Three Capes Track model is
fundamentally flawed. This is because it attemptgripose an “Overland Track” (multi-day
wilderness walk) model on a “track” created by iimk several existing day-walks and the
(short, easy) overnight walk to Cape Pillar in asemtially non-wilderness area. Any long
distance walking track on the Tasman PeninsulaimeNitably be accessible by road at several
points — i.e. most sections of the “track” can baked as day-walks, and most walkers will
probably prefer to do this. As such it is hard talerstand why they will want to be “trapped”
into staying in “Overland Track style” cabins whitvey could be in a hotel or bed & breakfast
elsewhere on the Tasman Peninsula (or alternativeyit a more natural tent-based
experience).

This is the fundamentally different model adoptgdiie highly successful Great Ocean Walk
in Victoria where visitors can walk the entire kawhile camping each night or taking the
option of staying in local accommodation and wagkonly the sections of track that appeal to
them. The TNPA has long advocated investigatingrélas concept for the Tasman Peninsula
as we believe it is likely to attract far more tass than the current proposal and provide a
greater return to the local economy (walkers wdlysin the local community, not be isolated
from it) with far lower capital expenditure and @owmental impact (see Attachments 1 and
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2). Indeed, the TNPA believes that a unique adypntd the Tasman Peninsula is that there is
a community living in juxtaposition with the Tasméalational Park and ideally a mutually
beneficial relationship between tourism operattwsugd be nurtured rather than a competitive
one

The TNPA believes that this fundamental flaw wésult in the Three Capes Track (if it is ever
constructed) becoming an expensive “white elephamtile there has been opportunity for
public comment on aspects of the proposal the Ulyidgrconcept has remained unchallenged
because it has never been explicitly subject tdipuéview or scrutiny.

Further concerns are summarised below, and ardedketa Attachments 3 and 5 (key earlier
submission and letters).

Environmental Considerations

» The proposal has potential impacts on the flordunting through phytophthora spread,
on nesting eagles, visual impacts and impacts enahdscape values of the World
Heritage Port Arthur Historic Site (no formal assasnt), all of which are extremely
difficult to mitigate;

 The scale of infrastructure (especially the accoufation sites) is extremely large
scale, and unnecessarily large with huts desigretiog significant visual impacts;

 The proposal, by virtue of its location has ackrexged impacts on Aboriginal
heritage values (assessment incomplete), geo-pent@ues and wilderness values;

» There are potential unassessed threats to theahahlues because the proposed track
cordons the coast and hinterland. Furthermore,Ditadt Development Proposal and
Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) that accomeparthe proposal was
seriously incomplete in a number of aspects;

 The TNPA argues strongly that you cannot placelével of infrastructure such as
being proposed within a National Park without degrg, or putting significantly at
risk, the conservation values that the park waasee to protect.

Economic Considerations

» The design of the track and accommodation is exhgrmaxpensive, and in our view
unnecessarily so (and the Parks and Wildlife SeryRWS) has had to continually
revise its cost estimates upwards);

* The proposal is extremely expensive to constrigivgnessed by the cost over-runs on
the recent Cape Hauy upgrade) and will be expertsivein and maintain given the
total dependence on helicopters;

* The projected economic benefits of the Three Cdpask in its current form are, at
best, optimistic and at worst, substantially ineotrand grossly overstated as i). an
uncorrected Overland track spending model has bsed, and ii). it relies on what we
believe are unrealistic take up figures for theckrdurther details provided later);

 The six day walk as proposed will generate littlieect income to the Tasman
Peninsula, as accommodating tourists inside thematpark (up to 50 000 bed nights
per annum) will directly compete with tourism iatives in the Tasman community
and most of the claimed income will be indirectrafiag — most likely elsewhere in the
State (with the same spending being an outcomaylomger stay tourist attraction);

* The proposal is flawed in assuming that most walkeant hut-based accommodation
as against camping in tents. Based on the survayat¥ers attitudes provided in the
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Feasibility Study only 19% of the 537 people surveyed wanted hutsthErmore,
current (and earlier) evidence suggests a six-dase /night walk is not the preferred
walk option by the market segment that the Trackyigg to attract (the majority of
commercial walkers surveyed for the Feasibilitydytstated a preference for a 3-4 day
walk), further reducing the potential success efThack;

The use of boats (with associated costs) is curabersand will deter many walkers
from completing the entire Three Capes Track (prefg to do shorter sections);

There is to our knowledge no proper Business Riathe Project;

The concept of providing an alternative or adddiomalk to the Overland Track
experience is flawed. The Overland Track is a “esttess” walk which is highly
marketable and as such provides an experiencentaay walkers seek. The Tasman
Peninsula, despite its spectacular coastal sceizengt “wilderness” and as such will
be not be able to match the wilderness experieniteed by either the Overland Track
or the multitude of other multiple-day “wildernessalks within Tasmania (such as the
South Coast Track, Frenchmans Cap, Mt Anne, etc);

There has not been to our knowledge any re-assasshthe economic feasibility or
costings based on the announcement in the lasthntbat only the eastern half of the
Track will be built and used initially.

Social Considerations

The benefits to the Tasman Peninsula in our vieve liieen significantly overstated;

This walk experience imposes on existing currem, urscluding significant day and
local use;

There has been considerable community oppositidhed hree Capes Track proposal.
For example, of the 248 representations receivetherdraft changes to the Tasman
National Park Management Plan, the vast majorityd}2vere opposed to the Three
Capes Track. Of the 38 respondents who did notdedpposition to the Three Capes
Track, only eight respondents gave unqualified supijor the proposal.

Process Considerations

There are in our view serious probity issues givea@ minimal process that has
occurred, and given the fact that the PWS is tlopgment, approver, and regulator for
this large scale development;

The Three Capes Track proposal is not in keepinth whe government’s own
recommended approach as set out in the 2006 PtarfioinPeople scoping stutly-
which suggested that a multi-day walk on the Tasamninsula should integrate with
existing opportunities, be a 3-5 day walk (whichuldo be extended by linked
segments), use the Pirates Bay — Fortescue Bagris@ftexisting track, and have tent
sites inside the Park and built accommodation datthe Park;

The Tasman National Park Management Plan had sigogicantly changed to allow
for the Three Capes Track (in spite of significapposition to this);

There has been only one formal opportunity for pubmment on the proposed Three
Capes Track development since the Feasibility Study released in 2007, and this

! Three Capes Track; Feasibility Study, Departméfftoirism, Arts and the Environment, 2007
2 Great Bushwalk Scoping Study: Key Attributes ang8y Analysis, Planning for People, March 2006
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input (comment on the Draft DPEMP, Nov-Dec 20113 baen totally ignored by the
PWS;

* The PWS have approved the project on the basitsedNbvember 2011 Draft DPEMP,
not a revised final DPEMP, and local governmentrapg was received on the same
basis;

 There are still unresolved and incomplete enviram@adeimpact assessments and
mitigation (eagles nests, Aboriginal heritage, iotpdo the Port Arthur Heritage Site);

* No alternative proposals (including a proposal fmmvard by the TNPA) have been
considered.

Given that the Role of the Public Works Committeeprimarily to review the financial
viability of the project as a government fundedjgcg the following discussion focuses on the
economic issues.

The Three Capes Track — Flaws in the Economic Case

The economic case put for the track by its proptsmésn based on projections of 10,000
walkers using the track annually, yet there hasnbee analysis to indicate that level of

participation. The assumption that the proposecdi@apes Track will be equally, or more,
popular than the Overland Track remains unsubstisoti Just 7050 people paid to walk the
Overland Track during the period November 2006 ilA22007 (the latest figures available),

even though up to 10,000 are permitted. This ipitkeshe Overland Track being in existence
for over sixty years and being heavily marketedaasorld-class wilderness walk for many

years. This calls into question the claim thatTheee Capes Track will attract 10,000 walkers
paying a $200 fee (a higher fee than the overlaadK) during the same time period.

KMPG Analysis

A further insight into the nature of the unsubst&tetl economic claims for the track can also
be seen in the KMPG repdrcommissioned by the Tourism Industry Council okfania
(TICT). The figures in this report have been widedported in the media, and have mainly
guoted from a number of media releases put ouh&yourism Council. In their release, dated
23 May 2010, TICT Chief Executive Daniel Hanna isotgd as follows:The research
recently conducted on our behalf by KPMG highlightbat the Three Capes Track would
deliver between $90 million to $190 million in atilmal visitor expenditure each year to
Tasmania; with a substantial proportion of thistble Tasman Peninsula.

However, the Tourism Council has made two fundaalentistakes in reading its own
commissioned report, and in so doing has widelyrepiesented the alleged benefits of
building the proposed Three Cape Track.

First, the economic benefits stated in the reparfer the whole seven year period to 2017, not
annual benefits. This is clearly stated in the repa page 7 of the repaott.the modelling is
projecting whole period impacts that may need appoment over timé

Second, the report uses two indicators of econampact - Gross Output and Value Added.
The Tourism Council quotes the Gross Output figuHesvever, the report itself notes on page
12 that Wwithin this gross value is included the value o naaterials that, in most cases, have

® Three Capes Track: Economic Impact of Additionay®Valk Visitors, KMPG, February 2010
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already been counted as part of gross output framiex production. Therefore there is a
tendency for Gross output figures to include sooubte dippind. The report goes on to state
that the Value Added figure (as used by the AusimaBureau of Statistics)s' the measure

usually preferred when measuring economic impadsing the Value Added figures, the
KMPG report estimates that the additional econob@nefits (in millions of dollars) of the
Three Capes Track are as follows:

Conservative Optimisitc
Benefit Period Until 2017 Annual Until 2017 Annual

Tasmania $44.07 $6.30 $92.73 $13.25

Tasman Region $9.93 $1.42 $15.86 $2.27

The alleged annual benefits to the Tasman regierttarefore seen to fall to between $1.4 -
$2.27 million while the alleged benefits to Tasnaans a whole are between $6.3 - $13.25
million, not the $90-190 million quoted by the T@m Council and in other media releases.
The claim by the TICT is also seen to be false @edrly absurd) when considered against the
economic benefits of the entire Tasmanian Wildesn&srld Heritage Area which have been
estimated to be $190 million per year (see Medike&se-by Hon Peter Garrett - A World of
Value in Heritage —dated 7 May 2009).

Together with these misrepresentations there 1 alsnajor flaw in the economic analysis
itself. The report assumes that, due to peoplegbaitracted to the region to undertake short
walks (e.g. day walks) on the Three Capes Tra&kethvill be an additional annual increase in
visitor numbers to the Tasman region of between [®fent above the normal growth of
recent years. However, this assumption is not anbiated anywhere in the report (where else
has this occurred?) and also ignores the facttbigifasman Peninsula already hosts over 30
day walks and several multiple day walks including 4 day Tasman Trail. As such, people
undertaking short walks are already included indkisting visitor numbers to the region and
the analysis double counts these visitors whesstiimes that such walkers will also make up
the 3-5 percent increase in visitor numbers.

Overland Track Experience

Finally, if the economic premise for the Three CGapeack proposal is to duplicate the

economic benefits which have apparently flowed fribv@ marketing of the Overland Track

Experience, it is constructive to compare the mtezhs for the Tasman Peninsula with the
actual changes in visitor numbers to the Cradle mf@n region in recent years. The KMPG

report predicts that visitor numbers to the Tasfaninsula will increase by between 3-5% per
annum above a no Three Capes Track scenario, witllahincrease in visitor numbers of

between 9-16% over the first three years the traaperational. However, data published by
the Parks and Wildlife Service indicates that coragato 2004-05 visitor numbers to the

Cradle Mountain region actually decreased by aroi#icthe following year when fees where

first charged for the Overland Track, and by 208#3itor numbers were still down by 4%.

Given the overly optimistic projections used in KieMG report it follows that the projected

economic benefits (of $1.4 - $2.27 million per amnio the Tasman Peninsula) are also overly
optimistic. Based on this analysis the TNPA belgetheat the annual returns to the economy of
the Tasman Peninsula will be less than $1 millibndgt considerably less) and as such would
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represent a very poor return on the large use bliptunds (currently costed at $25 million),
particularly given the present needs for additiohedding in other sectors of the Tasman
community (e.g. schools and hospitals).

Additional Issues

There are other unresolved aspects of the propdeeslopment with implications to the final
cost of the project, such as:

1. The proposal to initially only complete the veza half of the walk with no discussion
for example of how walkers will start the walk oovin it will be staffed or costed and
where the entry infrastructure will be located;

2. Walker safety and the need for safety balussraahel/or railing along the walk at various
locations;

3. Whether it is possible or desirable to constthe track across a “steep and unstable
section of cliffs” in the Fish Hawk Gully area é&nd owner agreement to use private
property is not forthcoming; and,

4. As indicated by the huge cost overruns incuarethe recent upgrading of the Wineglass
Bay Lookout track, the TNPA believes that the casdtsonstructing the Three Capes
Track has also been significantly underestimatetithat the large costs associated with
this development would be an unacceptably extrauagse of public funds when the
PWS requires additional funds to effectively mamtide existing values throughout the
Tasmanian reserve system.

Given the level of public investment proposed fug Three Capes Track we believe that it is
essential that the alleged economic benefits of ghagect are rigorously assessed by an
independent body (see Attachments 4 and 5).

Conclusion

It is the TNPA'’s strong view that given the defrotges of the current development, it would
be environmentally and economically irresponsildl¢he Tasman Government to approve the
currently highly deficient and flawed Three Capeack proposal, particularly given the large
amount of public funds involved and given the intpait will have on a National Park. A
further concern is the lack of consideration of attyer models for a multi-day bush walking
opportunity on the Tasman Peninsula.

Given the seriously flawed nature of the project inits current form, the TNPA strongly
urges the Committee to reject the present proposand:

1. Recommend to the Premier that an independent assessnt of the project,
including potential alternatives be undertaken (asproposed by the TNPA — see
Attachment 2);and/or

2. Recommend that the government initiate a series @onsultations with community
stakeholder groups in order to develop a proposalh@at will both offer greater
protection to the conservation values of the Tasmahational Park and provide
greater economic benefits to the Tasman communityn this regard we believe
that the TNPA’s alternative proposal, the Great Tasman Coastal Experience,
provides a guide for achieving this balance (see tachment 3).

It is of great concern to the TNPA that the preggaposal has been so poorly handled and had

so little proper scrutiny. It is incumbent on amgponsible government to take environmental,
economic and social considerations (the so-caltgaet bottom line) into account when
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assessing the appropriateness and/or suitabiligngfdevelopment, particularly those which
are publically funded and located on public land.

The TNPA is happy to meet with the Committee ta@us in more detail the issues raised in
this submission, or to answer any questions ther@ittee might have.

Yours sincerely,

K Grpebet

Dr. Robert Campbell

President
Tasmanian National Parks Association

Attachments:

1. Great Tasman Coastal Experience Report, TNPA, 2011,

Mercury Soapbox Article: Take a Walk on Tassie’&lvgide - 30 June 2012;

3. Submission by the Tasmanian National Parks Assoniat relation to the: DRAFT
DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT PAN: THREE
CAPES TRACK PROPOSAL, TASMAN NATIONAL PARK — 23 Dember 2011;

4. Letter to Hon Lara Giddings MP, Premier of Tasmamé@ request to make the Thee
Capes Track a Project of State Significance — digtdrary 2012,

5. Letter to Hon Lara Giddings MP, Premier of TasmareaAdditional information in
relation to making the Thee Capes Track a ProjeState Significance - 14August
2012.
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ATTACHMENT 1

GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE REPORT: TNPA, 2011

GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE

Looking towards Cape Hauy, with the iconic ‘Totem Pole’, ‘Candlestick’ and ‘Lanterns’ at its edge.

Tasman National Park:
getting it back on rak

The Tasmanian National Parks
Association (TNPA) believes

there is an alternative to the
Government's present Three Capes Track
proposal which is more appropriate for
the management of the Tasman National
Park and will provide greater support
and economic benefits to tourism
operators and the community.

This alternative, which we call the
Great Tasman Coastal Experience, is based
on a tourism strategy which integrates
the existing network of day and overnight
walks on the Tasman Peninsula with a
range of other tourism and hospitality
related services available in the region.

Central to this experience will be the
four-day Tasman Coastal Trail taking in
the spectacular coastal scenery on the
eastern Tasman Peninsula including both
Cape Hauy and Cape Pillar.

This is the model behind the Great
Ocean Walk in Victoria which is presently
attracting around 45,000 visitors per
annum.

To construct and market a new walking
track where economic benefits will largely
flow to a few commercial operators, when
an alternate Great Tasman Coastal Trail
already exists, does not make sense.

