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THE success of the Colong Founda-
tion has been due to its enduring
campaigns for one or two objectives –
Colong Caves, the Boyd, the rain-
forests, the Greater Blue Mountains
parks, Nattai and Gardens of Stone
parks and Blue Mountains World
Heritage. We have therefore decided
that our current campaigns concen-
trate on protecting the parks from
damaging exploitation and winning
protection for potential wilderness
areas. Achieving these objectives
within national parks is simply a mat-
ter of changing park management.
Such management would cost noth-

ing more than current management
practice, and probably much less.

Many of the remnants of the nat-
ural environment east of the Dividing
Range have been preserved as
national parks and several are now
listed as World Heritage properties.
There have also been some extensive
reservations in the south-east of the
state but many of these areas are
managed, not for the preservation of
the environment, but for the benefit
of commercial and recreational inter-
ests. Acceptance of the Alpine World
Heritage proposal remains unlikely
while such management continues.

In accordance with short-sighted
Government policy, instead of priori-
tising nature conservation, the
Southern Branch of the Parks and
Wildlife Division of the new Depart-
ment of Environment and Conserva-
tion (DEC) is increasingly managing
the parks in the interests of resort
developers, four wheel drivers,
horseriders and local anti-park inter-
ests, which it describes as “stake-
holders.” Collectively these are a
small minority of the real stakehold-
ers – the people of NSW who own
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the parks and in opinion polls have
recorded overwhelming support for
conservation.

In our dry mostly flat continent
the Alps are a small, unique and irre-
placeable environment, but much of
this small area is being sacrificed to
politically influential resort develop-
ers. Though developers have appro-
priated key parts of the most attrac-
tive part of the park, there is over
690,000 hectares of parkland, con-
taining several wilderness areas,
from which damaging uses could be
excluded with proper management.

The Foundation has already pub-
lished a detailed map of Kosciuszko
and a brochure and is well equipped
to campaign for nature-based man-
agement of the park. A map showing
the abuse of parkland, combined with
further active support from other con-
servation bodies and, hopefully, effec-
tive communication through the
media, will supplement this informa-
tion. We believe that with concerted
effort that progress toward better
management can be achieved for
Kosciuszko National Park and other
parks threatened with damaging use
in the south-east of NSW.

The Wilderness Protection
Challenge 

The anti-wilderness campaign is
now bearing its first fruit in bad park
management plans that will degrade
wilderness national parks of the first
rank, such as the Deua and the
South East Forests National Parks.
The Colong Foundation believes DEC
will face more difficulties if park
management compromises wilder-
ness. Once road maintenance and
tourist facilities permanently frag-
ment remote wilderness, visitor use
will be at the expense of nature con-
servation. On the other hand,
strengthening wilderness protection
in core park areas will reduce edge
effects that fray ecosystems and
degrade ecological integrity. At the
same time wilderness management
can reduce park management costs,
for example by reducing road main-
tenance costs. 

The Colong Foundation lists 52
wilderness areas on the coast and

tablelands of NSW with a total area
of about 3 million hectares. Of these
23 are mostly declared, 11 are partly
declared and 18 are not declared.

North of Sydney there are 14 areas
not declared and 4 partly declared.
Ten of these areas are subject to Inte-
grated Forestry Operation Approvals
that provide security of timber supply
to the logging industry and prevent
many state forests in these areas
from being reserved in parks. How-
ever, a considerable body of wilder-
ness remains in the northern part of
the state that can be reserved, even
though it is located in state forests.
Identified wilderness over leasehold
land which is also within state forest
can be acquired by DEC and declared
as wilderness, as these state forest
areas were excluded from logging
agreement areas. Over 60,000
hectares of wilderness are in the Tim-
barra, Cataract, Chaelundi, Wash-
pool, Guy Fawkes, Cathedral Rocks,
Stockyard Creek and Tuggolo areas
can be protected in this manner.

Two unprotected wilderness areas
are located in the Central Western of
NSW and these areas will be exhib-
ited following decision on the Briga-
low Belt Bioregion reserves.

Other wilderness areas require
inter-state government co-operation
to be secured. These areas include
the Lost World Wilderness that con-
nects with Lamington; Bald Rock
with Girraween; and Donnybrook
and Mount Barlow also connect with
other wilderness areas in Queens-
land. The Bimberi wilderness strad-
dles the ACT-NSW border, and the
Genoa and Nadgee areas link with
declared counterparts in Victoria.
These three areas are adequately pro-
tected but the Indi wilderness also
extends into Victoria across the Mur-
ray River and its Victorian section is
not protected under Victoria’s
wilderness laws.

The Yengo, Mummel Gulf, Tuggolo
and the Chaelundi wilderness are
awaiting protection, following recent
acquisition of key areas. New addi-
tions acquired by DEC and pending
declaration include additions to the
Mount Kaputar, Macleay Gorges,
Washpool and Guy Fawkes areas.
Lobbying on these reserves will be a
priority for wilderness campaigners
for the rest of the year. ■
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Blue Mountains
World Heritage
Institute established
The Blue Mountains World Heritage
Institute (BMWHI) is a not-for-profit
organisation founded in April 2004
to help improve management of the
area’s natural and cultural heritage.
Founding members include several
universities and government agen-
cies, including the Department of
Environment and Conservation
(DEC) Parks & Wildlife Division,
Botanic Gardens Trust, Australian
Museum, Blue Mountains City Coun-
cil, Sydney Catchment Authority,
University of NSW, University of
Sydney and University of Western
Sydney.
The institute will address concerns
about development impacts and
management conflicts arising from
urban, industrial and agricultural
development surrounding a World
Heritage Area. It will undertake inter-
disciplinary research in ecosystem
management, sustainable urban &
economic development, and sustain-
able agri-industry. It aims to encour-
age academic involvement through
the Graduate Program in Environ-
mental Policy & Management at
UNSW, supporting PhD students,
and holding workshops, conferences
and seminars. Communication activ-
ities will include videos, newsletters,
reports, cultural development and
media releases. 
The institute is currently based at
the University of NSW, and later in
the year will have a Head Office in
Katoomba in the Blue Mountains. If
you’d like to know more, contact
details are: Blue Mountains World
Heritage Institute, c/- University of
NSW, 34 Botany St, Randwick NSW
2031, phone 9385 2966 or 9385 2967,
fax: 9385 3301; 
email: r.chapple@bigpond.com; 
website: http://www.bmwhi.org.au

Source: Biodiversity Research No. 12

June 2004 (newsletter of the NSW

Biodiversity Research Network).



