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HOPE E-news Bulletin – Special Edition, 2020 #10 --- October 2020
The following items have been gathered from various e: newsletters received by HOPE in recent times; and/or prepared
specifically by HOPE members and supporters. If you have any news to contribute, please forward to
office@hopeaustralia.org.au . Deadline for articles is 15th day of the month.

Editorial
Welcome to this Special Edition of our newsletter on National Parks and Nature Reserves.
We feature articles on the importance of protecting the National Parks estate we already have, while also increasing the
extent and number of reserves for the benefit of our community.
With the Queensland State Government Election on 31 October, we reflect upon the successes and failures of the
Queensland government's strategy to protect national parks and we encourage everyone to support the Queensland
Conservation Council’s campaign by signing the petition to compel Queensland's government to protect national park land.
Lastly, we hold our Annual General Meeting in November and ask members to consider nominating for a position on the
management committee (Toowoomba residents) or admin support (local & remote). Please contact the HOPE office if you
are interested.
Regards,
Daniela Dal’Castel, Newsletter Editor – HOPE Inc.

The Development and Decay of National Parks in Queensland (a historical
perspective)
By Peter Ogilvie - President, Wildlife Preservation Society of Qld
National parks in Queensland are presently experiencing an unprecedented attack by private developers and
politicians. The outcomes and potential consequences of these threats are discussed later in the article.
Over a little more than a century, Queensland has developed a highly protected system of national parks. In order to
fully understand and appreciate how that developed and why it is essential to maintain it and fight for it, the following
account provides a brief history of the evolution of such parks in the State, and also nationally and globally.
The first national parks
The first national park in the world was Yellowstone National Park in the United States of America. The Act
establishing that park was passed on 1 March 1872 and signed by Ulysses S. Grant (President), Schuyler Colfax
(Vice-President) and James G. Blaine (Speaker of the House). It read, in part, as follows:
An Act to set apart a certain tract of land lying near the headwaters of the Yellowstone River as a public
park. Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled. That the tract of land in the Territories of Montana and Wyoming …. Is hereby
reserved and withdrawn from settlement, occupancy, or sale under the laws of the Unites States, and
dedicated and set apart as a public park or pleasure ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people,
and all persons who shall locate, or settle upon, or occupy the same or any part thereof, except as
hereinafter provided, shall be considered trespassers and removed there from….
Seven years later (1879), the New South Wales government established Australia’s first national park, Royal National
Park. This was done as a reserve under the Crown Lands Alienation Act 1861. The declaration provided for a Board
of Trustees which operated under a deed of grant. The Royal National Park Deed of Grant read, in part, as follows:
And we do hereby empower the Trustees of the National Park in their discretion to set apart and use
such portions of the said Park as they may from time to time think necessary for the purpose of the
following, that is to say, first, ornamental plantations, lawns, and gardens; second, zoological gardens;
third, racecourses; fourth, cricket, or any other lawful game; fifth, rifle butt or artillery range; sixth
exercise or encampment of Military or Naval forces; seventh, bathing places; eighth, for any public

amusement or purpose which the Governor for the time being may from time to time by notification in
the Government Gazette, declare to be an amusement or purpose for which the said National Park, or
any portion or portions thereof, may be used. And we hereby declare that it shall be lawful for the
Trustees of the National Park to grant licences to mine upon and under the said land for and to take
away and dispose of, as the licensees may think fit, all coal, lime, stone, clay, brick, earth or other
mineral (exception gold or silver) that may be found in the said lands for such period….
Extracts from the American legislation and the NSW
deed of grant are quoted to make it clear that the
protection of native plants and animals was not a
primary consideration in setting these areas aside.
Yellowstone contained spectacular geothermal
activity (geysers, bubbling mud etc.), and Royal
offered an escape from the many issues that
inhabitants of the nearby expanding city (Sydney)
had to contend with at that time. It’s reasonable to
assume that the term ‘national park’ was imported
from America where it was a park under national
jurisdiction. Australia didn’t have a national
government at that time.