Upgrading the existing network of
trails, as suggested in the TNPA's Great
Tasman Coastal Experience proposal, and
undertaking an integrated marketing
campaign with other attractions and

PRODUCED BY THE TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS ASSOCIATION

Inland the Tasman National Park includes wet and dry eucalypt forest

experiences in the region, will bring

greater and more widespread benefits to

the entire Tasmanian community.

The advantages of this proposal are
outlined in detail in the next section “On
the Right Track” but in summary are:

1. Consistent with Tasman Peninsula
Tourism Strategy which promotes year
round tourism, incorporating a range of
activities.

2. Maintains the conservation values of
the Tasman National Park.

w

. Allows greater freedom for visitors to
undertake a range of overnight and
day walks.

4. Includes the spectacular section

wi

Photo: Ted Mead

Photo: Ted Mead

of track between Pirates Bay and
Fortescue Bay which is left out of the
proposed Three Capes Track.

. Would provide overnight camping at

Fortescue Bay and improved use of
beaches in the region.

. Allow easier integration with available

accommodation and other tourist
related options in the area.

. Avoid the cumbersome and costly (and

possibly dangerous) boat trip across
the Port Arthur Inlet.

. Allow a greater opportunity to

integrate other tourist related activities
in the region such as sea kayaking and
other marine options.
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GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE

On the right track

proposal builds on a number of

distinct advantages the Tasman
Peninsula has as a tourism destination.
These include:

« One of Australia’s greatest cultural icons
—the Port Arthur Historic Site — attracting
around 250,000 visitors in 2006/07.

» Some of Australia’s most magnificent
coastal scenery which is already
accessible through more than 30 day-
walks and several multi-day walks,
including the Tasman Coastal Trail (one
of the five Great Bushwalks marketed on
the Tasmanian Parks and Wildlife Service
wehsite).

A diverse range of other tourist
opportunities provided through a host
of existing tourism operators, including
outdoor land and sea adventures and
other hospitality experiences.

While there are already a large number
of visitars to Port Arthur, the question that
needs to be asked is why these visitors are
not extending their stay and making use of
other experiences presently on offer in the
region? And will building another walking
track change this when a diverse range of
walking experiences already exist?

The TNPA believes that what is
presently missing is not another track,
but an integrated tourism strategy for the
Tasman Peninsula, based on upgrading
existing day and multi-day walks and
combining them with cultural (eg Port
Arthur, Eaglehawk Neck and Lime Bay
State Reserve), outdoor adventures
(cruises, kayaking, fishing) and other
hospitality experiences offered by the
region, with guests utilising existing hotels
and bed-and-breakfasts.

The Great Tasman Coastal Experience

2 Tasmanian National Parks Association

Pirates Bay

Waterfall Bay

TASMAN PENINSULA

Tunnel Bay

Ship Stern
Blugf

As mentioned above, the TNPA believes
the concept behind the Great Ocean Walk
in Victoria offers such a tourism model but
seems to have been ignored by supporters
of the Three Cape Track.

The Great Ocean Walk model is based
on a partnership between existing tourism
operators, and offers freedom of choice
for tourists in options such as guided
versus self-guided walks, number of days,
type of accommodation, and price. There
are currently around 20 official partners
offering a range of walker services while
22 official partners offer accommodation.
Only camping facilities are offered on
the track, and off-track accommodation

Fortescue Bay
" Cape
Hauy

Mt Fortescue

Tasman
Island

includes a range of options such as
caravan parks, self-contained units,
bed-and-breakfasts, and lodge
accommaodation — most within five to ten
kilometres of the walk.

The 'walk it your way’, with step-on/
step off, camping, and accommodation
options, provides significant interaction
between tourism operators on service
provision (accommodation and transport
to or from the trail heads each day) which
adds to client convenience by not having
to separately organise components of the
experience.

A wide range of extra hospitality
services such as gourmet meals, massages

Port Arthur.
Photo: John Sampson

www.tnpa.asn.au
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Fortescue Bay is a favourite beachside spot for picnickers, bushwalkers, campers and recreational fishers.

and interpretative wildlife and cultural
tours are also offered by partners,

and provides a key source of product
diversification and innovation to the
market. These components, along with
the freedom of choice menticned earlier,
are instrumental in personalising the
experience for many visitors.

While each partner has an individual
website, there is also a separate
coordinating Great Ocean Walk
website. We recommend you visit www.
greatoceanwalk.com.au to find out more.

The Great Ocean Walk moedel is
about partnerships and suits situations
such as that found on the Tasman
Peninsula, where there exists a diverse
range of visitor options, accommeodation
infrastructure and reasonable road access
for transport and drop-off. This is the
type of tourism product that experience
overseas and elsewhere in Australia shows
people greatly prefer.

Having people spend all their time on
a single walk and stay in privately owned
huts within the park, as is presently
proposed, offers a limited product and
will not spread the economic benefits
around as is desired.

Ideally a mutually beneficial relationship
between tourism operators should be
nurtured rather than a competitive one.

The TNPA believes all the components
necessary to build a Great Tasman
Coastal Experience already exist on the
Tasman Peninsula.

While details would ideally be based
on consultation between all interested
stakeholders, such a walk could centre on
the existing four-day Tasman Coastal Trail
starting from Pirates Bay and proceeding
south along the cliff tops to Fortescue Bay,
taking in Cape Hauy and Cape Pillar before
returning via Snake Hill to Fortescue Bay
(or in reverse).

As the Tasman Coastal Trail already
exists it would be less costly to upgrade
and avoid some of the cumbersome
and expensive options of the present

Government proposal. It would also
preserve existing pristine parts of the
Tasman Mational Park. Furthermore, it
would take better advantage of a number
of attributes found on the Tasman
Peninsula, including:

+ The magnificent section of track between
Fortescue Bay and Pirates Bay (climbing
over Tatnell's Hill) which has been left
out of the present Three Capes Track
proposal.

» Allow sections of the track to finish
near towns (Eaglehawk Neck) or near
road heads (Fortescue Bay) so walkers
can make use of services offered by
existing accommodation and tourism
providers in the region.

» Allow sections of the track to finish
near beaches (Fortescue Bay and
Eaglehawk Meck) so walkers can enjoy
the benefits of beachside camping.

= Support the outcomes of the walker
survey undertaken by the Scoping Study
which indicate most commercial walkers
want a three-four day walk — ie many
popular walks such as the Milford Track
in New Zealand are four-day walks.

+ Allow visitors more time to enjoy and
make use of a range of other walks and
tourist experiences offered in the region
(day walks, sea-kayaking, visiting Port
Arthur and other regions of histonical
and geological interest).

This walk could also be complemented
by upgrading some of the 30 existing day-
walks in the region, thus allowing a range
of walker experiences from day-walks, to
overnight and multi-night walks. Such a
diversity of walk options integrated with
the range of other experiences on offer
across the region would attract a greater
number and diversity of visitors.

Properly marketed, the TNPA believes
a walk such as the Great Tasman Coastal
Experience, combined with a range of
other walk experiences, would increase
the demand for tourist based services,
including overnight accommeodation
and meals, and bring greater economic

Photo: Ted Mead

benefit across a range of existing tourism
operators in the region. This is in contrast
to the Government proposal which is
targeted at a more limited range of
visitors (those wanting to do a five-six
day walk) and will limit benefits to a few.

The TNPA believes a holistic marketing
strategy is missing, integrating the range
of walking and sea-based experiences
in the region with existing hospitality
opportunities, and as such, enticing
visitors to extend their stay beyond a visit
to Port Arthur.

It is of deep concern that the
government has committed so much
time and money to this proposal. and a
de facto decision has already been made,
even though the anticipated benefits from
this proposal cannot be guaranteed and
the public has had little opportunity to
comment. It is also likely that local support
for the present Three Capes Track concept
is being influenced, not by an informed
debate about the design of the project
and its inherent benefits or flaws, but to a
large extent simply because an “enormous
amount of money” has been allocated to
this project (though much of this money
will not be spent in the region).

To construct and market a new
walking track where the economic
benefits will largely flow to only a
few commercial operators, when
an alternative Great Tasman Coastal
Experience already exists, does not make
sense,

Upgrading the existing walk as
suggested by the TNPA, and undertaking
an integrated marketing campaign
with other attractions and experiences
in the region, will bring greater and
maore widespread benefits to the
entire Tasmanian community. A unique
advantage of the Tasman Peninsula is a
community living in juxtaposition with
the Tasman Mational Park and ideally a
mutually beneficial relationship between
tourism operators should be nurtured
rather than a competitive one.

www.keepthecapeswild.org.au 3
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GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE

On the wrong track

e Three Capes Track, as presently
proposed, is envisaged to be a
six-day/five-night walk that will

follow the southern coast of the Tasman
Peninsula for a total of 68 kilometres.

The track is to begin at White Beach,
near Nubeena, and finish at Fortescue Bay,
visiting Cape Raoul, Cape Pillar and Cape
Haury.

A five-day/four-night guided walk with
a private tour operator will also be offered
beginning near the start of the Cape Raoul
track.

The track will include a boat trip across
the Port Arthur Inlet between Safety Cove
and Denmans Cove in order to bypass the
town of Carnarvon, the Port Arthur historic
site and avoid other parts of the coastal
strip outside the Tasman Park.

It is anticipated that when fully
operational, 10,000 people per year will
walk the Three Capes Track (with up to 60
departures a day).

Walkers undertaking the Three Capes
Track will pay a fee for use of the huts, in
addition to park entry fees. The feasibility
study proposed a fee of $200 (340 per
night).

The present Three Capes Track proposal
will iInvolve the construction of the
following infrastructure:

» Construction of about 30 km of

new walking track, major upgrading of

about 25 km of existing track and minor

upgrading of about 13 km of existing
track.

» New viewing/resting areas,
interpretation, entry/exit signs and track
signs.

= Five overnight hut-based
accommodation nodes, incorporating
both a public hut with basic facilities,

a commercial hut for guided trips with
higher level facilities, and track ranger
accormmodation.

» Gateway facilities including walker
registration, signage, shelter and other
services are likely to be located at White
Beach and Pirates Bay.

The total investment required to
complete the track has been estimated

to be approximately $33 million. The

Tasmanian Government has committed

£12.8 million to the project, the Australian

Government has committed $12.5 million,

while a further $8 million is to be provided

by the private sector, though these private
operators are yet to be identified.

It is anticipated it will take three years
to complete the necessary planning tasks

TASMAN PENINSULA

Cape
Raoul

and construction of facilities for the Three
Capes Track. However, upgrading of the
existing Great Short Walk at Cape Hauy
will be undertaken during the second half
of 2011,

There will be a formal public comment
period when the Development Plan and
Environmental Management Plan (DEMF)
is finalised and released (expected late
2011).

Inappropriate development

The Tasmanian National Parks
Association believes the current Three
Capes Track proposal is the wrong track
for the following reasons.

= The huge scale of proposed
development (incorporating the
construction of five accommeodation
nodes) is totally inappropriate for
a national park and conflicts with
conservation objectives of a national
park as laid out in the Nature
Conservation Act 2002

= A spectacular dliff-top walk from
Waterfall Bay to Fortescue Bay, taking
in Cape Hauy and Cape Pillar, is already
in existence (known as the Tasman
Coastal Trail). This walk, currently listed
on the Parks and Wildlife website as
one of Tasmania's Great Walks, would
be less costly to upgrade, whereas the
Government proposal to incorporate
Cape Raoul will involve considerable
expense and difficulty. including
dependence on provision of water
transport across Port Arthur Inlet.

4 Tasmanian National Parks Association

Cape
Hauy

Mt Fortescue

Maingon Bay Cape
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S ’
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= The use of hut-based accommodation
in lieu of tents goes against the resuits
of the survey of walker attitudes
provided in the Master Concept Plan
which indicated only 19 per cent of the
537 people surveyed wanted huts.

= The proposal assumes most walkers
want a five-six day walk rather than a
three-four day walk. While the survey
of walker attitudes indicated a strong
preference among independent walkers
for a five-six day walk (42 per cent), the
majority of commercial walkers stated
a preference for a three-four day walk
(51 per cent). As the latter group is
being targeted by the proposal, the
TMNPA believes a three-four day walk is
the preferred and better option. (This
is backed up by experience elsewhere
in the state where three-four day
walks such as Frenchman's Cap, Mount
Anne, are preferred over longer walks.
Experience also indicates many people
walk the Overland Track in four or five
days, not the recommended five-six
days). Experience overseas, such as
Milford Track in New Zealand, also
indicates a preference for three-four day
walks,

= The incorporation of a boat trip

halfway along the track is cumbersome
and expensive, Furthermore, large
storm swells which occur within the Port
Arthur Inlet would make the crossing
dangerous {or impossible) on occasions.
It will also be costly to build a jetty
which can withstand these damaging

www.tnpa.asn.au
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Indicative modelling illustrating the highly intrusive nature of an overnight accommedation node to be built near Retakuna Creek within the Tasman Mational Park
associated with the proposed Three Cape Track. Prepared by Chris Bell, Bob Brown and Peter Whyte for the TMPA.

swells in what is now a pristine

part of the coast. Furthermore, as
demonstrated by the inability in recent
years to maintain an economically
viable ferry service to Maria Island, the
ability to maintain a ferry service in
relation to the Three Capes Track must
also be questioned.

There are potential conflicts with other
walks in the region and may deny
walkers who wish to have a tent-based
experience access to camping sites in
the Tasman Mational Park.

The proposed high cost to do this
walk ($200 per person) may deter
walkers from this region who will opt
instead to do other walks in the state
for which no fee is charged. Indeed,
data published by the Parks and Wildiife
Service indicates that compared to
2004-05 visttor numbers to the Cradle
Mountain region actually decreased by
around seven per cent the following
year when fees where first charged for
the Overland Track, and by 2007-08
visitor numbers were still down by four
per cent.

While the Tasman Peninsula offers
some spectacular coastal scenery,

it does not offer the wilderness

values associated with many of the
other overnight walks in Tasmania

and as such may be less attractive

as a walker destination.

= As the Tasman Peninsula is significantly
drier than the central highlands where
the Overland Track is located, water
availability would be a significant
issue. As the proposal anticipates up to
10,000 walkers a year it is questionable
whether or not the water needs of all
these people can be met. There is also
a real threat posed by bush fires with
limited options of escape due to the
predominance of seaside cliffs.

= There are significant potential
environmental impacts. For example,
there is a significant risk of the spread
of the phytophthora cinnamomi root rot
and disturbance to sea-eagle nests.

= Both the construction and
maintenance of this project would
be heavily dependent on the use of
helicopters. These are very expensive to
operate and the operational costs will
continue to go up. They are noisy and
incompatible with the aim of providing
a peaceful and remote experience
within a national park.

» Accommodating tourists inside the
national park (up to 50,000 bed nights
per annum) will directly compete
with tourism initiatives in the Tasman
community.

= The economic benefits cannot be
guaranteed and are likely to be small.

A 5-6 day walk leaves little extra time
for visitors to spend on other activities
in the region and the results of a KPMG
study indicated annual benefits to the
Tasman region from the track may be as
low as $1.4 million. This does not seem
to be a good return on an investment of
$33 million.

The claim by the Tourism Industry
Council Tasmania that the annual
benefits from the Three Capes Track
alone amount to $190 million per year
is also seen to be false when considered
against the economic benefits of the
entire Tasmanian Wilderness World
Heritage Area which have been
estimated to be $190 million per year
(see media release by Hon Peter Garrett
— A World of Value in Heritage).

Finally, as indicated by the huge

cost overruns incurred on the recent
upgrading of the Wineglass Bay
Lookout track, the TNPA believes

the costs of constructing the Three
Capes Track has also been significantly
underestimated and that large costs
associated with this development
would be an unacceptably extravagant
use of public funds when the State
Government is cutting services and
the Parks and Wildlife Service requires
additional funds to effectively maintain
the existing values throughout the
Tasmanian reserve system.

www.keepthecapeswild.org.au 5

13




Submission on Three Capes Track DPEMP — TasmanitiaridhParks Association: December 2011

GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE

Tracking the 3 capes development

2006

March
Tasmanian Great Bushwalk Scoping Study (Planning for People,
2006) completed for Government (not publicly released).

2007

January

Tasmanian National Parks Association (TNPA) learn of the pro-
posed Three Capes Track development.

February

TMNPA writes to the Minister expressing concerns about key ele-
ments of the proposal — recommending instead an alternative Two
Capes Walk using the existing Tasman Coastal Trail.