Exposure draft Alpine
Resorts Plan (ARP)
1 Oppose the planning regime out-
lined in the draft ARP as the pro-
posed developments are inappropri-
ate uses of national park land and
will place the park’s alpine ecosys-
tems at risk. The resorts should be
preparing for phase out when nat-
ural snow cover is insufficient for
skiing.
2 Reject policies and plans that allow
resort expansion to what are essen-
tially small private towns. This
includes rejection of expanded inap-
propriate land use in Thredbo and
expanded inappropriate, or changes
in, land use in Perisher Range, Char-
lotte Pass, Mount Selwyn and the
“minor resorts” of Sponars Chalet,
Ski Rider, Mountain Retreat and Bul-
lock’s Flat. Oppose the Land Use Per-
missibility and Land Use tables (pp.
24–28) that will allow developments
such as the construction of: accom-
modation; car parks; commercial
premises; conference facilities;

entertainment and recreation facili-
ties; food outlets; shops; professional
consulting rooms; helipads; hotels;
infrastructure services; snow making
infrastructure; non-essential park
management telecommunication,
etc. They are an inappropriate use of
public land reserved for nature con-
servation.
3 Call for a review of past planning
and management decisions that
increased bed numbers in the
“alpine resort zone”, as this expan-
sion exceeds the zone’s ecological
carrying capacity. Call for an “accom-
modation management strategy”
which maximises the use of existing
alpine accommodation (e.g. reduc-
ing “cold beds”) while leaseholders
prepare to move off park at the end
of their current lease and/ or when
natural snow cover is insufficient for
skiing.
4 Call for a review of the Perisher
Range Resorts Master Plan

Colong Bulletin 205, July 2004 page 3

continued on page 4

Kosciuszko Plans
for Public Comment

Please Write Now!
The draft Plan of Management for Kosciuszko and the exposure
draft of the Alpine Resorts Plan are out for comment. Go to the
Colong website www.colongwilderness.org.au for detailed advice on
these plans or use the outlines below to make your submissions. If
you have any questions relating to either plans, please contact Fiona
or Keith on 9299 7341 or email fiona@colongwilderness.org.au
● Please make submissions to both plans. This will maximise
your efforts to protect the Park.
● Send a copy of both your submissions to the KNP Plan of Man-
agement Review (address opposite), as they need to know your
views on the Department of Planning proposals for the “Alpine
Resorts Zone” (By law, it is the Plan of Management that will dictate
the final outcomes). 
● Also send a copy of both your submissions to The Premier of
NSW, Hon. Bob Carr, Macquarie Street, Sydney, 2000, as some of
the Foundation’s recommendations require changes to anti-conser-
vation government policy and planning regimes for Kosciuszko.

Kosciuszko National Park
draft Plan of Management
open for public comment
until Friday 20 August,
2004
For a copy of this document go

to website or telephone:

www.nationalparks.nsw.gov.au

Freecall: 1800 200 208

Post your submission to:

KNP Plan of Management Review

Parks and Wildlife Division 

Department of Environment and

Conservation (DEC)

PO Box 733

Queanbeyan NSW 2620

or email to:

kosciuszkopom@npws.nsw.gov.au

Exposure draft Alpine
Resorts Plan open for
public comment until
Friday 16 July 2004
For a copy of this document go

to website or telephone: 

www.dipnr.nsw.gov.au/alpineresorts

Freecall: 1800 756 378

Post your submission to:

The Alpine Resorts Planing Team

Department of Infrastructure, 

Planning and Natural Resources

PO Box 189

Queanbeyan NSW 2620

or email to:

alpineresorts@dipnr.nsw.gov.au

S U B M I S S I O N  D E TA I L S



(PRRMP), the Perisher Blue Ski
Resort Ski Slopes Master Plan
(PBSRSSMP) and the Perisher
Detailed Village Design Plan
(PDVDP) currently under an
“exclusive negotiation agreement”
with Perisher Blue/ Packer Hold-
ings. The review is due to: the
plans’ inappropriate land use;
increasing impacts of climate
change, including the receding
snow line and increasing bushfire
threats; and a major new environ-
mental study – the Independent
Scientific Committee (ISC) report
into the values of KNP, cited in the
draft Plan of Management as the
“first comprehensive assessment of
the condition of the park, and the
pressures it faces, since it was
established sixty years ago” (p. vii).
Such review is legally mandated
under Section 1.4.4 “Review of this
Plan” in the PRRMP.
5 Reject the concept of “precedence”
for on-park resort development
relating to past NPWS/DIPNR deci-
sions. Such past development deci-
sions in, for example, Thredbo
should not be used as precedents for
further developments in other areas
of the “alpine resort zone” (e.g.
oppose private real estate capital
gains and developer bonanzas; sum-
mer use of ski slopes for extreme
mountain bike runs; golf courses,
swimming pools etc). 
6 Call for the immediate develop-
ment of an “integrated access strat-
egy” that aims to maximise effi-
ciency and social equity of transport
into and within the park; including
public transport initiatives and an
upgrading and expanded use of the
‘Ski Tube’.
7 Call for government funding of
“gateway studies” that aim to
improve economic returns to the
region, while excluding any
increased development on park.
8 All development proposals need to
be advertised, subjected to an envi-
ronmental impact assessment, pub-
lic comment and adequate review, as
befits the status of public land
reserved as national park. There
must be no exceptions/exclusions.
9 All Master Plans (i.e. major devel-

opment proposals) must be subject
to expert review by an independent
scientific committee, in relation to
any known or predicted ecological
impacts of the plan on the terrestrial
and aquatic ecosystems of the Park.
The review team must include a rep-
resentative of the Nature Conserva-
tion Council of NSW.
10 Master Plans and any changes to
resort lease provisions (by
DIPNR/DEC) should be available for
public comment for not less than 3
months. They must be widely adver-
tised and available, being publicly
exhibited in libraries in all local gov-
ernment areas in NSW and State
libraries in other states and territo-
ries.