Boiling River in Yellowstone National Park
Source: https://fullsuitcase.com/boiling-river-yellowstone

Canada followed this emerging trend and
established its first park, Banff National Park, in
1885. The other Australian States took their lead
from NSW with the establishment of Belair National
Park in South Australia (1891), Tower Hill National
Park in Victoria (1892), John Forrest (Greenmount)
National Park in Western Australia (1898), Barron
Falls National Park in Queensland (1900) and Mt
Field National Park in Tasmania (1916).

All of these declarations were one-off exercises, established either under their own special act of parliament (e.g.
Tower Hill National Park Act 1892 in Victoria) or as a reserve under the relevant Land Act (e.g. Crown Lands Alienation
Act 1861 in NSW, Land Act 1895 in WA, The Land Act 1897 in Qld). Furthermore, they were run by Board of Trustees
or independent boards, with the exception of Barron Falls NP which was run by the Department of Rural Lands.
Queensland’s early national park legislation and administration
Queensland took a giant step forward in 1906 by passing The State
Forests and National Parks Act of 1906. This was the first legislation in
Australia providing State-wide control over declaration and administration
of national parks established under its provisions. In fact, no other
equivalent jurisdiction-wide legislation for national parks anywhere in the
world prior to 1906 has yet come to light. By way of comparison, NSW
didn’t pass legislation to bring together the administration of national parks
until 1967 (National Parks and Wildlife Act 1967).
The administering body in Queensland was the Forestry Sub-department
which, at that time, was a relatively autonomous component of the
Department of Rural Lands. This meant that Queensland politicians
established the legislation and framework for the declaration and
management of a State-wide system of national parks decades ahead of
all the other States. Two politicians at that time deserve considerable
credit for such forward-thinking action – Joshua Thomas Bell, then
Minister for Public Lands, and Robert Martin Collins, the Member for
Albert in the Legislative Assembly (1896-99) and the first advocate for
protecting an area that subsequently became Lamington National Park.
Bell’s electorate took in the Bunya Mountains, part of which became the
second national park in Queensland under the new Act.
The legislation (The State Forests and National Parks Act of 1906) was brief and to the point, relying on subsequent
regulations to establish the necessary procedures and constraints. However, it did contain a couple of farsighted
clauses. Firstly, revoking all or part of a declared national park would require a special act of Parliament. At a time
when the land selection process (hence the phrase “on our selection”) was in full flight to open up the State, that was
a brave political move. In his speech introducing the legislation, Minister Bell told members that there was no point in
lobbying him if they wanted land in a national park; they would have to convince the whole Parliament. That
requirement has been diluted in more recent times whereby revocation merely requires the passing of a regulation.

And secondly, it prevented mining in a national park. In some Australian States, there is still a legal capacity to mine
a national park. These provisions provided the first inkling that some people were seeing national parks not just as
areas of great scenic beauty, but areas where the whole landscape needed to be protected.
The move to place administration of national parks with the Forestry
Sub-department was an interesting and, I would suggest, a similarly
far-sighted decision. Foresters were, at that time, the only
professionals trained to look after forests, albeit for an extractive
purpose. Nevertheless, they were trained to nurture the forest and
to manage fire and other threats. This was done contrary to the
prevailing administrative procedures in all other States where each
park was controlled separately by a Board of Trustees or by some
other independent board (e.g. the Scenery Preservation Board in
Tasmania). That frequently meant that the relevant Board had to
‘sell’ some of the park to developers in order to finance general park
management.

Timber Reserve, Queensland
Source:
/www.timberqueensland.com.au/Growin
g/resources.aspx

Being managed by Forestry in Queensland allowed that organisation to
consider the establishment and management of new parks on a State-wide
basis. Forestry already had a State-wide workforce, many of whom were
keen to protect some areas from harvesting and other forms of exploitation.
Furthermore, Forestry already administered a substantial percentage of the
forested areas of the State in the form of State Forests and Timber
Reserves. Timber production from native forests was a major industry, and
governments across the country in the late 1800s and early 1900s made
sure that substantial areas were set aside for that purpose. Consequently, it
was not a major battle to convert some of these areas into national parks.
Many of the early parks of size and substance had previously been State
Forest or Timber Reserve land (e.g. Lamington NP, Bunya Mountains NP,
Eungella NP).