May

Three Capes Track Feasibility Study released (as per the original
proposal) — this is the first public information about the concept —
ne call for public comment.

Mid-late 2007

TNPA reviews the Feasibility Study and writes to the Government
to express concems with the proposal. Meet with Scott Gadd, then
Secretary of the Department — no response to the TNPA's concems.
TNPA works with the Peninsula Environmental Network to raise
awareness of the issues with the Three Capes Track proposal — pro-
duces Two Cape Iconic Walk proposal and pamphlet.

2008

February

The Draft Tasman Mational Park and Reserves Management Plan
2008 is released for public comment. The Draft Plan contains nu-
merous changes which allow for the proposed Three Capes Track

(3CT).

March

The TNPA and 248 others provide submissions on the Draft Tas-
man MNational Park and Reserves Management Plan 2008 to the
Resource Planning and Development Commission (RPDC). Only
eight submissions give ungualified support for the proposal. while
209 submissions are opposed to the 3CT and to changing the Tas-
man Mational Park Management Plan to allow 3CT to proceed. But
in Jan 2009 the RPDC does not recommend against the 3CT.

April

Economic Impact Analysis for Three Capes Track (Syneca 2008)
completed for Parks and Wildlife Service (PWS). (Not publicly
released).

TNPA obtain a copy and have concerns about some of the as-
sumptions the findings rest on.

2009

January
PWS release a pamphlet summarising the Three Capes Track

proposed development — still no more detail than the May 2007
Feasibility Study (but walkers will now walk east, not west).

March

TNPA launch their Keep the Capes Wild postcard campaign and
start an information campaign through Salamanca Stalls and a

6 Tasmanian National Parks Association

series of meetings with State Government, local Government,
politicians and tourism operators. TNPA works with the Tasmanian
Conservation Trust and Environment Tasmania on this issue.

Early-mid 2009

PWS take interested local council members on a helicopter flight
from Lake St Clair to Windy Ridge Hut [the one there have been so
many complaints about] to look at the type of hut to be built on
the 3CT.

June

The Greens and Liberals ask Michelle O'Byrme some tough ques-
tions about the 3CT proposal and costs in the budget estimates
hearings. Government admits the cost of the proposal is now
about $30 million, not the $15-18 million originally envisaged —
vindicating TNPA's alternative costing of at least $25 million.

Mid-late 2009

PWS announce they will spend $200,000 on commercial expres-
sions of interest for the Three Capes Track development in 2009-10
(while existing PWS infrastructure is closed due to a lack of funds
for repair).

2010
Early 2010

TMNPA lobbies all major parties for a Two Capes alternative with
boosted day-walk opportunities in the lead up to the election.

March

The Tasmanian 2010 Election — only days before the election the
Federal Government announce they will partly fund the 3CT. At the
same time the Greens environment spokesperson announces the
Greens support the proposal ‘in principle’ (later found not to be
the case — but the comment caused considerable damage to get-
ting alternatives looked at).

April
TMPA continue the Keep the Capes Wild postcard campaign and
continue meetings with new parliamentanans (ongoing)

December

The Three Capes Track proposal is still on the table with no more
detail than in the 2007 Feasibility study — there is no finalised
revised Management Plan that allows for the Three Capes Track
there is still no business plan (although two thirds of the funds
have been secured), no Environmental Impact Assessment and no
actual detail of the proposed development there is a Three Capes
Track Project Manager employed by the PWS, and as at Jan 2011, a
position for a Track Construction Supervisor had been advertised.

2011
Mid-2011

Upgrade to Cape Hauy track commences using funding provided
by the Federal Government

Late 2011 or early 2012

Development and Environmental Management Plan (DEMP) to be
released for public comment.

Note — Over this time period there have been four ministers for
Parks — Paula Wriedt, Michelle O'Byme, David O° Byrne and now
Brian Wightman. And there has been one major departmental
reconfiguration.

www.tnpa.asn.au
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GREAT TASMAN COASTAL EXPERIENCE

Cape Pillar from Tasman Island.
Photo: Chins Bell

Contact us

This report was prepared by the Tasmanian National Parks Association. For more information
please visit the Keep the Capes Wild website, www.keepthecapeswild.org.au.

For more information about the TNPA please visit www.tnpa.asn.au.

Published August 2011 ‘LRSMAMAN NITIONA PAEKS L0

www.keepthecapeswild.org.au
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ATTACHMENT 2

LD SIDE - 30 JUNE

MERCURY SOAPBOX ARTICLE: TAKE A WALK ON TASSIE’'S WI
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The Tasman
Peninsula has many
brilliant walks, we
should lookto
Victoria to see how
to properly market
the coastal trek
~_experience,

- writes bushwalker

- Robert Campbell

GIVEN recentreports that visitor
numbers to Tasmania have declined
by 5 per cent, and calls from the
tourism industry for greater
promotion, I was reminded of a
story about the Great Ocean Walk in
Victoria. :

Dual Winter Olympics figure-
skating gold medallist Katarina
Witt, while commentating during
the last Winter Olympics, talked
ecstatically about her recent tripto
Australia and her experiences doing
this walk.

‘What a promoter’s dream, I
thought!

This walk along the Victorian
coast from Apollo Bay to within
sight of the magnificent 12 Apostles
attracts 45,000 visitors a year.

A website dedicated to the walk
explains its popularity. Based on a
partnership between tourism
operators and Parks Victoria, it
offers the freedom of choice for the
tourist in options such as the
number of days, type of
accommodation, walks and price,
together with a wide choice of
hospitality services such as gourmet
meals, massages and interpretative
wildlife and cultural tours.

By offering transport to and from
accommodations, ranging from
basic campsites to modern eco-
lodges, the walk provides a key
source of product diversification
and innovation to the market and is
instrumental in personalising the
experience for many visitors.

‘While Tasmania has a diverse
range of walking tracks, with the

WL ,y‘\ SitL&

world-famous Overland Track
attracting about 8000 walkers a year,
none matches the diversification
offered by the Great Ocean Walk.

And with a proposal to build yet
another track, the Three Capes on the
Tasman Pemnsula, Iwonder whether
Tasmania is missing an exciting
opportunity to offer a new type of
tourism product that has proven
successful interstate and overseas.

Indeed, the type of walking model
adopted for the Great Ocean Walk
would clearly suit situations such as
that found on the Tasman
Peninsula, where a diverse range of
visitor options already exists.

This would build on the distinct
advantages that the region hasasa
tourism destination. These include
one of Australia’s great cultural
icons, Port Arthur, some of
Australia’s most magnificent coastal
scenery (which is already accessible

16

via more than 30 day and multi-day
walks, including the Tasman
Coastal Trail, one the five Great
Bushwalks in Tasmania), and a
diverse range of other tourist
opportunities provided via a host of
existing tourism operators.

While there are already many
visitors to Port Arthur, the question
that needs to be asked is why these
visitors are not extending their stay
and making use of the other
experiences on offer in the region.

And why will building another
walking track change this when a
diverse range of walking -
experiences already exists?

What is presently missing is not
another track but an integrated
tourism strategy for the Tasman
Peninsula based on upgrading the
existing day and multi-day walks
and combining them with the
cultural, outdoor adventures and
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hospitality experiences offered by

the region. Consider, for example,

the following illustrative itinerary
for interstate visitors—

[1SATURDAY: Arrive Hobart full
of anticipation, drive to and explore
Eaglehawk Neck and surrounds,
including the tessellated pavement,
Tasman Blowhole and Doo Town.
B&B accommodation and local
dining. Evening walk along Egg
Beach with moonlit views across
Pirates Bay.

[1 SUNDAY: Day walk to Cape
Raoul, with magnificent views over
Australia’s highest coastal cliffs and
the mountainous surf of Shipstern
Bluff. B&B accommodation,
intimate dinner and spa.

[1MONDAY: Walk through

Remarkable Cave, along Crescent Bay

- and visit the world heritage-listed Port

Arthur. B&B check-in and dinner
before investigating the paranormal
ona Port Arthur Ghost Tour.

[ TUESDAY: Start Tasman
Coastal Trail, with magnificent

‘coastal cliff scenery from Tasman

Arch to Fortescue Bay via Tatnells
Hill with extensive views. End day
swimming and camping under the
stars.

" [ WEDNESDAY: Continue the

Tasman Coastal Trail and take in -
the views to the Totem Pole,
Candlestick and the Lanterns from
Cape Hauy, before proceeding over
Mount Fortescue with panoramic
views of Cape Pillar. Camp at
Retakunna Creek.

[ITHURSDAY;: Walk the coastal

trail via Perdition Ponds to The

| | NATURAL BEAUTY:
i | Tasmania's stunning
: Crescent Bay, left.

Picture: TED MEAD

Blade, Chasm Lookout and Cape
Pillar to see soaring views across to

. Tasman Island. Camp at Hurricane

Heath.

[JFRIDAY: Walk out through
coastal forest to Fortescue Bay for
well-deserved swim. B&B
accommodation, massage and
celebratory dinner.

[JSATURDAY: Relax and swim
while exploring Lime Bay Reserve
and Roaring Beach, or visit the
convict past at the probation
stations at Nubeena, Koonya and
Premaydena. Or get friendly with a
local Tasmanian devil. B&B
accommodation and last chance for

| savouring the local produce.

* [1SUNDAY: Spectacular

coastal boat cruise (ideally back to
Hobart). Flight home, your head

HIGH ACHIEVEMENT: Katarina Witt, left, was very impressed by
Victoria's Great Ocean Walk, above.

buzzing with exquisite memories!
Endless variations on this theme
exist that allow visitors tomix the
diverse walks and experiences
found in theregion. -
Furthermore, flexible transport
arrangements like those on the
Great Ocean Walk would provide
off-park accommodation for those
seeking more up-market options.
Indeed, the ability to offer such
options appears to be cenfral to the
success of this tourism experience.
Properly marketed under a

- banner such as “The Great Tasman

»

Coastal Experience”, witha
dedicated website, promotional
advertisements and a TV
documentary using well-known
personalities, such a diversified
product would attract a greater
number and range of tourists to the
region, enticing them to extend their
stay beyond a visit to Port Arthur

SR

and bring greater economic benefits.

Alternatively, having people
spending all their time on a single
walk and staying in huts within the
park, as presently proposed with the
Three Capes Track, offers a limited
product limiting the range of
visitors and the benefits to a few.

A unique advantage of the
Tasman Peninsula is that there is a

~ community living in juxtaposition

with the Tasman National Park, and
ideally a mutually beneficial
relationship between tourism
operators should be nurtured rather
than a competitive one. g

Tourism must compete for the
attention of customers. We therefore
need to be imaginative and creative
inmarketing our products and offer
experiences that people seek.

‘We should not just build more
things at great expense and hope
that visitors will come.

17
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ATTACHMENT 3

Submission by th&asmanian National Parks Associationn relation to the:

DRAFT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL AND ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGE MENT PLAN:
THREE CAPES TRACK PROPOSAL, TASMAN NATIONAL PARK

23 December 2011

Tasman National Park is one of the gems in the rAlimh national park system; it
represents a largely unmodified coastal wildland?TNmembers are frequent visitors to
the area, which is a unique and accessible landscaf considerable photographic
interest. The of ‘villages’ of modern buildings\@eed by helicopters would run counter
to the experience that can otherwise be had inititact coastal wildland. NPT values
the park for its wildness — few areas of such gmedar coastline remain unaltered in
temperate Australia; we should be safeguarding ehgysecial attributes, not promoting
developments that are inimical to the values weeh@me to expect from our national
park system(Nature Photographers Tasmania, response toiguesire, quoted in Three
Capes Track, Social Impacts and Values, TRC, Jody P

A. SPECIFIC ISSUES

Inappropriate Size of Development for a National Pek

The TNPA notes that the DPEMP consists of a maiouoh@nt of 167 pages together with 13
Appendices comprising an additional 1250 pagegotal the DPEMP comprises in excess of 1400
pages. While the TNPA notes the apparent compréeleress of these documents, the large amount of
work that has been undertaken underlies the fatttkits is indeed a project of substantial sizés tio

little walking track through a park but instead ajon commercial sized development.

This is reinforced by the fact that the DPEMP ackedges the direct footprint of the proposal
(associated with the extensive clearance of vagetédr the track, 9 overnight nodes, heli-padéets

and viewing platforms) is around 17.6 ha. Assurangaverage suburban house block of around 600
n, this means that the proposal will have a footpeuivalent to around 290 suburban house blocks.
This is not small a small footprint by any exteftlte imagination! (The proposal can also be seen a
having a comparable footprint to the large destibnaplant being built at Wonthaggi in Victoria,
estimated to be around 20 ha).

The large scale of the proposal, the extensiverahea of vegetation, and the associated riskseo th
natural values of the park (both during the develept and operational phases) are incompatible with
the management objectives of a National Park. &ustthe proposal is about building a large
commercial facility comprising nine large huts, tyetties, a number of new access roads, car parks,
toilets, and pedestrian tracks to a very high steshé all for the comfort of fee paying visitorsid not
about preserving the natural, primitive or remdtarecter of the Tasman National Park. This view is
clearly reflected in the quote above. It is a saflection on the commercial priorities of this
Government, and its concomitant lack of commitm@nprotecting Tasmania’s unique conservation
reserves and the unique natural values containgdmvihat this proposal was not stopped once this
inconsistency become obvious.

Against Reserve Management Code of Practice and Nahal Park Act

On page 7 of the DPEMP it is stated that tR&VS is committed to using the Tasmanian Reserve
Management Code of Practice 2003 as the guidancardent for activities within the Tasman reserve
system, including the development of new activitiasmay impact on these value®n page 6 of this
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Code of Practice it is stated thafhe primary objective of reserves is the conseprabf natural and
cultural values.”

This primary objective is reinforced in the starihciples of Reserve Management listed on page 12:
“Protection and maintenance of natural and culturalues is a fundamental objective in managing

reserved areas and should direct all aspects of agament. As far as practicable, the effects of
management on the full range of natural and cukwalues should be considered in determining

appropriate practices.”

Schedule 1 of the Nature Conservation Act 2002 aksts out the purposes of reservation for the
various classes of reserved land. For a Nationdgt Ras “the protection and maintenance of the
natural and cultural values of the area of land le@hproviding for ecologically sustainable recreatio
consistent with conserving those values

While the management objectives for the class eémas known as National Parks includes the
provision for tourism, recreational use and enjoytnthese need to be consistent with the conservati
of the national park’s natural and cultural valugewever, as the Three Capes Track proposal achieve
no conservation objectives, and as the provisiomecfeational opportunities is already adequately
catered for by the existing network of tracks aathping opportunity in the park, the primary objeeti

of the present proposal must be seen as osterbiynercial. Furthermore, as will be demonstrated
below the proposal is not consistent with the cors@n of the natural and cultural values withire t
Tasman National Park, and as such, the proposabtisconsistent with the primary management
objective of a National Park or the Nature ConstmmaAct or consistent with the Tasmanian Reserve
Management Code of Practice.

The fact that commercial interests have been givenedence over the conservation objectives of park
management is reinforced by the many statementeiDPEMP which indicate that the comfort of the
walkers is given a higher priority than the proi@ttof the natural values within the park. For epéam

in relation to the track it is stated thantid or puddles are not acceptab{p18) while in relation to the
design of the huts it is stated that tHecation and design of facilities is to go beyondarely
utilitarian look” (p27). This reversal of priorities does not refl¢ghe high level of appreciation for the
natural attributes of the Tasman National Park #me concern for their protection found amongst
stakeholder groups and local residents, as notégpendix J (Social Impacts and Values).

The Track

The Three Capes Track proposal will require thestraction of 60.3 km of walking track, consistinig o
40.6 km of new track and 19.7 km of existing tragkcording to the design specification for the krac
(listed on page 18) the entire track is to be kil Class 3 standard with a width of 1 meter and
hardened with gravel and rock. Exposed naturak swill not be acceptable, except for sections of
exposed bedrock. Supportive walls for medium aradenching will also be required.

Given these design criteria and the supportinggsh(aresumably from recent works on the Cape Hauy
Track) it would appear that in essence what isgpenoposed to be built is a hardened footpath which
will run along the entire coastal rim of the paftis impression was confirmed by a recent visit to

inspect the new track being built out to Cape Hasge Figure 1.

It is arguable why this is necessary, especialiytfe more remote yet-to-be-constructed sectioribkeof
proposed Three Capes Track. Construction of tlatesand style everywhere is unnatural and not very
cost effective (but as costings are not presemetppendix A this cannot be assessed). Furthernaore,
wide track is really only necessary where high nespiires frequent passing. Given Three Capes is to
be a predominantly one-way walk, and most woulaaghe user experience is enhanced if a track is
narrower, why not build it narrower (it could stibmply with Class 3 standards if <1m).