The Draft Plan of
Management
1 Support the NSW Environment
Movement’s KNP Plan for Environ-
ment Protection and Restoration,
including expansion of the “wilder-
ness” zone.
2 Support recognition that the park
is an important ecological refuge and
source of potential recruits for other
places and that this necessitates an
absolute adherence to the precau-
tionary principle in regard to use and
development in the park.
3 Call for the Plan of Management to
prohibit artificial snowmaking and
any continuation of moves to “all
season” resort development in the
“alpine resort zone” and “minor
resorts”.
4 Support special high protection of
the karst catchments and the Main
Range; expand to include all alpine
regions of the park, including the
“alpine resort zone” and “minor
resorts”.
5 Support prohibition of large scale
dam developments and diversions
of water between catchments; reject
any provisions for increased take of
waters from the park’s aquatic sys-
tems, including for artificial snow
making; reject drawing of water
from Three Mile Dam for snow
making at Mount Selwyn; and
reject construction of any new
water reserves, even those less than
2ha in area.
6 Support integrated management
of weeds, feral animals, soil conser-
vation and rehabilitation across the

park, including for feral horses; sup-
port prohibition of stock movement
through the park; oppose the con-
cept of “acceptable ecological
impacts” for feral horses.
7 Oppose continued provision for
horse riding and horse camping in
the park. Initially, proposed exclu-
sion areas must be extended to
include all karst catchments and off
road riding in the ‘back country” and
immediate closure of horse camping
at Pinch River and Ingebyra Creek.
Oppose the establishment of the
Merambego horse camp adjoining
the Byadbo Wilderness.
8 Huts should only be used for emer-
gency accommodation and not be
rebuilt if destroyed by fire. This must
be non-negotiable in wilderness
areas.
9 Support the instigation of permit
systems for recreational activities.
The system should be based on
known/ predicated levels of impact,
and provide data/ information for
monitoring of ecological impacts of
use.
10 Support a regional study of
opportunities for horseriding, four
wheel driving and other high impact
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Kosciuszko Plans 
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The Bimberi Wilderness straddles the
ACT-NSW border. In Namadgi National
Park the ACT Government has decided

to eradicate feral horses from the
wilderness. The NSW Environment

Minister, Bob Debus, is undermining
ACT’s pro-conservation stand by

embracing “acceptable impacts” for
feral horses. IMAGE: HENRY GOLD

continued on page 5



activities on less sensitive public and
private lands. This should involve
State Forests NSW.
11 Support confining mountain bike
use in the “alpine resort zone” to
management trails only; support clo-
sure of the “Cannonball Run” in
Thredbo and extend prohibition to
all wilderness areas as is the case for
other states and territories.
12 Call for the immediate develop-
ment of the “integrated access strat-
egy”, that aims to maximise effi-
ciency and social equity, including
for the disabled, of transport into
and within the park; including pub-
lic transport initiatives, and an
upgrading of the ‘Ski Tube’.
13 Oppose new leases, renewal or
renegotiation of existing leases, and
any existing or new Master Plans
which would allow increased devel-
opment in the alpine region of the
park, including the “alpine resorts
zone” and “minor resorts”.
14 The Plan of Management should
not defer in any way to the Alpine
Resorts Plan and its unacceptable
provisions for development of the
“alpine resorts zone”, e.g. lease pro-
visions that tolerate “consistency of
the proposal with the approved Mas-
ter Plan and the Alpine Resorts
Plan”.

15 Visitor experience in the alpine
resorts zone should be “snow-
based”, as should “appropriate recre-
ational activities” and “facilities”.
Other recreation should be confined
to low impact walking and nature
study, with facilities for the disabled.
16 Reject the exposure draft Alpine
Resorts Plan schedules for land use

(refer to submission guide on the
draft ARP for details).
17 Seek a commitment to active
campaigning for World Heritage
Listing of the Park.
18 Do not support continued stock-
ing of the Park’s streams with intro-
duced fish species and call for the
transfer of aquatic management
from Fisheries NSW to DEC.
19 Management policy and objec-
tives must be based on existing
knowledge of Park values and poten-
tial/predicted impacts of use.
20 The Plan should identify policy
and objectives which counter the
ecological findings and recommen-
dations of the Independent Scientific
Committee (e.g. stocking of intro-
duced fish).
21 Make it clear that adjustment of
management, under “adaptive man-
agement” is only of use when initial
objectives are ecologically valid. Fur-
ther, adaptive management must be
dictated not “encouraged” by DEC.
22 Performance indicators must
include ability to assess cumulative
and synergistic impacts; qualitative
as well as quantitative data should
be used for indicators; extrapolation
of impact data should inform site
specific management. ■
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Kosciuszko Plans 
continued from  page 4 Kossie Crisis Meeting

Where: Sydney Mechanics School of Arts, 280 Pitt
Street (near the corner of Bathurst and Pitt Sts)
When: Wednesday 14 July from 6.00 pm onwards.
What to bring: a friend, a pen and note pad, and a
sense of humour.
Why should you come…
Resort developers, commercial tour operators and a
bunch of horseriding cowboys have ridden off with the
planning agenda for Kosciuszko. This meeting is about
getting organised to improve nature conversation out-
comes that have gone ignored or been dropped. 
The backroom deals aren’t signed yet! Our largest
national park should not be undermined by plans for
more development. 
Take action...
Come to the meeting, get informed and help us to help
you express your love of Kossi, to make a stand for
nature.
For further information call 9299 7341 or email
fiona@colongwilderness.org.au

The two hectare limestone outcrop at Cooinbil has been badly degraded by horse
rider camps. Its terra-rosa soils have been eroded, but instead of stopping the
damage, the Department of Environment and Conservation supports increased
horse riding abuse for this and other areas of Kosciuszko National Park.



by Fiona McCrossin

I T is often said that Australia
has not learnt from the mis-
takes made by others. One of
the amazing consequences of

the information technology revolu-
tion is that overseas experience is at
the fingertips of so many. It is a pity
that our policy makers do not seem
to be looking very hard for prece-
dents being set in other countries. Or
perhaps they are?