The first
national
park declared under the new legislation was a small
area (131 hectares) on Tamborine Mountain, set
aside by proclamation on 26 March 1908 – Witches
Falls National Park. There is an interesting story
associated with that declaration. Four months later,
Bunya Mountains National Park of 9105 hectares
was declared in Minister Bell’s electorate. Bell had
been keen to set aside an area that is now part of
Lamington National Park, but the local member was
hostile to the idea. How that eventually came about
in 1915 is another fascinating story that had positive
consequences for Queensland’s developing
national park estate.
The declaration of Lamington was the first time that a national park was being discussed in terms of its value in
protecting native plants and animals as well as providing a location for certain form of recreation. These matters were
refined over the ensuing decades as people came
to appreciate that the many forms of development
Tamborine Mountain, Queensland
Source: https://visittamborinemountain.com.au/things-to-do-onour natural resources were subjected to –
tamborine-mountain-2/
agriculture, grazing, mining, urbanisation etc. – had
destructive consequences for our native wildlife.
Changing attitudes to nature conservation
There is insufficient space here to document how national parks progressively became regarded as one of the primary
strategies for protecting plants, animals and landscapes. Suffice it to say that, after World War II, nature conservation
began demanding more attention globally. This was assisted in no small measure by the establishment of the
International Union for the Conservation of Nature (IUCN) at Fontainebleau, France, on 5 October 1948 (though it
was titled IUPN at that time).
IUCN membership is restricted to national governments, government agencies and appropriate non-government
organisations (NGOs). It presently has 1,400 members from governments and NGOs in 170 countries. Amongst its
many achievements, IUCN has established the Red List of Threatened Species and the Protected Area Categories
(in which national parks are prominent as areas of high protection). These became the gold standard for the world.

Queensland’s Nature Conservation Act 1992 used the IUCN categories as the basis for the many classes of protected
area provided for in that legislation.

IUCN Opening Ceremony, Hawaii, 2016
Source: www.vacne.org.vn/mcd-participated-in-the-iucn-worldconservation-congress-2016-in-hawaii/e2902.html

Over its period of responsibility for national
parks (1908-75), Forestry developed and
defended a strongly protective approach to
management. The primary form of access was
by walking track, and resort development was
kept outside park land. Binna Burra Lodge and
O’Reilly’s Rainforest Retreat are prime
examples. The only exceptions were when the
government of the day decreed that resorts
should be permitted on a small number of
Barrier Reef islands that were totally national
park (e.g. Lizard Island, Hinchinbrook Island
and Wilson Island). Establishing resorts
adjacent to the park was not an option. This
strongly protective approach contrasted
markedly with other States. In NSW, for
example, parks were run by boards of trustees
until 1967, and those boards frequently had to
encourage development in order to obtain
finance to carry out normal management
requirements.

The whole nature conservation scene changed markedly across Australia from 1967 with the establishment of the
National Parks and Wildlife Service in NSW. For the first time anywhere in Australia, there was recognition that
national parks and wildlife should be administered by the same organisation. Most other States followed the NSW
lead and, in 1975, the Bjelke-Petersen Government established the Queensland National Parks and Wildlife Service
as a sub-department of the Department of Lands. After 67 years, national parks moved from Forestry.
The national park philosophy and the cardinal principle
The national park philosophy that evolved in Forestry was
developed and implemented by two long-term senior
decision-makers in that organisation – Vic (Peter) Grenning,
Director/Conservator of Forests 1932-64, and Clarrie Trist,
Secretary of the Department 1919-53. That approach, not
surprisingly, involved some notorious clashes with their
political masters. Perhaps the most memorable of these
involved the revocation of Hayman Island National Park in
October 1961. This had far-reaching consequences for
subsequent revocation attempts by governments (e.g. the
unsuccessful revocation of part of the park on Lindeman
Island).
Forestry also formalised, in the 1950s and 1960s, its
approach to selecting new national parks. This was based
on identifying areas that were representative samples of the
range of vegetation types and animal communities in the
State. This was formalised in the 1970s with the
establishment of biogeographic regions for assessing and
selecting new areas for national park status. This was
another Australian first.