Figure 1. Recent photos taken of the Cape Hauk tkéaich is under construction (Source, HWC).
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e

The draft DPEMP states (section 2.2.1, p. 17-b&eéting this (upper Class 8)andard is a key driver

in route selection, particularly in the gradientsperienced along the route as the track will nated

8° for the majority of its length.However, this is demonstrably not the case for wdr&ing currently
undertaken on the Cape Hauy track, partly as dtreSignoring recommendations in the Appendix A
Track Survey report. This has consequences for ammdtongoing maintenance, and does not inspire
confidence in the future approach to the Three €apeack development. Indeed, the TNPA
understands that the durability of the new CapeyHeack needs to questioned, as a lower level of
binding clay in the material being used to builé thack will leave it vulnerable to erosion by the
weather and storm events. This is also reflectatiénshort warranty (only one year) being offerad o
the track.

As indicated by the photos shown in Figure 1, theamance of vegetation associated with the
construction of the track in places is also consibly wider than the 1 m width of the track desedb

in the DPEMP. As indicated by the two photos onlibtom left and the right, the area cleared fer th
track cuts a wide and clearly unnatural swath ofeast 4-5 m through the vegetation, with a quite
messy litter of cuttings left by the side of thack. Unless some remedial work is undertaken this i
clearly degrading to the natural values and visuanity of the area.

The TNPA questions the need to build a track larngerscale than required with the resultant
unnecessary costs (more visually intrusive and drigtonstruction cost). One unstated possible
explanation is to be able to use machines, but AgigeA explicitly states this was not considered in
estimating construction costs (hence the estimadsts may be very wrong; perhaps why they haven't
been presented). Extensive construction of a widektusing machines is usually a trade off of
construction expediency versus user experiencddtte losing out).

What is proposed then is not a standard ‘walkiagir/ ‘walk’ experience (as the name suggests)

within a National Park, but one that is highly eregred with related infrastructure requirementsctvhi
are not appropriate in a National Park whose prgrparpose is conservation.
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The track as described (together with the accomipgnphotos) will result in a highly artificial
structure in a natural area. Indeed, being consduentirely from gravel and stone, with extensive
stone edging and stone steps and laid out in eegasdjue / urban park style, it will appear as alhig
unnatural man-made piece of infrastructure withimighly pristine natural area, particularly givds i
length. Members of the TNPA and Tasmanian Bushwglkilub know of no other comparable track
anywhere in the world where a multi-day track hashsa highly constructed walking track. On page 17
of the DPEMP it is stated thathe track is to be constructed in such a way thiit.vallow users to
experience the ‘wildness’ of the afgdowever, the TNPA argues that such a level ofkrdesign will
actually have the opposite effect and deter theesehwildness. The use of externally sourced nater
for the track will likely exacerbate the unnatwisdual nature of the track. And to imagine 60 kntto$
threaded through a near pristine National Parkiieglarming!

Overnight Nodes

On page 16 of the DPEMP it is stated thakéy component of the Three Capes Track is thequbli
huts'. Public huts will sleep up to 48 people with @ig huts accommodating 13 people location within
1 km of each public hut.

The footprint of the five overnight nodes for thebpc huts is estimated to be 3.34 ha. This is an
average 0.67 ha per site. Again, assuming an awesatgurban household block of 606, this means
that each overnight node will, on average, havedpfint equivalent to around 11 suburban house
blocks. As the commercial huts are expected to havsimilar footprint, this will result in 9
accommodation zones each having a footprint eqeivab around 11 suburban blocks or 100 blocks in
total. This is equivalent to building a number ofadl village sized nodes within the National Pakk.
already stated previously, this is entirely inapiate within such a park.

The level of clearance of existing vegetation asged with the Bushfire Protection Zones (BPZ) with
each overnight node is also extensive and willltésuhe obliteration of most of the natural veaf@in
cover within these zones. For example, Table 2e2ifips that no more than 3% of the BPZ can have a
cover of mid-storey plants. As the exact locatiod aize of the BPZs are yet to be finalized, ared th
possible construction of fire retardant walls may lye considered (which will only add to the unraitu
character of the accommodation nodes) there aguamntees as to the final impacts within the BPZ
around the accommodation nodes. Furthermore, aansign of the BPZs to allow for the retention of
some trees would also result in the increasedahearand impact on under storey species. Agam, thi
level of impact on the natural values within thesifian National Park is unacceptable.

In relation to the huts themselves the DPEMP iseqdéficient. Despite being critical to assesshey t
impact of the proposal there is at present no ddsigthe huts. For example, in not knowing thelfin
height of each hut how do we know, for examplef tha Surveyors Cove hut will not be visible from
the Port Arthur Historic Site. The fire managemesection also indicates that the huts my be
constructed of fibre cement sheet or even corragata for fire protection purpose — which will be
most unsuitable for a national park and for provida natural aesthetic. Finally, it is stated thauts
cannot be positioned to capture spectacular vidves) viewing platforms will be constructed nearby.
This will obviously add to the footprint of the nregland impacts on natural aesthetics of the area.

The DPEMP also states that there will not be amgptag facilities at the overnight nodes (p27). For
most people the inability to camp whilst on an onght walk is inconsistent with the bushwalking
experience they are seeking. This view is suppobedhe results of the survey walker attitudes
reported in the Master Concept Plan, where of 8iefeople surveyed only 19% wanted huts. Walkers
also indicated that it was important that they dohmave to camp with large groups (more than 8ty
the proposed huts will accommodate up to 48 people.

The comment on page 27 of the DPEMP thhe “design of facilities is to go beyond the purely
utilitarian look” reinforces the design concepts outlined in thestda Concept Plan that visitors will
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experience ¢omfortable facilities that are beautifully desighand inspiring (p11). However, this
emphasis on comfort goes against the intentiors whlk in the wild where immersion in a natural
place should dominate the experience and not hunfiastructure. Again, the qualities sought by the
surveyed walkers strongly emphasised the desirexperience Unspoilt natural scenety “Being

close to naturg “Wilderness and “A Challengé. There are plenty of beautifully designed plates

stay outside of our parks and, as such, there iseed to place such buildings in our parks whi@h ar
managed primarily for conservation purposes, ngiréwide beautiful scenery for a wealthy few whilst
they sit back sipping their wine at the end of asyedays walk. Indeed, a great majority of walkers
surveyed placed a premium on experiencing the wikks, a sense of escape and solitude and a sense
of challenge.

Finally, the Tasman Peninsula is drier than thdraéhighlands where the Overland Track is located.
As such, it is more suited to tent based camping tiuts

Existing Walking Tracks and Campsites

The DPEMP does not state what will happen to thetieg network of working tracks within the
Tasman National Park which are not to be includ@timthe Three Capes Track proposal. Will all
such walking tracks to be maintained? For exampleat is to happen to the existing direct track
between Fortescue Bay and Cape Pillar. If thesstiagi tracks are not to be maintained then the
proposal will limit the existing recreational opparities and freedom of use of traditional walkigrs
the park.

At the moment there are a number of options for giag) within the national park on the Cape
Pillar/Mt Fortescue walk. Indeed, there are esaéiytino restrictions on camping anywhere in thekpar
though usually seek to minimize their impact by pamg within one of the numerous camp sits
scattered along the existing tracks. However, fildedom is to be curtained with only two (perhaps
only one) campsites to be made available alongdhite. It also limits the ability of people who dot
want to camp with others but seek a solitary exgpee with Nature. And it is this ability to connect
with Nature which should not be compromised. Thet taat the DPEMP also notes that the PWS
reserves the option of introducing further managemeeasures to restrict camping options is of great
concern, as it appears that the enjoyment of tiadse wish to enjoy the natural surroundings of the
Tasman National Park using the existing tracks @ardpsites will be curtained at the expense of fee
paying customers being feed along the Three Cagek TThis is unacceptable.

Jetties

The incorporation of a boat trip halfway along theck is cumbersome and expensive. Furthermore,
large storm swells which occur within the Port AntHnlet would make the crossing dangerous (or
impossible) on occasions. It will also be costlybtdld a jetty or pontoons which can withstand éhes
damaging swells in what is now a pristine of thet p& the coast. The DPEMP also does not specify
any schedule for the ferry service and as suchnitains unknown whether walkers will suffer long
delays in making this crossing. If long delays experienced this will be annoying and diminish the
walker experience as it is an escape from suchdside that one seeks when walking in wild places.
Furthermore, as demonstrated by the inability oen¢ years to maintain an economically viable ferry
service to Maria Island, the ability to maintaifeary service in relation to the Three Capes Tnacist
also be questioned.

Furthermore how is uncontrolled access to the natipark to be prevented from the jetty/pontoon to
be placed at Denman’s Cove?

Lookouts

On page 17 of the DPEMP it is stated that at premtifook out points “.a larger area may be
constructed in order ...to prevent environmental dgghaSo in order to understand this correctly, the
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area is to be cleared of all vegetation and thafeden a highly resistance layer of gravel anchetm
order to protect the natural values of the arethi¢fisn’'t an oxymoron then | do not know what is!

The DPEMP does not state where or how many lookargsto be built and as such the document
clearly fails in assessing the impacts of any pseplcstructures of this type.

Gateway

The gateway at Noyes Road is to be located withéngark so as to offer arerthance the visitor
experience and the aesthetic appearance of the Bitemention is made of protecting the valueshaf t
site and again the recreational experience is givecedence over the protection of natural values.

Visual Impact

As stated previously, the high design criteria, ¢ther-engineering of the track and the fact thas it
being constructed from material imported from alggihe park (being of a different texture and colou
to the natural soils) will heighten its visual ingpaAs such, the TNPA believes that the impacthef t
track on the visual and natural aesthetics of thek has been significantly under-estimated by the
assessment in the DPEMP.

The TNPA also believes that the assessment ofifuaiimpact of the overnight nodes offered in the
DPEMP is misleading as the analysis is based owitheal impact of the single hut alone (having a
roof area of 206 A). However, the overnight nodes will consist of asaic of infrastructure (including
multiple huts, toilets and a helicopter landingsitmbedded with a much large BPZ, which based on
the estimates provided in Table 2.3 of the DPEMF bwin excess of 4000rttwenty times larger

Figure 2. Indicative modelling illustrating the hly intrusive nature of an overnight accommodation
node to be built near Retakuna Creek within themias National Park associated with the proposed
Three Cape Track. (Prepared by Chris Bell, Bob Brawd Peter Whyte for the TNPA).

than the hut alone). In order to gain a better tstdading of the potential visual impact of an ongint
node the TNPA has had some indicative modeling takien. Shown in Figure 2 this illustrates that
the visual impact will not be small as stated ia DPEMP. It is a clear failure of the DPEMP that
similar indicative modeling was not undertakendach overnight node, as without such modeling the
assessment of the visual impact can be nothing thareguesswork.
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Impact on Wilderness Quality

The DPEMP fails to consider the fundamental impur¢éaof wildness (or wild character) for the
Tasman National Park. There has also been no aasich in any of the reports prepared of the
affects of the Three Capes Track proposal on wileles values within the Tasman National Park. This
is despite consideration of such values requirefdif the National Parks and Reserves Management
Act 2002 and the Parks and Wildlife Service's RAMESS.

The key statutory tool for the management of resgtrland in Tasmania is the National Parks and
Reserves Management Act 2002. According to thistAetobjectives for the management of a National
Park includes:

* to preserve the natural, primitive and remote cltéea of wilderness areas

Section 4.4 of the Tasmanian Reserve Managemerg GoBractice (p23) also sets out the following
objectives for protecting wilderness and wild rver

* minimise the effects on wilderness quality of disince from human activities within high
quality wilderness areas;

» restore or enhance wilderness quality in areas wjtbr contiguous with, high quality
wilderness areas, where the wilderness qualityldesn degraded by past activities;

The Code of Practice further states thafilterness values are best protected by minimisingan
disturbance in high quality wilderness areas, agdimintaining the remoteness of wilderness areas
from developments and accéss

In order to meet these objectives, the Basic Apgrod management outlined in the Tasmanian
Reserve Management Code of Practice in relatiorpriecting wilderness values includes the
following prescriptions:
» Activities in areas of high quality wilderness tisauld detract from the wilderness quality
should be avoided.
» Activities in high quality wilderness should bera@a out in a manner consistent with the
maintenance or enhancement of wilderness quality.
* Where an activity with the potential to detractrfravilderness quality is proposed in or near a
high quality wilderness area, consideration will igen to confining the activity to areas of
lower wilderness quality outside or toward the pagry of the high quality wilderness area.

A mapping of wilderness quality within the Tasmammsula is shown in Figure 3 (on the next page).
This assessment, undertaken during the 1995 RFAgubie National Wilderness Inventory (NWI)
methodology, shows an area of high quality wildesn@efined by the RFA as wilderness quality >12)
on the Cape Pillar Peninsula. The overnight nodeptex proposed for a site above Lunchtime Creek
is located within this high quality wilderness zdftself in an area having a wilderness qualityngof
13-14) and as such would have a significant deggpdffect on the wilderness value of this zone, the
only remaining area of high quality wilderness asihan Peninsula. The same can also be stated for
the highly designed track (or over-engineered fathtp through this region together with the large
number of walkers that it is designed to bring. Twernight node at Retakunna Creek, being just
outside this high quality wilderness zone and fitken area with a wilderness quality rating of1i)

will also have a degrading impact the wildernesaliguof the area. Furthermore, the proposed track
very extensive (in effect running the length of fresman National Park), hence leaving no part ef th
narrow coastal corridor that comprises the Parkfactzd.

Given the clearly stated objectives of both theidtet! Parks and Reserves Management Act 2002 and
the Tasmanian Reserve Management Code of Praoti}epteserve the natural, primitive and remote
character of wilderness areas, and ii) avoid gstwiin areas of high quality wilderness that could
detract from the wilderness quality, the proposdéule®& Capes Track is clearly in breech of these
objectives. Wilderness (or wildness) is a diminmighiesource which needs to be protected.
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Figure 3. Mapping of wildness quality within the shaan Peninsula. (Source: National
Wilderness Inventory, Environment Australia).
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From communication with Peter and Shirley Storegt athers who fought to establish this park, the
preservation of wild character was the fundameoitgctive of their campaign. In other words, their
aim was to prevent development within the boundatiey proposed for the park, so that its wild
character would be protected for people to expeédhthey sought it through self-reliant visitatio
that left the area no less wild for subsequentorisi Any development would therefore be restri¢ted

a few tracks, small camp clearings or tent platibend basic toilets.

Historic Cultural Heritage:

The TNPA notes the narrow scope of the EIA assediatith the impact of the Three Capes Track on
the historic sites in the region. As made cleaEimura (2011, table 5.2, p33) the EIA only dealthwi
the physical fabric of sites, and then only in de¥elopment corridor. It fails to address issuehas
the setting of the sites, the potential impactsites near the development proposal, in particiiar
World Heritage listed Port Arthur penal settlemesiated suite of sites, and historic cultural larage
issues. As a WHA site, the protection of the valoiethe Port Arthur Historic Site carries considgya
obligations.

Impact to the Values of the Port Arthur Histori¢eSi

The TNPA notes that the DPEMP indicates there &l no impacts from the Three Capes Track
proposal on the values of the World Heritage Pathéx Historic Site. The TNPA does not believe that
this is adequately demonstrated and believes tirthelr, more detailed assessment is required. In
particular -

1. The DPEMP (page 128) acknowledges thBhe most readily visible section is the shoreline
extending south from Denmans Cove to Arthurs Pedlich is the viewfield from the Port
Arthur historic Site.

2. The DPEMP (Figure 4.10) demonstrates that the tiacthis area and the Surveyors Cove
overnight node is within the viewfield from the PArthur historic Site.
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3. The DPEMP assessment indicates that visual impaet$ighly unlikely’ only, and this is based
on highly qualified comment (eg, ‘will not be redvisible, ‘strongly suggests’, etc) (page 132)
that does not imply a high degree of confidence.

4. The TNPA questions the claim that visual impacti & ‘highly unlikely’ from Point Puer
because of its proximity to the Denmans Cove — #ighPeak shore, and notes that the
assessment also fails to indicate the visual imfrach the Isle of the Dead or Garden Point
(Stewarts Bay Reserve), also part of the Histoitie &d relatively close to the eastern shore.