1. Calls for change in UK
quality of life: April 2004

A new report by the UK Sustain-
able Development Commission
(SDC) has highlighted a number of
areas where the government needs
to improve Britain’s quality of life.
The document entitled: “Shows
promise: But must try harder”,
claims that more needs to be done to
tackle issues like inequality, climate
change, traffic, waste and health.

SDC Chairman, Jonathon Porritt,
said: “We must see a more deter-
mined effort to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions, a move away from
consumption as the sole route to
wellbeing, and new policies that lead
to healthier environments and
lifestyles for all.”

Some of the points raised
by the SDC
Climate change: The SDC urges the
government to take further steps
over the next five years to improve
the UK’s climate change policy and
performance, in order to secure a
path to 60% CO2 reduction by 2050.
The government says that this target
needs to be reached in order to avert
catastrophic climate change.
Transport: The SDC suggests that
the government needs to open up a
much more fundamental debate

with society about moving to a more
sustainable pattern of transport in
the future. It wants the debate to
tackle head-on the failure of many
parts of the transport sector to bear
full environmental costs. Long-term
environmental costs also need to be
built into all forms of transport
through appropriate tax and charg-
ing measures.
Waste: The report found that
municipal waste is rising faster than
gross domestic product (GDP) and
faster than most other European
countries. Recycling rates are also
increasing, but not as fast as waste.
The SDC says the government
should accelerate its guidance on
targets for achieving higher levels of
waste minimisation, recycling and
reuse. The necessary resources and
incentives must also be put in place
to achieve this major change.
Inequality: The UK remains among
the worst of developed countries on
several measures and continuing
extreme income inequality is a bar-
rier to progress. The government
needs to promote the kind of eco-
nomic growth that supports social
progress, high employment levels,
protection of the environment and
prudent use of natural resources,
according to the SDC.

2. Scottish skiing meets
global warming. February 17,
2004 (Reuters) 

“This school holiday week, thou-
sands will be bracing themselves
against the wind and sliding down-
hill through a mixture of mud, ice
and boulders - Scottish skiing has
met global warming. 

Children will be filing onto chair-
lifts to be borne up the piebald Scot-
tish mountains for their first taste of
snowploughing and of what climate
change can actually mean in practice. 

Experts say the Scottish ski indus-
try is just one of the many that could
be crippled by rising temperatures
worldwide. 

On Friday, the country’s biggest
resort, Glenshee, and neighbouring
Glencoe were put up for sale. “Basi-
cally, we’ve lost half a million
pounds each of the last two seasons,
and it’s down to lack of snow,” said a
Glenshee spokesman. 

Temperatures have risen to the
point where artificial snow is melting
faster than the snow machines can
churn it out, Bill Wright of the Cairn-
gorms Campaign environmental
group told Reuters. “The Scottish ski-
ing situation is verging on crisis,” he
said. “It’s hard to resist the conclu-
sion that global warming is a factor.”

Global temperatures are expected
to rise up to three degrees Celsius in
the next 50 years, said a recent U.N.
report, and Europe’s lower Alpine
resorts are already suffering. 

In Switzerland, for example,
banks have stopped lending to
resorts below 1,500 metres (4,900 ft)
worried that they will never get their
money back. 

Tens of millions of pounds have
been invested in Scotland’s pistes,
which host over 300,000 visitors
each winter. But February snowfall
has been sparse this year and mild
temperatures in the rugged High-
lands have thawed all but the most
shadowed northern slopes. 

Add several thousand holidaying
schoolchildren and the result is a
melange of slush, mud and bruised
buttocks. 

“This is traditionally the busiest
time,“ said Bruce Crawford of
Snowsport Scotland. “On a busy day
at Glenshee or Cairngorm resorts
you’d get about 3,000 people. They’ll
be shoe-horned into a small area this
holiday.” …

Scottish tourism has responded to
the crisis by trying to diversify. “Ski
breaks” are now being marketed as
“Winter breaks: Mountain biking, hill
walking, whisky tasting - with per-
haps a little skiing thrown in.” ■
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It is a pity that our policy makers do not seem to be
looking very hard for precedents being set in other
countries. Or perhaps they are?

Sound Familiar?



FIRSTLY, I should introduce myself,
as this is a general discussion paper to
get thoughts flowing in the Wilderness
Resurgence Seminar. In summer 1974 I
walked down the Colo River for 5 days
through the Wollemi wilderness. I fell
in love with this rugged sandstone
wilderness of gorges and plateau. A
few weeks later I was the Secretary of
the newly formed Colo Committee,
heavily involved in campaigning for a
national park for five years. Later, I
worked on campaigning for South-
West Tasmania, Washpool, and Dain-
tree (amongst others). I am a plant
ecologist by training, but have also
done a large amount of work on water
pollution and Total Catchment Man-
agement. I have been a councillor in
ACF for four terms and was Director of
the Nature Conservation Council of
NSW in 1988. I am the author of the
books ‘Ecosolutions’ (1991) and ‘A
sense of Wonder’ (2002). Currently I
am doing a Ph.D. on wilderness at the
University of Western Sydney, focusing
of the problem of what I call the
‘wilderness knot’ – the confusion
around wilderness and what it is.

Wilderness. A word, a concept, a
place. ‘Wilderness’ – it stirs up strong
emotions. For some it is a sacred place,
that part of the original and best of
planet Earth free from modern society.
For others it is just a concept of rich,
white, macho men, or a colonialist con-
cept. Why is there such a twisted knot
of meanings about wilderness? Why is
it a conceptual maze? More impor-
tantly, does it matter?

I would argue that it does matter – if
we believe the world is real, if we
believe that we should protect the
independent ‘more-than-human’ nat-
ural world (see Abram 1996) found in
wilderness – if we believe this then it
matters. To most of us involved in this
seminar, the Greater Blue Mountains is
real – we do not question its reality.