5. The TNPA questions the validity of the assessmanthe basis that the following also do not
appear to have been factored into the assessntkatwsibility of the Surveyors Cove overnight
node, particularly given there is no exact locatino design for the buildings yet and no roof
height restriction in the DPEMP); the proposed wegaplatform (for which there is no location
and no design); the impact of helicopters (whichH faé required for construction and ongoing
servicing) and new regular (daily) boat servicebamman Cove on the landscape and setting
values; that there is proposed to_be 10,080ple a year using the track over summer; and the
additional people who will visit Denmans Cove wiitle establishment of a track.

6. The impacts on the cultural and setting valueshef Rort Arthur Historic Site have not been
assessed at all (the assessment is limited to afield analysis). This is dependent on
understanding the cultural landscape and settihgesaof the Port Arthur Historic Site which
have also not been formally assessed to date @érhment 2 — McConnell 2008)

7. The assessment has not considered the impact frenait from sightseeing flights and from
higher level lookouts (while there are no highevelelookouts at present, it is likely that
overviewing lookouts will be developed (such as filmener Palmers Lookout), and it is likely
that the track, walkers and the Surveyors Covewilitbe much more visible form elevated
viewing locations.

Impacts on existing natural values and biodiversity

The existing natural environment within the Tasmdational Park, and the surrounding marine
environment, has been identified as in a naturadear natural condition (DPEMP p85). There are no
significant populations of introduced flora or faumith Phytophthorabeing the most significant
impact on the natural values of the park.

The DPEMP also notes that the key performancerierivéhen considering the potential impacts on the
proposal on biodiversity are the following objeesvof theNational Parks and Reserve Management
Act 2002

. to conserve natural biological diversity;

. to preserves the quality of water and protect cagsits;

. to protect the park against...adverse impacts sudirgsintroduced species, diseases and

soil erosion...

While the DPEMP states that the objectives of tlesdrrce Management and Planning System
(RMPS) in relation to the promotion of sustainadideelopment also applies, the TNPA argues that this
is not correct, and in any case is over-ridden H® dpecific objectives of thMational Parks and
Reserve Management Aégtccording the website of the Tasmanian Planningh@ission, in the early
1990's the Tasmanian government developed a séfjedtives for resource management and planning.
These objectives are included as a Schedule to@dble Acts that form part of the integrated syste
There are a number of provisions within these Aetuiring that specific functions must ‘seek to
further the objectives of the Resource ManagemedtRianning System’. The principal Acts forming
the RMPS, in which the Commission has a major rate,theLand Use Planning and Approvals Act
1993 State Policies and Projects Act 1988d theTasmanian Planning Commission Act 199he
National Parks and Reserve Managementigaot included as one of the principal Acts & BRMPS.

* Although this document is dated 2008 and pre-déeinclusion of the Port Arthur Historic Site moof the
information, including with respect to assessmeaak lauffer zones has changed.
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Flora

As acknowledged on page 61 of the DPEMP the vagataf the Tasman National Park is diverse and
has significant conservation values. Of the 21 tage communities identified along the proposed
track, all are currently in excellent condition.

The expected and potential impacts during the cocisbn phase of the proposal on flora values withi
the Tasman National Park have been identifiededREMP as follow:

« Clearance and conversion of native vegetation withé track, overnight node and White
Beach entrance footprint and temporary impactsimwitine wider construction footprint;

» Clearance and conversion of native vegetation comtres listed as threatened under
Schedule 3A of thélature Conservation Act 200#thin the track footprint and temporary
impacts within the wider track construction fooiyri

« Loss of individuals of species listed under Tineeatened Species Protection Act 1,995

< Disturbance to and loss of potential habitat farceps listed under thEhreatened Species
Protection Act 199%and the Commonwealt&nvironment Protection and Biodiversity
Conservation Act 199@PBC)

* Facilitation of the spread of weeds dlaytophthora cinnamomand

* Secondary impacts that may result from alterechdge and root disturbance.

The potential impacts of the operational compowé¢the proposal on flora values have also been
identified as follows:

< Introduction of weeds and the spreadPbiytophthoraalong the track network;

« Damage from walkers leaving the constructed track

« Increased nutrient loads at the overnight nodeas; an

e Collection of rare species.

The track will traverse three communities listedrasatened under the Nature Conservation Act 2002.
Within one of these communities the sped#ecasuarina crassés listed as rare under the Tasmanian
Threatened Species Protection Act 1995. Severallatipns of plant species listed as threateneden t
CommonwealttEnvironment Protection and Biodiversity Conserviatiect 1999EPBCA) and/or the
TasmaniarThreatened Species Protection Act 199SPA) have also been recorded in the vicinity of
the track. Theses are:

» Cyathodes platyston{&all cheeseberry) [EPBCA: -; TSPA: 1];

» _Deyeuxia denséheath bentgrass) [EPBCA: -; TSPA: 1];

* Euphrasia semipictgpeninsula eyebright) [EPBCA: EN; TSPA, e];

* Prasophyllum apoxychiluiftapered leek-orchid) [EPBCA: EN; TSPA: €];

¢ Prasophyllum castaneu(ohestnut leek-orchid) [EPBCA: CR; TSPA: €]

e Prasophyllum pulchellurtpretty leek-orchid) [EPBCA: CR; TSPA: €],

o Stellaria multiflora(rayless starwort) [EPBCA: -; TSPA: r].

e Caladenia caudaté#tailed spider-orchid) [EPBCA: VU; TSPA: v];

* Euphrasia amphisysepa(ahiny cliff-eyebright) [EPBCA: VU; TSPA: r];

* Euphrasiasp. Bivouac Bay (masked cliff-eyebright) [EPBCA: ERNEPA,; €];

* _Melaleuca pustulat@warty paperbark) [EPBCA: -; TSPA: r];

» Spyridium obcordatur{creeping dustymiller) [EPBCA: VU; TSPA: v].
Two other unlisted by significant species have heated from the vicinity of the proposed route whil
the area also supports a number of locally endspecies.

Despite the stated risks to the floristic valuegh#f park, for each species listed above the DPEMP
argues that the potential impacts are not congidereepresent a threat to the conservation status
these species. However, these assessments are lsainsivjective as no reasons or cited research to
support these statements is offered. This is detpit DPEMP noting for the three spediesemipicta
andP. apoxychilumandP. castaneunthat “any impact on individuals of these species or knbalitat
must be considered significar{p90). For other species suchEsamphisysepalandE. sp, which are
stated to the restricted to cliff habitats, it Iscastated that the proposed track will not resulany
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disturbance. However, this assumes that all wadltivity will be confined to the track itself angd a
such ignores the potential threats associated Wwafkers leaving the track to explore the views from
the cliffs and to take photographs — which is hidikely. Given these deficiencies in the assesdsen
the TNPA considers that the conclusions reacheadfgigntly under-estimate the inherent risks posed
to the natural values in the Park from the proposal

Threats to EPBCA listed orchids

In order to demonstrate some of the inadequaciésoDPEMP in assessing impact on floristic values,
we consider the three speciesPoasophyllunmthat were identified in the survey. Although thegosal

has re-routed the track to avoid the populationBrasophyllumthat were identified in the survey in
the Ellarwey Valley area, the track is still withime catchment of the habitat for these orchidd,\a@
believe potentially within their habitat. Therecigrrently insufficient information about these ddshto

be confident that the proposal will not impact thasre and threatened species in the general
development area (note — the impacts in the DPENIP address impacts in the actual development
footprint — an additional cause of concern).

There are very few known populations of both thEBBCA listedPrasophyllumgapoxychilumand
castaneumand the proposed track passes directly throughobthe very few known sites where these
species occur. It is also likely that these spewmididhe found to be more common than first thought
this area if the area was surveyed more thorougige the identification is based on limited syrve
data. The DPEMP states tiRtasophyllumike many orchids can respond positively (or niegdy) to
disturbance usually in the form of fire or slashing often on tracks and firebreaks also. Thedaliffy

is that there is very little data to support thiseedotal evidence and its unknown whether it is the
disturbance event which has encouraged the plarafalormancy or just whether the plants are more
easily seen due to the area being opened up.

Given the paucity of data on how orchids respondisturbance, including hydrological and trampling
damage, it is difficult to see how the impacts {{ies or negative) of such a track can be predicted
these orchids without further data. Given this, TH¢PA believes it is not possible to predict the
impacts on these species and, given risks of hatigaurbance from i) the location of the trackthie
probability that walkers will go off-track and iifjsks fromPhytophthoraspread given the extensive
nature of the track, then these two orchid popartetiare put at risk by the Three Capes Track pedpos
The TNPA has been advised that mitigation by avedeby 100 odd meters is not sufficient for highly
threatened species known from a very small numibeplants, and limited survey. Furthermore,
mitigation should include a research program asgdethe long-term conservation of these specias th
actually measures the impact of disturbance evenish as walking tracks, slashing, fire, others)
actually have on threatened orchid populations.

Weeds

As noted in the DPEMP (p67) weeds are virtuallyeatbsrom the existing walking tracks and the
immediate vicinity of the proposed track does nopport any significant populations of species
classified as Declared Weeds under the Weed MarageActt 1999. The construction of the track,
overnight nodes and other infrastructure has thenpi@l to introduce and facilitate the spread etds
through the importation of material, the use of hiaery and the creation of areas of disturbance. Th
construction phase represents the greatest riskever once in place the track system will remain a
potential vector for the spread of weed speciesicodarly via walkers shoes. Weeds have the paikent
to displace native species or possibly communities.

Phytophthora cinnamoni

As noted in the DPEMP (p67) there are a numberegletation communities in the vicinity of the
proposed Three Capes Track that are susceptibhyaophthoradue to the high proportion of
susceptible individual species. The Three CapeskTi@asses through three highly susceptible
communities while another three are considered eéoob moderate or variable susceptibility. The
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DPEMP notes that further spread of the diseasdna¥ to present a risk to these communities and
that the construction of the track, overnight noded other associated infrastructure, the use ef th
track and operational activities post-constructaifiipresent a risk of spreading Phytophthora.

The TNPA believes that attempting to manage theapofPhytophthoradue to the Three Capes
Track has significant risks that will have a potainsignificant and long lasting impact on the matu
values of the Park, including potentially rare d@hibatened species of plant. As demonstrated by the
complex set of management requirements describeadeirDPEMP to contain these risks this is a
difficult issue to manage and difficult to enfore@d monitor. In particular, the TNPA notes the
following issues:

1.

The Three Capes Track is an extremely high rislkeldgment in relation t@hytophthoraas it is

a linear development that runs through most offtaeman National Park, and as stated in the
Phytophthora Management Plan (Welling, 2010, 6 §sF8 and 4Phytophthorais present in
“most areas where the proposed Three Capes Trat¢& ¥ locatetl In addition there is
infection already present at a number of locat@&pag the new track sections (Welling 2010, 19)
which will increase the potential f&thytophthoraspread along the track.

As clearly stated in the Phytophthora Managemea fie proposed three Capes Track has the
potential to sprea®hytophthorathrough the Parland impact on many of the flora and fauna
values:

» The park has diverse flora and fauna assemblagaading 566 species of vascular
plants, 120 species of bird, 10 reptile species amdterrestrial mammal species
including the Tasmanian Devil, eastern quoll andteen barred bandicoot (PWS,
2001).

* A key threat to these values is Phytophthora ciromaimroot rot fungus. The
development of a significant new walking track tlglo the park has the potential to
spread Phytophthora through the pgkelling, 2010, 1).

Also as stated in the Phytophthora Management (Waatling, 2010, 1-2), human activity,
including walking is the main risk in the spreadbfytophthora

+ Although the disease can be spread by natural méeosgh water flow and by
native animals such as wombats, the most commaarvec spread, and in
particular spread across longer distances, is tigiolnuman activity (Rudman, 2004;
O’Gara et. al., 2005), where the pathogen can beaxbin soil on boots and on
wheels and tracks of vehicles and machinery.

* Infestations are most often recorded in areas @irisainage and where soils have
been disturbed, such as along creeklines, roadsidims, downhill from areas
disturbed by machinery and along walking tracksdiRen, 2004).

The highest sensitivity areas where the trackaatkd are on the western half of the Peninsula. In
the TNPA'’s view the proposed development shouldb®oextended to this part of the Tasman
Peninsula because of the extremely high levelsif diue to this high level of sensitivity in this
area and the fact that the proposed track will lihkse areas through areas of moderate
sensitivity.

The lowest sensitivity areas of existing and paoétrtack are the eastern coast of the Tasman
Peninsula, including the section between Forte®ayeand Pirates Bay. This provides support
for the TNPA alternative iconic track option(setahed Report).

The key mechanism to avoid the spread of has Beemouting of the track away from infested
and high sensitivity area. However Welling (201@jicated that it is not possible to do this for
many sections of the proposed track, particularytlve western half of the Peninsula, hence
second best management options need to be usedieBhits in an unacceptable level of impact
and risk.

The secondaryhytophthoramanagement prescriptions are a full 3 pages afaes comprise
some 60 individual prescriptions for track constiarc and use (Welling 2010, 26-28). In the
TNPA's view this is a very extensive and complest bf prescriptions to manage and to have
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respected. We argue that it is highly unlikely tthegse will all be respected when necessary and
as a consequence there will be a very high, andoapsable level of risk in relation to
Phytophthoraspread in the Tasman National Park due solelizggptoposed Three Capes Track
if it goes ahead.

8. The Phytophthora Management Plan (Welling, 201@)ptan and not an EIA, and as such it fails
to assess how effective the plan will be (everuifyfadhered to) at controlling the spread of
Phytophthoraand what the risks are. This is critical missinfpimation for assessing the impacts
of the proposed development.

9. In the TNPA’s view the risks dPhytophthoraspread are understated in the DPEMP (pages 67-
68) and do not reflect the risks stated in the @piythora Management Plan (Welling, 2010).

10. The DPEMP in discussing mitigation faPhytophthora spread mentions some hygiene
requirements but these appear to be generic. THEVIPPtherefore fails to include one of the
Three Capes Track specific recommendations of tyophthora Management Plan which is to
develop an additional hygiene plan to manage pest and diseasks such as weeds, P.
cinnamomi, chytrid fungus, etc, during the condiarcphasée(Welling, 2010, 25).

Eagles

Both wedge-tailed eagles and white-bellied seaesagte listed as endangered species under both the
EPBC and TSPA and a number of nests (18) of batkiep have been identified in the general area
and proximity of the track. The entire area alspnststs of foraging habitat for both species. A namb
of potential impacts on these species due to tbpgsal have been identified in the DPEMP (sections
4.1.3.2; 4.1.4.2, Appendix F), with the key riskinge disturbance, especially during the breeding
season. In particular, the TNPA notes:

1. Both species are under pressure for finding/maiitgi nesting sites due to a range of factors,
including creeping coastal development, land-ctepand forestry activities.

2. National Parks were established for, and need todfegia for wildlife such as eagles. Where
else are these birds to have the certainty of [deitandisturbed nesting sites, essential for the
species’ survival?

3. Both species are very wary of human presence dagstng and will readily desert or abandon a
nest or alienation of habitat if disturbed. Inbdéleel DPEMP states that if an activity is directed
conspicuously at a nest then the serverity of ihpeceases dramatically (p104).

4. The DPEMP notes that eagles may behave antagatiigtiowards helicopters in proximity to
nests during the breeding season and any repeateniding of helicopters in close proximity to
nest sites is likely to be detrimental. Despiteladl assurances regarding ‘mitigation measures’ to
minimise disturbance to eagles there is no cextaimt the large volume of helicopter traffic
during the construction phase of Three Capes Tvemkid not either drive the birds away or
result in breeding failure. There is no precedenttiis level of disturbance in such an important
area of eagle habitat.

5. Eagle breeding season falls within the peak vigitoe for Three Capes Track. The expected 300
— 350 people in the Park on any given day durig tilme is vastly more than past and current
numbers.

6. The DPEMP states that line of sight is a critisalies in the consideration of impact of a walking
track or hut site on eagle nests, and the recometkeptbtocol is that disturbances within 1 km
line of sight of an eagle nest should be prevenEsfles can spot humans from over one
kilometre away. Ten known eagle nests are withia kilometre distance from the proposed
walking track and four of those are within 500 hiletres from the track. This is completely
unacceptable.

7. The DMEMP is particularly unassuring in relatiomiest #1612 (in proximity to Tunnel Bay): “It
is considered unlikely that the usage of the tragkwalkers will have an impact on this nest
location. Which translates as “Fingers crossed!”

8. ltis stated (4.1.4.2, p.107) that there will bewel monitoring of nests — but what will happen if
it is found that the Three Capes Track has had gative impact on nest occupation or
productivity?