Such is not always the case with philo-
sophical movements. Postmodernism
in particular has a problem with the
‘real’. The sources of Postmodernist
criticism of wilderness seem to lie in
the key importance given to language

(e.g. Derrida 1966), as well as: 
1) intense skepticism about the real,

and the claim that we live not inside
reality but inside our representations of
it (Butler 2002, Baudrillard 1993);

2) a fixation that apparent opposites
(dualisms) really need one another and
always imply the other (Butler 2002),
and that all dualisms are inherently
bad (Cronon 1996, Adams and Mulli-
gan 2002);

3) an intense suspicion of Romanti-
cism, and the influence of these on the
conservation movement (e.g. Cronon
1996);

4) The apparent view that wilder-
ness itself was a ‘metanarrative’ (or
dogma) that needed to be broken
down (Cronon 1996); and

5) The suggestion that wilderness
ignores the history of native peoples in
wilderness, and is not only a western
concept, but a colonialist one (Langton
1996, Adams and Mulligan 2002).

Most of us live in a world of human
artifacts – houses, roads, gardens,
parklands – things made or heavily
modified by humans. We also live in a
world of images – TV, cinema, papers,
computers. The questioning of reality
has come out of this world of images,
but unfortunately has not been limited
to the questioning of human society. It
has also become fashionable to ques-
tion the reality of the natural world.
Some argue that we construct our own
reality, and the natural world is thus
constructed in our minds. I would
argue that this is very anthropocentric
and self-absorbed. However, it is an
important distinction, as if one doesn’t
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The following paper by Haydn Washington set the tone and focus of the
Wilderness Resurgence seminar last March. This paper, and five others, can be

down-loaded from the Colong website www.colongwilderness.org.au 

Wilderness Resurgence
Discussion Paper, March 2004

‘Wilderness created itself long before
civilisation … wildness a state of
mind? Wildness is what there was
before there were states of mind’.
Holmes Rolston 2001

‘Wilderness embodies a dualistic
vision in which the human is entirely
outside the natural … To the extent
that we celebrate wilderness as a mea-
sure with which we judge civilisation,
we reproduce the dualism that sets
humanity and nature at opposite
poles. We thereby leave ourselves little
hope of discovering what an ethical
sustainable honorable human place
in nature might actually look like’.
Cronon 1996

‘\Wilderness has virtue unto itself and
needs no extraneous justification’
Prof. E.O. Wilson, 1992

‘The idea of wilderness needs no
defense. It only needs more defenders.’
Edward Abbey

‘Wilderness holds the answers to the
questions we do not yet know how to
ask’. David Brower

‘Humans need to see their lives in a
larger context, as embedded in, sur-
rounded by, evolved out of a sphere of
natural creativity that is bigger than
we are.’ Holmes Rolston 2001

‘The real question should be not
whether wilderness has a tomorrow,
but whether Homo sapiens has a
future without wild nature’ Max
Oelschlaeger, 1991



believe in the reality of Wollemi (for
example), if it is just in our minds, then
one doesn’t need to act to protect it as
an independent reality that has a right
to exist.

Another important aspect to this
whole debate is the idea of intrinsic

value versus being a resource. For some
people, all of nature (including wilder-
ness) is just a resource to be used. For
‘resourcists’, nothing is sacred, nothing
has a right to exist for itself, outside of
the use humans can make of it. Other
people believe that the natural world
has a right to exist for itself as an inde-
pendent ‘more-than-human’ other.
Why more than human? This is the
term suggested by Abram (1996) who
argues that ‘we are human only in con-
tact, and conviviality, with what is not
human’. The wilderness is larger, older,
more diverse (and probably wiser!) than
we are. We evolved out of it millions of
years ago. If one believes in the intrinsic
value of wild places and nature, then
the idea of clearing and destroying all
our remaining wilderness (or of sending
extinct half the species on Earth) will be
profoundly disturbing. 

If one is a ‘resourcist’, one may just
shrug about species extinction and say
‘one can’t make an omelette without
breaking eggs’. I think it is important
to understand where we are coming
from in our attitude to the wild world.
It is of course possible to be a resourcist
and argue that wilderness needs to be
saved due to the resources (e.g. biodi-
versity) that it contains, and due to the
ecosystem services it provides humans.
Certainly such arguments get used all
the time. However, to only use resources
as the judge of the value of wilderness
is to accept that the resources of miner-
als and timber will often be seen to out-
weigh the value of biodiversity and
catchment protection. 

It comes down to whether you
think humans (as just one species
amongst millions) have the right to
substantially modify not just most of
the Earth, but all the remaining
wilderness remnants. Already humans
use, co-opt or suppress 40% of the
potential net primary productivity (i.e.
energy flow of ecosystems) of the
whole Earth (Vitousek 1986). At least
2 species are going extinct every hour

across the world due to habitat
destruction and other stresses (such as
exotic species introduction). Do we
have the right to change all the world,
to disturb every ecosystem? If we don’t
– then wilderness is something worth
fighting for.

To demonstrate the confusion of the
‘wilderness knot’ I will list wilderness
values and then list a table of the criti-
cisms made of wilderness (with my
own comments opposite each criticism).

Wilderness values 
The values of wilderness tradition-

ally assigned by wilderness conserva-
tionists can be listed (e.g. Mackay et al
1998, Brown, Robertson and Vang
1992, Washington 1991) as:

1) Scientific (evolutionary)
• a lifeboat for biodiversity (the bio-

geographic value of large areas, the
importance of gene pools in popula-
tions of native species)

• an area for continuing natural
evolution (i.e. minimally disturbed)

• an area with minimal edge effects
(e.g. fire, weeds, feral animals, pollu-
tion, dumping)

• an area for baseline scientific stud-
ies for comparison of how we are
changing other areas

• an area which protects water
catchments, soils, geodiversity (Wash-
ington 2001), etc

2) Social/ spiritual

• intrinsic value – wilderness has a
right to exist for itself, as in indepen-
dent, wild, more-than-human entity

• seeing society in perspective
• being one with the land –  feeling

a sense of wonder
• solitude in a crowded world
• an antidote to the stress of urban

life 
• freedom

3) Educational
• wilderness is a ‘living museum’ to

explain biodiversity, ecosystem
processes, geodiversity, etc

• allows education on the value of
wilderness for protection of water
resources, soils, biodiversity, etc

• education on unusual relict and
threatened unique species in wilder-
ness (e.g. Wollemi Pine)

4) Recreational / cultural
• physical activities to improve

health, such as walking, canoeing,
climbing

• visual arts and photography
• indirect enjoyment such as books

and films.

The ‘conservationist’ view of wilder-
ness above is thus positive - it sees
wilderness as of tremendous intrinsic
value, as well as having spiritual, edu-
cational and recreational value to
human society. ■

To be continued in Bulletin 206.
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Executive Director of the Colong Foundation, Keith Muir, receiving the Order of
Australia medal from Her Excellency Marie Bashir, Governor of NSW.



THE primary objective of bushfire
management is property protection,
which is best achieved next to the
asset to be protected. The draft fire
management strategy for the Blue
Mountains, however, emphasises the
number of hectares of national park
burnt and the kilometres of fire
roads maintained as the primary per-
formance indicators of effective
management. These proposed crite-
ria would divert resources away from
the assets to be protected. Although
priority is given to the bushland
areas next to private property, the
strategy places too much emphasis
and allocates too many resources on
control burning of remote areas. The
plan proposes a fifth of the national
park be frequently burned and in
this situation fire damages nature
conservation values. 

The report states there are only 15
to 30 days available to burn off the
park each year, so that while the
desire to do more burning in the
park is there, the environment does
not allow it. This constraint should
redirect effort back toward reducing
threats next to assets. The Strategy
does not refocus in this way, but
focuses burning on the warmer, drier
lower Mountains where there are
less difficulties with deliberate burn-
ing off.

The Strategy recognises that, as
with floods and droughts, society
must live with the threat of wild-
fires. To its credit the draft bushfire
strategy aims to manage protection
of all assets; those of the natural
environment, as well as on private
property. Areas of natural heritage at
high risk from inappropriate fire
regimes have been mapped on bush
fire suppression maps. The strategy
notes that World Heritage values can
be impacted by ‘inappropriate’ fire
regimes that compromise ecological
processes for eucalypt dominated
plant communities. The strategy also
notes that wilderness values are
damaged by construction of fire-
breaks and fire trails (roads).

The strategy warns that there are
risks to the local tourist-dependent
economy if fires destroy large areas
of the park. This would also be true
for a broad-area burning strategy,
although this is not mentioned. 

Fire risk is currently well
managed 

It could be argued that fire is well
managed in the Blue Mountains
because only 14 people have been
killed since 1911, and while 600
houses have been destroyed these
can be rebuilt. This loss of life com-
pares favourably with road fatalities
and is equivalent with rail fatalities
in the Blue Mountains over the same
period. This relatively low level of
mortality is particularly significant
as there is a 170 kilometre interface
between bushland and urban areas.
(Canberra, which is largely separated
from nearby national parks, suffered
relatively greater losses and these
losses can be attributed to national
capital’s lower level of bush fire pre-
paredness.)

The amount of fire management
is now about right and the proposed
additional fire management effort
could be counterproductive. If more
is done to control fires, there could
be more volunteers killed. Con-
trolled burn offs are dangerous,
especially on dead end fire trails in
remote, steep terrain, as is deploying
volunteers into remote areas by heli-
copter.

The management strategy identi-
fies three zones: asset protection;
strategic fire management; and her-
itage management. The Asset Pro-
tection Zone should be less than 100
metres wide adjacent to valuable
assets where bushland is regularly
burnt, slashed or the scrub removed
so that less than 8 tonnes/hectare of
flammable bush remains at any time
in this zone. Most of this zone is off-
park, with only 852 hectares pro-
posed for treatment on-park. 

Of far more concern to park man-
agement is the Strategic Fire Man-

agement Zone, which covers 58,943
hectares of the Blue Mountains
National Park, including much of the
Blue Labyrinth area, as well as Nar-
row Neck Peninsula. These areas are
to be subjected to burn offs up to
three kilometres wide, with up to 70
per cent of the area burnt every 7 to
15 years. In other words, this Zone
seeks to introduce a program of
broad area burning of national parks
by stealth.

It appears that the proposed burn-
ing off in the Blue Labyrinth area
closely corresponds with grassy envi-
ronments, except in areas adjoining
the towns and the Jensen’s remote
property on the Kings Tableland.
This broad area burning zone seems
to be a complete over-reaction to
recent fire events, as most of the
Blue Labyrinth burns rarely in fire
seasons and the Narrow Neck is
unlikely to carry a fire. In addition,
the forests below the southern
escarpment from Wentworth Falls to
Katoomba is proposed to be burnt
off, even though the areas below the
escarpment are well broken up by
wet forest areas. How wet forests are
to be effectively control burnt is not
explained.

The Strategic Fire Management
Zone should be greatly reduced in
size and its fire management should
preserve biodiversity.

The heritage zone on the other-
hand, includes significant proportion
of the declared wilderness area in
the park, and for this zone the prior-
ity of fire management is on con-
serving the natural environment.

Wildfire suppression zones over-
lay the above-mentioned fire man-
agement zones. These wildfire zones
locate the areas where various
strategies for fighting wildfires will
take place. The suppression strategy
defines a remote area zone that pro-
vides protection for the inner parts
of declared wilderness areas and a
semi remote zone which also
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includes wilderness. In these zones
fire fighting focuses on backburns
from fire trails and use of aircraft.
Use of earthmoving machinery is
supposed to avoid declared wilder-
ness, threatened species and other
sensitive sites, such as complex
rocky areas. 

The strategy recommends that
backburning should be the mini-
mum necessary to achieve fire sup-
pression, although it is believed that
the Rural Fire Service often uses fire
suppression activities to backburn
large areas of national park. 

The strategy for wildfire control is
more intense along the urban inter-
face where direct attack of the fire is
adopted, as well as the use of fire
retardants. While this sounds
enlightened, the entire strategy
would be advisory once a fire emer-
gency commences and the bulldoz-
ers move in.