9. Will the Tasmanian public be informed as to theiltssof this annual monitoring?
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10. Despite all the “mitigation measures” the DMEMPnigt sanguine about the impact that Three
Capes will have on both species of eagles: - “ Kéne risk of the proposal to these species is
disturbance. Both species are particularly vulnlerad disturbance during the breeding season.
Excessive disturbance may result in reduced brgedinccess through complete nest
abandonment or temporary abandonment, leadingetdehth of the clutch or chicks, and through
increased stress levels.” (4.1.3.2 p.93)

11. Depsite these statements, it is stated that “thelicapion of accepted mitigation
prescriptions...will ensure that breeding success widt be impacted...”. However, no
supporting evidence is provided to support thitest@nt from the success of mitigation measures
elsewhere.

The only assurance for the future of both speciesagles in Tasman National Park is that The Three
Capes Track does not go ahead.

Aquatic Environment

Watercourses within the footprint of the Three Gapeack are in natural to near natural conditioe Th
Conservation of Freshwater Ecosystems Values (CFtgbase has identified Denmans Creek and
Tunnel Bay Creek as being of particular consermasgnificance, with both systems being in near
natural to natural conditions (p75). While the DPEMotes the aquatic environment with the park is
largely free of introduced pests, weeds and diseiise also stated the anthropogenic involvement i
pathogen spread is likely to be highly significaMetlands are Cape Raoul and north of Arthurs Peak
area also of conservation significance. It is stdteat waste water disposal at the overnight nddes
not expectetto have a significant impact but this does natwer confidence.

Soils and Geoheritage

The soils at the site of the proposed Tunnel Bay Maingon Creek overnight nodes are stated to be
weakly structured and prone of erosion. While istigted that care will be required to ensure erosio

does not occur, how can this be guaranteed? Theatso a risk for the disposal of waste water in

contaminating the near pristine nearby water caurse

The TNPA also notes and remains concerned abouimb&cts on the geoheritage listed wetland east
of Cape Raoul, as the track will go across it.

Fire Management

Despite the response plan proposed in the DPEMiretahe threats posed by fire remains an inherent
risk to the Three Capes Track. Indeed, as notedirtnseason in the Tasman National park is longer
than in other Parks, from September to March, dmsl season coincides with the high use period
proposed for the Track. The isolated nature ofpir@insula zones and the lack of escape in theas are
due to the surrounding cliffs magnify the threafiod to walkers. It is also recognized that thalifire

risk for the Three Capes Track cannot be completetigated and that the TFS and PWS will not be
able to provide rapid or at times any responseushfires. Given these facts, the TNPA remains
concerned about the potential for serious injuryoss of life should a fire spread into this antdeot
sections of the track. While the DPEMP acknowledipes evacuation is seen as an unreliable first
option and states that the huts are to be usedimsry refuges, and supposedly built to withstand
bushfire attacks, as demonstrated by the loss$edifnithe recent Black Saturday fires in Victolhe tuse

of building as refuges cannot be guaranteed.

The DPEMP states that the likelihood of fire foe thiestern section of the route is high (and lower o
the eastern section), and that the suppressiortitapar this section varies between slow to motkera
Together with high risk associated with the spreBBhytophthorain this western section of the Park,
the TNPA believes the track though this part offlaek should not proceed.

While the TNPA acknowledges the need to mitigatettiveats posed by fire, we nevertheless remain
concerned about the impacts posed by the need ¢on$truct additional emergency refuges and
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suitable nearby helicopter landing locations, das thill add to the already large footprint of the
infrastructure proposed to the built, and ii) undke additional prescribed burning, as this may be
detrimental to the natural values within the patikcli management is supposed to protect. As stated
before, the proposal to build the Three Capes Tvéttin the Tasman National Park will result in the
management of the park shifting away from the mtada of its conservation values to the management
of commercial activities. This is inappropriate éoNational Park.

Economic Benefits

The economic benefits of the Three Capes TrackhéoTtasman Peninsula economy stated in the
DPEMP are over optimistic and in places substdptintorrect. For example, the figures quoted from
the KPMG 2010 report of an additional gross ouipubetween $12.9 million and $26.9 million per
annum are substantially incorrect due to two erirotle interpretation of this report.

First, the economic benefits stated in the repmtfar a seven year period from 2010 to 2017, not
annual benefits. This is clearly stated in the repm page 7'...the modelling is projecting whole
period impacts that may need apportionment ovee.tiBecond, the report uses two indicators of
economic impact - Gross Output and Value Added. DREMP quotes the Gross Output figures.
However, the report itself notes on page 12 théthin this gross value is included the value ofvra
materials that, in most cases, have already beemteal as part of gross output from earlier
production. Therefore there is a tendency for Grogtput figures to include some double dipping
The report goes on to state that the Value Addgputdi (as used by the Australian Bureau of Stasistic
“is the measure usually preferred when measuring@oic impact Using the Value Added figures,
the KMPG report estimates that the additional eotodenefits (in millions of dollars) of the Three
Capes Track are as follows:

Conservative Optimisitc
Benefit Period Until 2017 Annual Until 2017 Annual

Tasmania $44.07 $6.30 $92.73 $13.25

Tasman Region $9.93 $1.42 $15.86 $2.27

The alleged annual benefits to the Tasman regierttarefore seen to fall to between $1.4 - $2.27
million, and correspond more closely to the estématthe Syneca report ($2.4 million per annum).

The assumptions underpinning the economic modeilinge KMPG report also need to be questioned.
This modelling assumes that there will be an aoiditi annual increase in visitor numbers to the
Tasman region of between 3-5 percent above the alogmowth of recent years. However, this
assumption is not substantiated anywhere in therréphere elsewhere has this occurred?) and also
ignores the fact that the Tasman Peninsula alrbadis over 30 day walks and several multiple day
walks including the 4 day Tasman Trail. As suchggbe undertaking short walks are already included
in the existing visitor numbers to the region ahd analysis double counts these visitors when it
assumes that such walkers will also make up the®8rBent increase in visitor numbers due solely to
the present of the Three Capes Track.

Finally, if the economic premise for the Three Gageack proposal is to duplicate the economic
benefits which have apparently flowed from the metifg of the Overland Track Experience, it is
constructive to compare the predictions for thenfas Peninsula with the actual changes in visitor
numbers to the Cradle Mountain region in recentsiéehe KPMG report predicts that visitor numbers
to the Tasman Peninsula will increase by betwe®&3per annum above a no Three Capes Track
scenario, with a total increase in visitor numhafrbetween 9-16% over the first three years thektis
operational. However, data published by the Parid Wildlife Service indicates that compared to
2004-05 visitor numbers to the Cradle Mountaineagactually decreased by around 7% the following
year when fees where first charged for the Overlaratk, and by 2007-08 visitor numbers were still
down by 4%.
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The Overland track has been in existence for oy years and has been heavily marketed as a
world-class wilderness walk for many years. Desthts, current walker numbers are estimated to be
around 8,500 per annum and have never reachedtmaigtic level of 10,000 walkers per annum set
for the Three Capes Track. If these levels caneadhieved for a walk which is often listed as ohe
the ten great walks in the world, why would we estmything similar being achieved for a new walk
which does not offer the rugged mountainous andesiless experience of it rival, the Overland Track.
The proposal is beginning to look like a white dlapt, and given the current poor state of Governmen
finances in Tasmania, with reduced funding to etlocaand heath, the priorities of this Government
must be questioned.

Aboriginal Heritage

The DPEMP notes that the large natural landscapihdnarea is of significance as an Aboriginal
landscape with its important material and cultuesources still evident. However, there has been a
lack of consultation with the Tasmanian Aboriginaimmunity and as a consequence the proposal does
not have their approval. The TNPA notes the folluywconcerns:

1. The assessment is incomplete and therefore inatketuanake management decisions as there
has been no consultation with the Aboriginal comityu(Entura 2011, 12), hence can only be
considered to cover Aboriginal sites and theirrtifie significance. Key values such as the raft
of Aboriginal non-site values have not been consideincluding Aboriginal landscape values,
and only the scientific values of the Aboriginaksihave been considered (this is contrary to the
Burra Charter(Australia ICOMOS 1999) approach.

2. Given there has been no consultation with the Ajoai community, there is no indication that
the community will support this development, indhgla permit under the Aboriginal Relics Act
1975, which will be required for the disturbanceta identified Aboriginal sites.

3. The Entura (2011, i) report comments that the psedoroute has a generally high degree of
landscape integrity. This indicates that the prepodevelopment will both compromise the
landscape integrity as it will be a long linear teuunning the length of this landscape, and
impact on the Aboriginal landscape values of the.Pa

4. The Entura (2011) assessment has not surveyedilthredte (due to the Aboriginal community
ban on such work imposed part way through the assm®. This is compensated for by
undertaking a predictive assessment.

5. The TNPA questions how reliable the sensitivityegsment is given the limited site data is for
the types of terrain assessed. This is of particcdacern given the limited previous survey on
the Peninsula away from the actual coastline (rederment in Entura 2011, 29-30).

6. A significant part of the assessed terrain has ldamtified as being potentially sensitive yet the
DPEMP fails to address if sites discovered duriaghk work in these area can be protected or
whether the solution will be destruction of theesiby means of a permit, thereby resulting in
additional values impacts?

7. The DPEMP is incomplete with respect to the Abwoidgiheritage assessment as indicated in
Entura (2011), but this is not clearly indicatedtie DPEMP. Entura (2011, 47) states ‘the
existing walking track to Cape Pillar and the pregub sections of new track along this route still
require survey and assessment’ indicating throhghdllowing comment that it is inappropriate
to leave this section unsurveyedThis area is known to contain Aboriginal heritagdues, and
should be surveyed as soon as practicable followitigg of the current community moratorium
on Aboriginal heritage work. This will also enalitee site patterning model to be tested on the
ground.

8. An additional issue not made clear in the DPEM#had the ground surface visibility for sites is
extremely low (<10%) for most of the surveyed smttfrefer Entura, 2011, Table 6.1 & maps,
pp42-44). There is therefore significant potenfiat additional sites to be located in the
development corridor, hence a significant incregsegntial impact with respect to Aboriginal
sites.

9. According to Entura (2011, 47) a total of six newohiginal sites were identified during the
survey within or immediately adjacent to the stadga, with a further three previously known
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sites being relocated and investigated, and liadditnew site found a short distance outside the
study area. The new sites and the relocated didag &éhe Three Capes Track route are all found
along the high coastal cliff top areas. Entura (2049) make it clear that five of the newly
located sites will be impacted by the proposed lbgveent.

10. TNPA question why Entura (2011, 49) only tables t@ly located sites and not the three
previously recorded sites?

11. Entura (2011, 82) commeniThe Three Capes Track development will impact oarigimal
heritage values. ... best practice heritage managegm.. should involve the avoidance and
conservation of Aboriginal archaeological siteShe TNPA is also concerned that neither
Entura (2011) or the DPEMP (2011, 135-136) howewewide a detailed assessment of the
impact of the proposed development on these sitdstlze options for achieving best practice
management, ie, avoiding the disturbance of thdéss.sThe DPEMP comment makes no
commitment to a particular approach and in facticags that in most cases the easiest
developmental option and the least conservaticented option will be undertaken — that of site
destruction (through relocation or burial), in soc®ses because they are putting ecological
values before Aboriginal heritage values. Thisas eonsidered an acceptable impact or impact
mitigations approach for land of national parkssaand given that at least 3 of the sites that will
be impacted are assessed by Entura (2011) as diemmedium-high scientific significance.

12. Of particular concern is the fact that none of #pecific recommendations for Aboriginal
heritage impact mitigation contained in Entura (2085-86) have been included in the DPEMP,
and there is no discussion of the fact that theeedatailed recommendations that have been
ignored.

B. OTHERS ISSUES

Inadequacy of the DPEMP

The TNPA guestions the ability of the DPIPWE taakely make the assessments it does in the DPEMP
given that there are many aspects of the propbathte still not fixed, including -

1. the actual location of the overnight nodes (ondidative locations are provided in the DPEMP;
the design (footprint, external cladding and fieishheight, etc) of the buildings;

where the commercial huts will be located and ttesign;

where the overnight tenting sites and facilitiedl€t) will be located;

where the viewing platforms and access tracksheillocated and their design;

whether there will be a jetty or pontoon at Denm@nse and the design; and

the location of the section of track between CapeuRand Maignon Creek (to avoid the eagles
nest)

No o~ OD

Language Used

The language used in the document is often hightyeisding and distorts the true impact of aspefts o
the development. For example, on page 27 it iedtdiat the huts and associated facilities will protect
and present the values of their settinghis is obviously highly misleading — how careafing the
vegetation from a natural site and building a hubtect and presehthe values of the site when in
fact these natural values have been destroyed?

Risks to values within the Tasman Park

The TNPA notes that DPEMP identifies a large nundfeisks to the natural values within the Tasman
NP. The DPEMP also lists a number of mitigationiapm which are to be used during construction and
operation of the proposal to minimize these rigtee TNPA also notes that the DPEMP concludes that
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due to these measures the risks will be minimized @npacts will be insignificant. The TNPA
however questions this assessment on the follogiagnds:

1. The DPEMP assessments are all based on the intpattts footprint of the track and overnight
nodes onlywhereas in reality there is a high likelihoodtloé additional impacts based on i) the
increased risk of bushfire given the increased Wuose throughout the Park., ii) from potential
helicopter related incidents such as fuel spiltg] B0 the worst possible case, helicopter crashes,
and iii) the high probability that walkers will epe other areas of the park. Realistically, it is
not possible for the PWS to ensure that there isug® of the area away from the track and
overnight nodes. This potentially introduces a en§impacts including’hytophthora weeds,
and impacts on wildlife, including eagles.

2. No supporting research or statements are offeréabioate the extent to which these mitigating
techniques are successful. For example, the PW& lasg history of managing other walking
tracks in the State but no examples of the sudndbg use of mitigating techniques used in these
other areas are offered. While an DPEMP shouldngitéo quantify the risks associated with any
proposal, at the end of the day we are requirethke the statements offered in the DPEMP
relating to the Three Capes Track proposal on.tfmt example, a range of mitigation measures
related to the risk proposed Phytophthoraare listed in the DPEMP; however, no evidence is
provided to indicate how successful these measaanest either eliminating or minimizing the
related risks. The same can be said for the measoidee used to mitigate against the threats to
flora and fauna in the park and the introductiod/anspread of weeds.

The combined level of risks across all aspectdefitpacts is high. And although a number of risk
management protocols are mentioned in the DPEMPewuidence is provided about the utility or
success of these measures. For example, in relatidre impact on nest #1612 (which is within 500m
of the track) all that can be offered is the follogvweak statement -t“is considered unlikely that the
usage of the track by walkers will have an impatttius nest locatich This is far from reassuring.
Also, the statement that ongoing activity monitgriwill allow for a management response is also
weak. Once a nest is abandoned a management respuoms late. Indeed, as if this point did not dee
illustrating, the TNPA has recently learnt thatemgle’s nest on Tasman Island, which containegkthre
eggs, has recently been abandoned. We understanthé¢ne had been ‘joy' flights coming right inseo
to the cliffs and that PWS have now respondeddhént by putting a stop on all aircraft in the mity

- at least for the time being. Sounds like cloghmygate after the horse has bolted!!

Environmental Impact Monitoring & Control Limitatio ns

Minimising the environmental impacts of the Thre@p€s Track development has required a complex
Environmental Management Plan (EMP) with a large dif controls and restrictions on construction,
maintenance and use. For example, it is statedrdek work will cease if dens or nests are discede
for a number of species. However, he TNPA questibaesbility of the requirements of the EMP to be
observed. Reasons for this include -

1. the stringency of some requirements (eg, restricetidopter use to avoid eagles nest);

2. the lack of provision in the DPEMP for ongoing ntoning of compliance and impacts generally
(the commitments to monitoring are very limited) particular in the long term;

3. the actual capacity of the PWS to physically manttmmpliance (especially given recent cuts to
the PWS which has seriously impacted on theirtgtii undertake field work);

4. the will to ensure compliance, particularly in g@nstruction phase, when works are likely to be
held up;

A core concern in relation to this matter is theklaf independent scrutiny. As the compliance
enforcement agency is the developer in this chseetis absolutely no independence. This situason
made worse by same agency also being the appayaity.

Consultation
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On page 12 of the Tasmanian Reserve Managementd@&tactice it is stated thaCbnsultation with
people interested in a reserve’s values is fundaahéo good planning, decision-making and service
delivery...”. On page 13 of the DPEMP it is stated thaitfal public consultation on the proposal, at
least in its conceptual stage, occurred through dipgroval process required for the revision of the
2001 Tasman National Park Management Plafihe TNPA questions the sincerity of this conatibn
process.