Remote fire roads to be
upgraded

Apart from the areas of the Blue
Labyrinth proposed for frequent
burning, the extensive network of
permanent fire trails is the most con-
cerning feature of the strategy. Many
of these roads (and also powerlines)
could be upgraded and widened, and
made like the Scotts Main Range
Road, which is now so wide it in
places looks like a freeway construc-
tion site. There are 275 kilometres of
fire roads, in addition to 175 kilome-
tres of public roads in Blue Moun-
tains National Park. 

The fire roads are to be classified
into primary, secondary and dor-
mant. The treatment prescriptions
for these road types are not
described. It is a weakness of the
strategy that the public is unable to
gauge the extent and impact of road
maintenance upon park values.

It should be noted that the strat-
egy requires mandatory rehabilita-
tion of helipads, temporary fire roads
and hand tool lines as an integral
part of fire suppression operations.
This important feature of the strat-
egy ensures that the damage associ-
ated with fire suppression is consid-
erably reduced. ■
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THE Department of Environment
and Conservation (DEC) seems
determined to alienate itself from its
conservation supporters by allocating
NPWS identified wilderness to the
4WD vehicle and horseriding lobby.

Last May a Discussion Paper on
Access Management wrongly rec-
ommended that provision for
horseriding, 4WD vehicles and trail
bikes should be the park manage-
ment priority within the Far South
Coast Escarpment Parks outside of
declared wilderness, including
within extensive areas of identified
wilderness that remain unprotected
(e.g. the central Deua Valley).

Plenty of 4WD roads off-
park

The 4WD roads in the Far South
Coast Escarpment Parks are actually
a very small proportion of total 4WD
roads in the region (less than 7 per
cent or 443 km 4WD roads are on-
park versus 6,584 km off-park). The
proportion of 4WD roads on-park
within identified wilderness is even
smaller (less than 5 per cent of total
4WD roads in the region).

There are perfectly good, scenic
roads outside protected areas for
4WD use; and the demands of high
impact users who want to drive in
circles through wilderness escarp-
ment parks should be accommo-
dated off-park.

It is a nonsense for the Depart-
ment to claim that the majority of
roads outside protected areas in the
region do not fully provide for all the
requirements of vehicle-based recre-
ation. Horseriders are similarly
catered for on private and other
public lands.

There is no case to justify alien-
ation of precious wilderness for high
impact recreation. It is because DEC
focuses on access within park

boundaries that it makes the mis-
take of proposing access to high-
impact users as if protected areas
were any other land. 

The paper proposes trail bike and
horseriding development of Monga
National Park that would degrade
this very biodiverse and intact park.
There are also proposals for promo-
tion of 4WD tourist roads through
the Southern Escarpment Parks as
alternative routes to existing west to
east routes from the tablelands to
the coast, such as the Kings High-
way and the Araluen Road. Promot-
ing park roads as through roads will
increase wildlife kills, unnecessarily
fragment habitat and cause other
significant environmental impacts,
such as arson. The experience of
Royal National Park, which has lost
its big marsupials due to road kills,
will be repeated for an increase in
‘windscreen tourism’.

Departmental Bias
The Access Discussion Paper is

biased against the protection of
identified wilderness areas as no
option is presented that protects
wilderness values outside declared
wilderness areas. 

The Discussion Paper is simply a
propaganda tool to justify the mis-
management of the unprotected
wilderness areas. The paper, which
will guide the development of the
plan of management, encourages
submissions on illegal horseriding
and 4WD vehicle access into
declared wilderness. The proposed
routes for access loops mention
options through declared wilderness
such as the excision of the very steep
Turtle Road and Gollarribee Road so
as to create extra road loops in
national parks. Why mention such
alternatives if not to invite comment
on an illegal activity?

DEC’s one-eyed vision
for Far South Coast
Escarpment Parks

continued on page 11
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Local community and access lob-
bies are voices that need to be heard
in developing park management but
these lobbies are hostile to national
parks, believing national parks are
repositories for bushfires, weeds and
feral animals. The Department has
the mistaken belief that it can co-opt
these lobbies into national park sup-
porters by giving them the access. At
the same time the access paper is
biased against bushwalking, which
was not considered.

Similar access arguments will be
mounted by other lobby groups, such
as hunters, bee keepers, miners and
loggers and if these interests gain
ascendancy in park management,
parks could eventually become mul-
tiple use zones. The Coalition, who
has a policy of delegating more
power to park advisory committees,
could let such development have
access bit by bit over a period of
years. Even the Labor Party could

succumb to park development if the
Department goes soft on conserva-
tion. 

Environmental Impacts
The discussion paper advances a

proposal for horseriding from Alpine
to Bendethera, which would mean
horseriding through the centre of
the Deua Wilderness. This would
generate a series of horse camp
related environmental impacts,
including trampling of river bed veg-
etation and subsequent bank ero-
sion, establishment of horse yards,
introduction of exotic weeds and
grasses at horse camps, loss of
native vegetation and camp rubbish.

The proposal to continue to allow
horseriding on the Corn Trail in
Monga National Park is unwise as it
is too narrow and too steep. The
deep ruts in this track were caused
by horseriding, demonstrating its
unsuitability, yet the Department
does not act on local evidence of
unsuitable use. 

The paper’s recommendations

appear to advance the objective of
increasing local tourism through
promotion of 4WD vehicle use and
horseriding within the Far South
Coast Escarpment Parks. This strat-
egy is needlessly biased against the
protection of these wilderness
parks and will run the gauntlet of
major ongoing controversy with
the NSW environment movement. 

The Department plans to main-
tain all the 4WD roads on-park cur-
rently in use, including those in the
identified wilderness. This develop-
ment vision replicates access for all
strategy planned for the South East
Forests National Park. The environ-
ment movement is currently fight-
ing for healthy rivers and biodiver-
sity but wilderness threats are
placed on a different plane. The
environment movement knows its
responsibility toward future genera-
tions, wildlife and wild places for
which national parks were created
and will rise to the occasion when-
ever the opportunity to defend
wilderness arises. ■

LACK OF PARK
PLANS CRITICISED 
Less than one third of the state’s

national parks and reserves have

plans governing what goes on inside

their boundaries. The Auditor Gen-

eral, Bob Sendt, found the NSW

National Parks and Wildlife Service

“cannot readily determine how well

it conserves and protects our natural

and cultural heritage.” While this did

not mean the service was not effec-

tive, it showed it did not have any

clear process for determining how it

was managing its 5.9 million hectare

estate. The report said the national

parks estates concentrated on

coastal areas leaving potentially sig-

nificant land in the west of the state

unprotected. There was also tension

over the service’s duties to protect

reserved areas while providing

opportunities for the public to enjoy

the land.