While the DPEMP states that 248 representation® wegeived on the draft plan, it fails to mention
that the vast majority of these (210) were oppasethe Three Capes Track and to changing the
Tasman National Park MP to allow track to proce@dl.the 38 respondents who did not declare
opposition to the Three Capes Track, only eighpaadents gave unqualified support for the proposal,
while another nine respondents gave qualified supijo the proposal. Qualifications related to the
large size of the development and associated tnficiare and concerns that campers, day walkers and
locals have access to the park without having tp fpas. A further five respondents supported the
concept of a long walk but without the ‘nodes’ ofrastructure. Overall, 85% of respondents opposed
the Three Capes Track proposal and only 6.8% @bregents offered any support for the proposal.

Sixty-one submissions were received from residehthe Tasman Peninsula, of which 50 respondents
were opposed to the Three Capes Track while only édfered qualified or support (the remaining
submissions do not refer to Three Capes Track) hef g¢ight submissions received from tourist
operators on the Tasman Peninsula, all except PAIAARPAHSMA were opposed to the Three Capes
Track.

The DPEMP also states that a number of meetings baen held with Bushwalking Tasmania and the
TNPA, though again no mention is made of the faat both these groups have voiced considerable
opposition to aspects of the proposal. In this mglhe DPEMP can be seen as being very misleading
in how it dealt with this issue.

Amendment of the Tasman National Park Management Rh 2001

The DPEMP states that the all components of thed @apes Track proposal will be required to be in
accordance with the management plan for the Tadwadional Park Management. This is a somewhat
hypocritical statement, as this plan had to thecifipally altered so that the infrastructure asatei
with the Three Capes Track proposal could be plagédn the Park. Furthermore, as outlined in the
previous section, this change was made despitevitievhelming opposition voiced through the public
submission process. One needs to question thiy atilimanagement plans for reserved areas if, tespi
originally being adopted after a period of publansultation, they can changed essentially at will b
any government to allow some favoured developmeriget placed within a park. We have seen this
before when the management plan for the Tasmaniiddekvess World Heritage Area was arbitrarily
altered to allow the accommodation facility propbd®sy David Mariner to be approved (those this
development has not proceeded).

Trust Us!

There already noted are a number of aspects ahedinal design of the proposal which are yet to be
determined. For example, the design of the accomatimd nodes and huts is still subject to the
outcome of the final mitigation design requiremeams compliance with AS 3959-2009. Also, the final
layout and size of the BPZs still need to be deiteeth It needs to be questioned why the releaseeof
DPEMP for public comment was not delayed until éhessues were resolved and so that the public
could comment with more clarity on the final desigvithout this clarity the public is in essencenggi
asked to take the PWS on trust, when actually tisen® clear understanding of exactly what is being
proposed and what may be the final impacts. The ABRyues that the period of public comment on
the DPEMP should be delayed until these importstds are resolved.

As stated above, there is also a high sense of associated with the mitigation of impacts. For
example, the impacts on several TSPA listed spedgesiot considered to be significapll?)”.
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Again, this is a subjective assessment which idoaoked up by any substantive evidence. We are also
ensured that management measures wilhimize the risk of weed introductidrend that the risk of
additional spread of Phythophthora ... is minimize8tatements about minimal impacts are also
offered in relation to other impacts, eg on theim@aenvironment, in relation to the spread of pasts
pathogens. However, what doesinimise’mean, and what outcomes are considered most liedgd

on observations from other places where walkingksahave been introduced. The assessment of
impacts appears to be arbitrary and subjective, lackl any quantitative assessment that allows the
reader to judge the actual impacts deemed mody like

Alternatives

The TNPA have recommended two alternatives to theed Capes Track — the initial Two Capes
Iconic Walk (recommended mid-2008) and the revigedsion of this, the Great Tasman Coastal
Experience (recommended mid-2011). Both thesenaltimes significantly reduce the environmental
impact of the Three Capes Track proposal, includnogt of those indicated in the Three Capes Track
DPEMP, by significantly reducing the need for neacks in currently untracked areas and reducing the
impacts from the overnight nodes. A copy of the A$FGreat Tasman Coastal Experieraiéernative
proposal is attached for your information (Attaciming).

To date the Tasmanian government has refused dsrany alternatives, including the two options
proposed to them by the TNPA. The TNPA firmly bedis that, given the potential impacts of the
proposed Three Capes Track development and itidacaithin a national park, lower impact options
should be considered before approving the Three<apack.

Probity

Finally, the TNPA questions the probity of the entrproposal and how it is being assessed. Hotw is i
that the PWS can be the developer, assessor amdt@gvith absolutely no independent overview or
check?!

Conclusion

The TNPA, believes that the Three Capes Track maps an inappropriate development for a

National Park given the primary conservation goefsnational parks, the large scale of the

infrastructure proposed (the largest of any withinational park in Australia or elsewhere away from
motorised access) and the widespread nature opdbential impacts throughout the whole Park

(because the Track is an extensive developmeritfprmoention the inappropriateness of depending on
helicopters for construction and maintenance ferlite of the track development in this present day
where carbon emissions and dependence on fuabargds.

The TNPA has been raising these concerns with #sma@nian Parks and Wildlife Service, DPIPWE
and the relevant Minister since 2007 when the Ti@apes Track Feasibility Study was released, but
the government has not responded to our key cosicern

The present proposal is about building nine negddruts, two jetties, a plethora of new accesss;oad
car parks, toilets, and pedestrian tracks to a g standard — all for the comfort of fee paying
visitors. It is not about preserving the naturalmitive or remote character of the Tasman National
Park. The reason that such a large scale develdph@nnot occurred previously in Australia is
because it has not been seen as appropriate feem@tion status land. This development, if it gets
approval, will not be a rare occurrence in Australbut we have reason to believe it will become
adopted throughout Australia, in the quest for eéased recreation and economic development
opportunities.

If this proposal is allowed to go ahead it wouldp@gr that our National Parks are to be managed

primarily as tourist theme parks instead of for tizdural values that they were originally set diae
protect. The amount of infrastructure at each dgétnnodes is huge (almost a small village) and
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placement of five of these nodes (together withadditional four commercial nodes) throughout the
park (which is just a narrow coastal strip in maitgces) will dominate the landscape.

The Tasman Peninsula has a lot to offer. With sai¢he most exhilarating coastal scenery in
Australia and around 35 existing day walks, theeEh€apes Track is not required to increase visitor
numbers to this region or to enhance the visitqregence. What has been missing is a holistic
marketing strategy which entices visitors to extdredr stay beyond a visit to Port Arthur.

A ‘win-win’ situation for tourism on the Tasman Resula and the conservation values within the
Tasman National Park is to market the day walka,aslventures (cruises, kayaking, fishing) and other
experiences offered by the region with guests @hktgntheir stays in the hotels and bed-and-bretkfas

outside the park.

This is the type of extended walk that experiengergeas and elsewhere in Australia, for example the
Great Ocean Walk in Victoria, shows people greptbfer. Having people spending all their time on a
single walk and staying in privately owned hutshiitthe park will not spread the economic benefits
around to all as is desired. Indeed, a unique ddganof the Tasman Peninsula is that there is a
community living in juxtaposition with the Tasmarafibnal Park and ideally a mutually beneficial
relationship between tourism operators should bired rather than a competitive one.

The TNPA supports appropriate tourism based prjiecTasmania and supports the regional benefits
that will flow from such projects. However, the PN argues strongly that these same benefits can be
achieved by placement of such projects outsidebthendaries of Tasmania's National Parks. The
development of very successful tourist nodes oetdidtional Parks at Strahan, Cradle Valley and
Coles Bay, to name only three, validates this asyum

The Tasmanian National Parks Association is theeeballing on all levels of government to rethink
this badly conceived proposal and redirect the Bedfunds to upgrading the existing walking tracks
facilities and infrastructure on the Tasman Perasimd developing an integrated marketing strategy
around a common theme (such as the Tasman GreataCddalk) so that the flow of benefits is
optimised and more widely dispersed.
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Submission on Three Capes Track DPEMP — TasmanitiaridhParks Association: December 2011

THREE CAPES TRACK PROPOSAL, TASMAN NATIONAL PARK, T ASMANIA
— SUMMARY OF IDENTIFIED ISSUES

1. Whatis proposed is not a standard National Raalking track’ / ‘walk’ experience (as the name
suggests), but one with highly developed infrastmec/ infrastructure requirements not
appropriate in a National Park whose purpose ingmily conservation, and in particular not
appropriate in a relatively small National Park.

2.  The proposed ‘track’ is very extensive (in effemning the length of the Tasman National Park),
hence leaving no part of the narrow coastal corridat comprises the Park unaffected.

3. It is a large commercial size development (withoverall development footprint of 17.61 ha)
which can be considered aggressive developmennati@nal park.

4.  The scale of infrastructure (the track, overhigbdes/mini-villages with a 48 bed hut,
commercial hut, toilets, heli-pad, viewing platf@his also inappropriate in a National Park
away from road heads.

5.  The proposed high level of track constructiomyglled, extensive stone edging and stone steps —
in a gardenesque/urban park style) is also inapiategn a natural area, particularly given its
length.

6. The DPEMP fails to consider the fundamental irgpae of wildness (or wild character) for the
Tasman National Park and the impact of the Threge€drack on these values. Indeed, the
placement of the overnight node at Lunchtime Creekl the construction of the highly
engineered track within the high quality wildernesme of the Tasman National Park are in
breech of the management objectives of both théohkt Parks and Reserves Management Act
2002 and the Tasmanian Reserve Management Codeaofid@ to i) preserve the natural,
primitive and remote character of wilderness arand,ii) avoid activities in areas of high quality
wilderness that could detract from the wildernasslity.

7. Based on the recently released DPEMP, there béll identified environmental impacts,
acceptable perhaps on private land, but not apjatepgn a National Park. These are:

e impacts on geoheritage in a wetland east of CapeulR@he track will go across it)
(identified in the DPEMP)

e impacts to at least four Aboriginal sites (idetifiin the DPEMP)
« impacts on identified wilderness quality (not idéed in the DPEMP).

8. Based on the recently released DPEMP, there willdzitional potential environmental impacts,
and these matters require much more careful assassm

* impacts on the landscape and setting values of Atthur Historic Site, a World Heritage
Area;

e probable impacts on sea eagles and wedge taildéelseaith nests close to huts and the track
in a number of cases;

e probable impacts on the populations of two EPBCAtell orchids Frasophyllum
apoxychilumandP. castaneuinoccur in the Ellarwey Valley and the track pasdigectly
through one of the very few known sites where ttegseries occur (although it has been re-
routed to avoid the main known habitat) as the omsp of orchids such as these to
disturbance such as walking track is very poorlgwn; and

e potential impacts to geoheritage values as the ggamt history, hence geoheritage, of the
Tasman Peninsula has never been studied (hensedifficult to identify the geoheritage
values that will be impacted through a track suyvey
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Submission on Three Capes Track DPEMP — TasmanitiaridhParks Association: December 2011

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

There are very high potential environmental giggarticularly for a National Park) from the
proposal, which include-
* torare and endangered plant species,

* tothe sea eagles,
« to the landscape values of the Port Arthur Hist8ite World Heritage Area,
e throughPhytophthoraspread, and

» through critical potential events such as firegljkto be increased through 10,000 walkers a
year in this environment) and helicopter crasheguired for regular servicing of the huts
and construction of the huts and track).

Many of the above impacts are underplayethéniPEMP which fails to realistically assess the
impacts of 10,000 walkers a year on the Track, wilbinvariably go off track, particularly in
search of coastal views. The DPEMP argues it cdigate many of the above impacts but this
requires numerous very complex mitigation actidreg fare unlikely to observed, particularly in
the longer term.

The proposal relies on helicopters for all $ypmd removal of material (during construction and
once operational). This reliance on helicoptersappropriate for the following reasons —
* noise impacts which also impact the natural and gilality of the Park

e potential impacts on sea eagles
e potential impacts on the Port Arthur Historic Site)

< significant risks to the Park and adjacent marimérenment in cases of helicopter fuel leaks
or crashes

e irresponsible and undesirable high fuel use inree tivhen carbon emissions are of extreme
concern.

The DPEMP does not provide details on the egaettion and design of the 48 bed walker huts,
the viewing platforms, the locations of the commedrbuts, and the jetties/pontoon at Denmans
Cove. This has significant potential impacts ommge of environmental aspects and needs to be
detailed in the DPEMP and not left open.

There are also a nhumber of difficult aspects kiave poorly thought out mechanisms to address
and no consideration of their impacts — these aretat happens if access is not provided
through private property in the Maignon Bay ared 2. the need to transport walkers around to
Stinky Bay and have them walk in to Denmans Covpaar weather; 3. back up boat (or other)
services to transport people across Long Bay ahdfdtortescue Bay.

The DPEMP fails to take into account the immdiatalkers outside the permit period.

The TNPA is concerned about the ability of AW'S to undertake the necessary environmental
monitoring on a long term basis (particularly givbe difficulty they have carrying out routine
monitoring of other similar infrastructure in Tasman Parks and given the current low
funding/resourcing of the PWS).

There is no commitment in the DPEMP that tHieTlaree Capes Track will not become operated
and/or owned by a private commercial operator, twhiould effectively privatise (exclusively)
most of the Park. The DPEMP needs to be clearthieaP\WS will continue to operate the Track
(for at least the 48 walkers a day).

What happens if the maximum number of walk&@s000 pa) does not occur after a few years —
which is in our view highly likely (see below)? Bumably the development will be neither
affordable nor viable - in which case the PWS Wélleft with a huge white elephant and a huge
irreversible impact on a valuable natural conséowadrea. The DPEMP needs to state what will
happen in such a case.
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Submission on Three Capes Track DPEMP — TasmanitiaridhParks Association: December 2011

18. Although touted as an ‘iconic coastal walke thalk itself has limited coastal views, while the
use of day walks and other existing suitable tragkf significant coastal views and which
would only require some upgrading are being largelyotally ignored (eg, the existing track
from Pirates Bay to Fortescue Bay).

19. Recent studies into walker aspirations all siwat walkers want short (3-4 day) overnight walks,
not the 5 night / 6 day walk that will be providey the proposed Three Capes Track — so why is
all this money being spent and why so many impawtsrisks for something that is not wanted!

20. Much greater economic return to the TasmannBala could be generated by promoting day
walks and/or providing a shorter overnight walktbwtonsequently less environmental impact)
where walkers primarily use private commercial acomwdation outside the Park.

All of the above concerns would be addressed byirtigementing the TNPA's alternative proposal.
This alternative would also not have required Tlesman National Park Management Plenm be
altered as the Three Capes Track proposal has done.
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ATTACHMENT 4

Letter to Hon Lara Giddings MP, Premier of Tasmanig re: making the Thee Capes
Track a Project of State Significance

tasmanian conservation trust inc TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS

el

Hon Lara Giddings MP
Premier of Tasmania
C/- Parliament House
Hobart Tas 7000

14th February 2012

Dear Premier,
Three Capes Track Project

The Tasmanian Conservation Trust (TCT) and Tasmanian National Parks Association
(TNPA) write to formally request that you urgently take action to have the Three
Capes Track (3CT) development proposed in the Tasman National Park declared a
‘Project of State Significance’ under the Stafe Polices and Projects Act 1993.

The 3CT project is currently subject to the Parks & Wildlife Service (PWS) internal
assessment process and, if approved, will require a planning permit from the Tasman
Council. The project is a significant development and is regarded as having regional
and statewide importance in terms of tourism promotion and revenue. The outcome
of the assessment process will have significant implications locally, and more broadly
in terms of the management of national parks in Tasmania.

Given the scale of the project and the significant ramifications for reserves
management throughout the State, it is our strong view that the 3CT development
requires greater integrated and more independent scrutiny.  For all the reasons set
out below, we believe that the project is eligible for, and warrants, declaration as a
Project of State Significance (PoSS).
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The public comment period in relation to the Development Proposal and
Environmental Management Plan (DPEMP) for the 3CT proposal closed on 23
December 2011 and we anticipate a decision from PWS regarding the project very
soon. Therefore, we request that you act urgently to ensure that the proposal is
declared a PoSS and its potential impacts are subject to the most rigorous assessment.

Project of State Significance

Section 16 of the State Policies and Projects Act 1993 provides that a project will be
eligible to be a PoSS if it possesses at least two of the following attributes:

(a) significant capital investment;

(b) significant conftribution to the State's economic development;

(c) significant consequential economic impacts;

(d) significant potential contribution to Australia's balance of payments;
(e) significant impact on the environment;

(f) complex technical processes and engineering designs;

(g) significant infrastructure requirements.

We consider that the 3CT project possesses at least three of those criteria, given the
significant infrastructure requirements intended to support the recreational facilities,
significant environmental impacts and the potential direct and indirect economic
benefits that are being used to justify the proposal. In particular:

Significant contribution to the State’s economic development and consequential
economic impacts

PWS reports have consistently justified the 3CT project on the basis that it will bring
significant revenue to Tasmania through ‘nature based tourism’. The Tourism Industry
Council of Tasmania recently described the proposed 3CT development as “the most
significant tourism infrastructure development on the drawing board in Tasmania”
(cited in The Mercury 11/1/2012).

As outlined below, we dispute the scale of economic returns projected to flow from
the 3CT development. However, we acknowledge that a well promoted tourism walk
on the Tasman Peninsula can have major economic benefit to the state.

Significant impact on the environment

Tasman National Park is reserved on the basis of its outstanding natural and cultural
values, and is required to be managed to protect and promote those values. The
scale of the proposed 3CT, which will extend throughout the length of the park,
including currently undisturbed areas, and intensify damage at already disturbed
sites, will have significant environmental impacts.

The DPEMP highlights some significant environmental risks associated with the
proposal, such as:

* Impacts on Aboriginal sites;

 impacts on threatened eagle species (including White Bellied Sea Eagles and
Tasmanian Wedge-Tailed Eagles);

+ Adverse impacts on wilderness values;
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« Damage to rare and threatened plant species (including the nationally listed
orchid species, Prasophyllum apoxychilum and P. castaneum);and

» Potential spread of Phytophthora cinnamomi throughout large areas of the Park.

The DPEMP also ignores or underestimates other potentially significant impacts (e.g
Aboriginal community heritage values, impacts on the landscape and heritage
values of Port Arthur). A number of detailed design and management matters have
not been addressed in publicly available documentation’, which also make it
extremely difficult to fully assess the environmental impacts.

Given the elevated conservation values of a National Park, it is imperative that all
potential environmental risks are adequately identified and assessed. Further details
regarding our concerns associated with the proposed development are outlined in
the attached submissions.

Significant infrastructure requirements

The 3CT proposal is by far the largest development in a National Park in Tasmania
(and Australia) away from a road head or other mechanised access route.
Infrastructure requirements for the proposal include a large commercial facility, nine
large huts, two jetties, a number of new access roads, car parks, toilets and over 60km
of maintained pedestrian tracks with highly engineered lookouts and viewing points.

Need for comprehensive, independent assessment
Objective assessment

TCT and TNPA have concerns regarding the probity of the current internal assessment
process. PWS remains an active proponent of the 3CT project, compromising its ability
to objectively assess the proposal or to regulate its implementation if it was to be
approved. We believe that it is entirely inappropriate for a project of this scale and
impact, involving a considerable investment of public funds, to not be subject to
rigorous, independent assessment.

If it decides to proceed with the 3CT proposal, PWS will require a permit under the
Tasman Planning Scheme 1979. Reliance on this process as a rigorous, independent
review of the project is misguided as:

« The Tasman Planning Scheme 1979 is outdated and provides negligable capacity
for Tasman Council to assess issues such as impacts on natural and cultural values
in the National Park;

 Tasman Council is under-resourced and lacks internal expertise to review the
range of highly technical issues related to the project;

« Tasman Councillors have been heavily lobbied by PWS over the last 4 years and
have indicated strong support for the project (prior to any detailed application
being received).

Assessment by the Tasmanian Planning Commission under the PoSS process would
allow for a rigorous, objective and transparent overview of the various issues
associated with the 3CT proposal.

5 Significant issues currently left un-resolved include the design (including height and finish) of the accommodation
buildings; their actual location; the final size of the Bushfire Protection Zones; the design of the jetty/pontoon at
Denmans Cove; the need to use private property in the Maignon Creek area to bypass an eagle’s nest and a
professional visual impact assessment (which may have implications for the values of the World Heritage listed Port
Arthur Historic Site).
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Economic benefits not substantiated

We believe that economic projections of benefits of the 3CT for the regional
economy are, at best, optimistic and, at worst, substantially incorrect. For example,

» Estimates are based on 10,000 walkers using the track annually, yet there has been
no analysis to indicate that level of participation. The assumption that the
proposed 3CT will be equally or more popular than the the Overland Track remains
unsubstantiated.¢

* The economic modelling in the KMPG assessment assumes an additional annual
increase in visitor numbers to the Tasman region of between 3-5% above normal
growth of recent years, despite data indicating that the infroduction of fees often
leads to a reduction in visitor numbers.”

Given the level of public investment proposed for the 3CT, we believe that it is
essential that the alleged economic benefits of the project are rigorously assessed by
an independent body. Such an assessment should not be undertaken internally by
the proponent, and is outside the scope of issues that Tasman Council could consider.
Assessment of the 3CT project as a PoSS would provide an opportunity for greater
scrutiny of claims regarding the economic benefit of the project.

Community concern

The 3CT project is of considerable community interest, and the PoSS process provides
the most appropriate forum in which to encourage public participation in the
assessment of potential impacts.

The review of the revised Draft Tasman National Park Management Plan (to enable
the 3CT development) by the Resource Planning and Development Commission in
2008 attracted an unprecedented 246 submissions. Of those submissions, 209 were
specifically opposed to the proposal and only 8 gave unqudlified support for the
proposal.

The TNPA has received some 747 postcards and an additional 270 online petitions
(with some, but not significant, overlap) from Tasmanians, a significant number of
interstate visitors, and international visitors opposing the current proposed Three
Capes Track development on the basis of its large scale and high environmental
costs, and calling on the Minister to consider more environmentally sensitive options.

Consideration of alternatives

A range of existing studies consistently indicate that long multi-day walks, such as the
3CT, are not what tourists are seeking. For example:

« The 2006 study by Planning for People (J. Mackay 2006) which is the scoping study
on which the proposed Three Capes Track development is baseds;

¢ Just 7050 people paid to walk the Overland Track during the period November 2006 to April 2007 (the latest figures
available), even though up to 10,000 are permitted. This is despite the Overland Track being in existence for over sixty
years and being heavily marketed as a world-class wilderness walk for many years. This calls into question the PWS
claim that the Three Capes Track will attract 10,000 walkers paying a $200 fee (a higher fee than the overland Track)
during the same time period.

7 The PWS figures indicate that compared to 2004-05, visitor numbers to the Cradle Mountain region actually
decreased by around 7% following the introduction of fees for the Overland Track, and by 2007-08 visitor numbers
were still down by 4%.

8 This study in fact recommended a short overnight walk catering for small groups, and that allowed synergistic
integration with other tourism opportunities on the Tasman Peninsula.
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« The 1995 government inter-agency feasibility study of long distance walking fracks
on the Tasman Peninsula (2001 Tasman NP Management Plan, p 45)°.

* The findings from major current popular walks such as the Great Ocean Walk in
Victoria.

These studies clearly indicate a preference for shorter, less structured walks.

TNPA and TCT maintain that a high impact, multi-day walk such as the 3CT is not the
best option for increasing visitor number or enhancing ftourism experiences on the
Tasman Peninsula. Instead, efforts to improve the over 35 existing day / overnight
walks and a holistic marketing strategy for the region would reap similar economic
benefits with considerably less impact, less capital investment and lower ongoing
maintenance costs. We enclose a copy of the TNPA's proposed alternative — The
Great Tasmanian Coastal Experience — for your consideration.

The current assessment by PWS has neglected to address this or other alternative
proposals to the 3CT development, all of which have been projected to have better
economic and environmental outcomes. Assessment of the project as a PoSS should
require viable alternatives to be given substantive consideration.

Integrated Assessment Guidelines

For all the reasons outlined above, the TCT and TNPA encourage you to seek a
declaration of the proposed Three Capes Track project as a PoSS, and fto ensure that
the following matters are considered in any Integrated Assessment of the project:

« Comprehensive review of the economic, environmental and social aspects (both
benefits and cost), including at the regional and state level.

» The history of the Three Capes Track proposal, together with prior information and
assessments; and early public representations

* Long term business planning, including commercial opportunities.

* Long term management, including rehabilitation in the event the proposal fails to
be self-supporting economically.

« The ability of the PWS to manage the high level of environmental risk engendered
by the current proposal.

« The suitability of the current Three Capes Track proposal as compared with other
options, including the TNPA's Great Tasmanian Coastal Experience alternative or
something along similar lines developed in consultation with the relevant
stakeholders.

« Accurate assessments of current and aspirational walker and nature-based
tourism interests and aspirations and environmental concerns.

We look forward to you consideration of our request and to a favourable response.

We are happy to meet with you to discuss this matter further if required. Please direct
communication to both organisations.

? Relevant findings being that - 1. there is a lack of current demand and a need for greater research in determining
future use levels; 2. the cost of infrastructure development for the trail would be very high; and 3. there may be
significant environmental impacts associated with increased use in areas currently with low levels of use'.
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Yours sincerely,

Yt A

Peter McGlone

Director

Tasmanian Conservation Trust

Second Floor, 191 Liverpool St, Hobart 7000
Email: tcté@bigpond.com

Phone: 03 6234 3552 and 0406 380 535

K Grpebert

Robert Campbell

President

Tasmanian National Parks Association
GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001
Email: admin@tnpa.asn.au

Phone: 0427 854 684

Enclosed:

. TCT submission to the ‘Draft Three Capes Track Development Proposal and Environmental
Management Plan’, 23 December 2011.

. TNPA submission to the ‘Draft Three Capes Track Development Proposal and Environmental
Management Plan’, 23 December 2011.

e TNPA’s submission on the ‘Tasman National Park and Reserves Draft Management Plan 2008’, 11
March 2008.

. Great Tasman Coastal Experience, TNPA Report, August 2011.
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ATTACHMENT 5

Letter to Hon Lara Giddings MP, Premier of Tasmanig re: Additional information in
relation making the Thee Capes Track a Project of tate Significance

tasmanian conservation trust inc TASMANIAN NATIONAL PARKS

Hon Lara Giddings MP
The Premier and Treasurer
Level 10, 10 Murray St
Hobart 7000

14 August 2012

Dear Premier,
Three Capes Track Project - Further Information

Following from our letter of 14 February 2012 requesting you to make the Three Capes
Track (3CT) development in the Tasman National Park a Project of State Significance,
and following from our meeting with you of the 3 July 2012, and our follow-up letter of
the 10 July 2012, we wish to advise you of additional matters in relation to the 3CT
development project that we have become aware of, and which strengthen, we
believe, the case for independent review of the development and approvals process
for this development.

Given that the 3CT development now has all the necessary approvals to proceed, we
would ask that you, as Premier, review our application to have the 3CT development
assessed as a Project of State Significance (PoSS) and other relevant matters as raised
in other correspondence (including our comments below) and at our meeting with
you, and make a determination on the need for an independent review process for
this project.

New Information
Tasman Council Development Application
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On 23 June 2012, the Development Application for the 3CT development!® was
advertised for Public Comment. In reviewing the documents submitted by the PWS
for the Development Application, the TNPA ascertained that —

1. the DPEMP submitted for the Development Application is the same DRAFT
DPEPMP that was put out for public comment by the PWS in late November
2011 (ie, 8 month earlier);

2. the only new data were architectural drawings for the proposed
accommodation complexes and the two jetties, and specifications for public
car parking areas, with still no information about viewing platforms and
potential safety barriers, or and the finishes for the accommodation complex
buildings; and

3. the Development Application only commits to constructing the 3CT between
Denmans Cove and Fortescue Bay initially (by late 2015), makes no
commitment to completing the 3CT as proposed in the Development
Application and DPEPMP, and has no information on how the shortened walk
will operate and no time frame for full completion.

The Tasman Council approved the Development Application (on 25 July 2012),
without any conditions that indicate that they recognise the developmentisin a
National Park and without any comment on the proposed partial build. The TNPA and
TCT have decided not to appeal this decision on the basis of legal advice that the
Tasman Planning Scheme is inadequate in relation fo matters such as these (ie,
developments in conservation areas).

PWS Internal Approval Under the RAA Process

At our meeting with you in July, we raised with you our concerns about the internal
approvals process for the 3CT, noting that there had been no formal response as to
how the public submissions sought on the draft DPEPMP would be freated (standard
procedure) and also that the TNPA had been denied a copy of the DPEMP that was
the basis for the internal PWS for the project (given in February 2012).

Given this, and given that the November 2011 DRAFT DPEMP was submitted with the
Development Application to the Tasman Council, we can only assume that the
February 2012 final internal PWS approval was also on the basis of the 2011 DRAFT
DPEMP, and the PWS have been trying to hide this fact from the public.

Analysis

The use of the November 2011 DRAFT 3CT DPEMP as a basis for final local government
and state government (PWS Reserve Activity Assessment) approval is of extreme
concern to us. It flouts due and conventionally accepted process. In our view this
process would not be accepted, particularly in relation to the RAA approvals process,
by the PWS if the development proponent was a private entity, so why is it
acceptable where the PWS is the proponent?

To use the same DRAFT 3CT DPEMP for approvals 4-8 months after it was completed
and with no apparent change (and still titled as the 2011 DRAFT 3CT DPEMP) suggests
a flagrant case of fast fracking, and a complete disregard for the environmental
concerns that have been raised repeatedly over the last five years, including in the

9 Development Application To Tasman Council For Thee& Capes Track Tasman National Park, Safety Cove
State Reserve, Crown Land and Titles 228905/1,48/@land 159762/2, June 20{/dercury, 23" June 2012).
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public submissions made on the DRAFT DPEMP in response to the PWS request for
public comment in November 2011.

We are appalled that the PWS has asked for public comment, and then chooses to
ignore it completely. We believe that this in itself shows a complete disregard for
process, as well as a regrettable lack of genuine interest in community views and a
disregard for the amount of time and energy that calls for public comment create for
the community.

We are also particularly concerned about the almost hidden comment in the
Development Application that indicates that initially only the eastern half of the walk
will be constructed. This is the only place that this has been mentionned publically
and, other than for noting a completion date for this work (late 2015 - previously the
completion date for the full frack), there is no final completion date set for the full
walk and absolutely no detail provided on how this ‘half walk’ will operate. For
example, there is no information on how people will start the walk (the current
proposal suggests walkers will have to make an artificial boat leg start or walk in on a
minor foot track that is not part of the 3CT development), how and from where the
entry will be managed, or what walkers will be charged for this significantly reduced
walk.

This *half walk’ proposal also has a number of significant implications that are also not
raised or discussed. These include, for example, the presumably reduced income (on
which ongoing management, including the track and hut infrastructure is
dependent), for employment, and for other income to Tasmania.

We can only assume that this ‘half walk’ option represents what is affordable, but that
the government, having promoted the full walk and its benefits, is not prepared to be
honest about this and be open about the consequences. Again, a poorly informed,
unevaluated staged approach, or possible partial build, is not something that a
private developer would be allowed to get away with, yet it appears to be
acceptable when the proponent is the government?

Conclusion

As we have indicated previously, the whole process for the implementation of the 3CT
development has had the most minimal regard for due process that has been
possible while maintaining a semblance of legality. In in our view in this case, the PWS
has also abused the privilege it has of an internal approvals process and has failed to
act honestly in this matter. The most recent actions (that we note above) that see the
final approvals being based on an unmodified and inadequate draft DPEPMP, only
cement this concern.

In our view, the process that has been used for developing and approving the 3CT
proposal is one which, while not being obviously corrupt, has in essence corrupted
established process to achieve the outcome that government desired. It isin essence
a farce. If nothing is done to address this matter, the community can have no faith in
in the PWS’ ability to manage the conservation estate in its care, orin the
government’s governance in environmental and development matters.

We therefore, repeat our earnest request to you as Premier, to have the 3CT
development proposal reviewed independently and, given the environmental issues
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associated with the development and the unexplained and undetailed possibility that
only half the proposed development might be ultimately built, to include assessment
of alternative proposails, including the TNPA alternative.

Yours sincerely,

Pt M

Peter McGlone

Director

Tasmanian Conservation Trust
191 Liverpool St, Hobart 7000
Email: fcté@bigpond.com

Ph: 03 62343552

Anne McConnell

Vice President

Tasmanian National Parks Association
GPO Box 2188, Hobart Tasmania 7001
Email: admin@tnpa.asn.au

Phone: 0427 854 684
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