Stephanie Peatling SMH 17.6.2004

TO SAVE SPECIES
SAVE THEIR
HABITAT 
Eighty-five percent of the state’s

Brush-tailed Rock wallabies are

found in the Macleay Gorges, with

populations still large and geneti-

cally healthy. The area is the largest

remaining stronghold of this threat-

ened species in the state, an area of

almost “untouched” prime habitat.

In the past the Foundation for

National Parks has bought prime

habitat to save the Yellow-footed

Rock wallaby. The species bounced

back from the brink of extinction,

which proved suitable habitat is one

of the keys to rock wallaby survival.

The Foundation is now running an

appeal to save the Brush-tailed Rock

wallaby.

Carmen Welss, Public Relations

Manager for the Foundation of

National Parks and Wildlife, in the

National Parks Journal of NSW,

April 2003

If laws needed to be changed to

legitimise commercial filming in

national parks it should have been

done in a timely way with commu-

nity consultation that a change in

use of community property decently

demands. National parks belong to

the people and their primary pur-

pose is nature conservation.

National parks do not exist merely

for the convenience of the film

industry or any other commercial

activity.

Hut News June 2004.

Is there any reason why the ideal of

beauty could not become an

accepted goal of national policy ... if

we can accept the role of steward

and depart from the role of con-

queror, if we can accept the view

that man and nature are inseparable

parts of the unified whole, then Tas-

mania can be a shining beacon in a

dull, uniform and largely artificial

world.

Olegas Truchanas, 

quoted in Hut News, May 2004

Blue Mtns NP Draft Fire Strategy
continued on page 10



THE NSW Parliament passed the
controversial Filming Approval Bill
on Friday June 4 following substan-
tial amendment by the NSW Greens.
The legislation ends a month long
debate regarding the consequences
of a Land and Environment Court
judgement that found filming of the
Stealth military adventure movie in
the Grose Wilderness to be illegal.

The new legislation preserves the
primary Court finding that commer-
cial feature filming is illegal in
wilderness areas but creates a bad
precedent by setting up a parallel
development approval process out-
side the framework of the National
Parks and Wildlife Act.

A week before the passage of the
Bill, and at the request of well-
known Mountains identity Mick
Dark, Environment Minister, Bob
Debus convened a roundtable meet-
ing between environment groups
and the film industry. The Minister
agreed at the meeting that the film-
ing legislation would be substan-
tially amended to retain existing
environmental protections equiva-
lent to that in the Parks Act before
the ‘Stealth’ court decision. This was
only partly achieved. The Environ-
ment Minister can now ignore the
powerful conservation objects and
management principles enshrined in
NSW National Parks and Wilderness
laws when considering filming
approvals.

The Minister’s position was con-
tradicted by expert legal advice from
Tim Robertson, SC, who acted for the
environment groups. Mr Robertson
explained that the purpose of the
Filming Approval Bill was to autho-
rise filming and a reference to the
objects of the National Parks Act
could not remove the power of the
Minister to approve filming opera-

tions or stop an approval. The Gov-
ernment, however, wanted to give a
clear political signal and sided with
the film industry, not nature conser-
vation on this point.

Third party rights weakened
A key concern with the legislation

was the retention of the rights of cit-
izens to enforce protection of
national parks in Court. Environ-
ment Minister, Bob Debus, claimed
the legislation did not remove “the
right of people to enforce environ-
mental laws and consent conditions”
but he then demonstrated that he
was wrong by accepting a compro-
mise Greens amendment to partly
restore these rights. Unfortunately
any public enforcement of consent
conditions is now virtually impossi-
ble, as citizens must wait 30 days
before they can act. Such action
would occur long after filming has
finished. 

In an attempted rescue, the Coali-
tion supported a Democrat amend-
ment to remove this unreasonable
impediment to third party rights. As
the numbers in the Upper House
were not sufficient for the amend-
ment to pass, Arthur Chesterfield-
Evans for Democrats did not force a
vote on this amendment.

For making a stand in defence of
the Grose Wilderness, Mick Dark,
Jenny Kee, Hugh Paterson, Marie
LeBreton, Dave Simmons and Emily
Coleing were arrested on April 26.
They were charged with obstructing
access to an AFG Talons Productions
film crew, the makers of ‘Stealth’. A
month later they pleaded guilty to
the charge before Magistrate George
Zdenkowski in Katoomba Local
Court.

The Magistrate classified their
actions as “civil disobedience” which
he described as having “a long and

distinguished history”. The Magis-
trate found that the act of obstruct-
ing what was later found to be illegal
filming did not legitimise the act of
obstruction. In these circumstances
to plead guilty for a morally justifi-
able act that was also a technically
illegal act and then to present one-
self at Court for punishment from
the legal system is honourable
behaviour. The Magistrate noted that
no property was damaged and that
the protest had been conducted in a
very civil manner. Such solidarity
with the wilderness cause and
respect for the rule law inspires
regard for the environment with reg-
ulators and enforcement authorities. 

The Filming Approval Bill still
requires the Environment Minister
to have regard to heritage values and
to be satisfied that the siting and the
timing of the filming, as far as prac-
ticable, minimises the impact on
heritage and park visitors. The
‘Stealth’ controversy demonstrates
that the NSW environment move-
ment is equal to the task defending
our parks in court, Parliament, on
the street and in the bush. If devel-
opment interests attempt to intro-
duce special approval legislation in
national parks like that provided to
the film industry they may find
themselves back were they started. ■
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Filming Approval Bill
passed by Parliament
Wilderness defenders face court, and plead
guilty to uphold the law

MEETING DATES
Meetings will be held
in our Kent St office
at 2pm on July 22nd,
August 5th and 19th
and September 2nd

and 16th.