Hayman Island National Park, Queensland.
Source: www.expedia.com.au/Hayman-Island

In 1959, Forestry had the opportunity to enshrine its strongly protective approach to national park management in
new legislation. Forestry was in the process of becoming a full department with a new Act to administer – the Forestry
Act 1959. One clause in that Act was entitled Principle of management of National Parks and read as follows: The
cardinal principle to be observed in the management of National Parks shall be the permanent preservation, to the
greatest possible extent, of their natural condition and the Conservator of Forests shall exercise his powers under
this Part of this Act in such manner as appears to him most appropriate to achieve this objective.

This quite powerful statement encapsulated the long-term
Forestry philosophy, but went a giant step further by making
it enforceable by law. It was subsequently embedded in the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1975 and its successor, the
Nature Conservation Act 1992 (NC Act) where it presently
reads as follows: A national park is to be managed to provide,
to the greatest possible extent, for the permanent
preservation of the area’s natural condition and the protection
of the area’s cultural resources and values.
Barron Gorge National Park, Queensland.

The legal and ethical strength of the cardinal principle is the
foundation on which national park management has been
built since the Forestry Act 1959 came into force on 1
January 1960.

The Newman Government and Palaszczuk Government attack on national parks
The cardinal principle was an impregnable barrier to
inappropriate development proposals in national parks
until 2013 when the Newman Government took a
machete to the Act as part of its emasculation of virtually
all legislation relating to protection of the natural
environment.
The cardinal principle was a primary target. To delete it
would have caused an uproar. So, they subtly amended
the Act to specify that certain developments were no
longer subject to the cardinal principle. One of those
developments was the establishment of ecotourism
facilities, a euphemism for tourist resorts, inside national
parks. They were no longer subject to the cardinal
principle or any of the other management principles.
Queensland's Environment Minister says Campbell Newman's
government had an "appalling" environmental record.
Source: www.abc.net.au AAP: Dan Peled

The subtlety of the amendment made it difficult for most
people to comprehend what had been done, without an
intimate understanding of the legislation. That allowed
the government to say, in confected innocence, it hadn’t
removed or amended the cardinal principle. To add insult
to injury, the Palaszczuk Government made an election
commitment to restore the cardinal principle. It made
some minor amendments to the Act and announced it
had met the commitment. That was entirely untrue.
Subsequently that government has used the Newman
amendments to authorise two resort areas in Main
Range National Park and has called for expressions of
interest to do the same in Hinchinbrook, Great Sandy (Cooloola section) and Whitsunday Island National Parks.
Similar resort construction is proposed on the Wangetti Trail project between Cairns and Port Douglas.
One sad aspect of this invasion of national park is
that the Department of Environment and Science
Conservation groups fear the Palaszczuk Government will fail to
(DES), which is legally responsible for managing
honour its election promise to protect 17 per cent of Queensland's
national parks, has been effectively relegated to
wilderness.
Source: www.abc.net.au / Bilson8
servant status. The whole exercise is being run by
the Department of Innovation and Tourism Industry
Development (DITID). It runs the whole process under its Queensland Ecotourism Trails Program; it calls for
expressions of interest, assesses them, and ultimately tells DES what, where and to whom leases need to be issued.
All press releases have come from the Minister for DITID, and the Environment Minister has been regrettably silent
and subservient.
What is often not fully appreciated is the long-term damage resulting from resort development deep in the wilderness
component of national parks. Apart from the physical damage to the construction site, there are issues relating to (a)
access for maintenance and supply of food and other essentials, (b) disposal of sewage, waste material and other

pollutants, (c) water supply issues, (d) enhanced incidence of fire, plus damage resulting from special fire protection
measures, (e) road and/or helicopter access for a range of services, and (f) enhanced opportunities for introducing
weeds and diseases (e.g. myrtle rust and chytrid fungus). In addition, the indisputable effects of climate change on
our native wildlife make it essential that these refuge areas remain as intact as possible.
The following is an extract from my letter to Minister Enoch on this topic:
For goodness sake, these parks are our primary defence against the loss of our native wildlife. To
contemplate weakening or even walking away from the protection they provide is frightening. A frequent
response to that statement is to say that only a small area is involved, so what is the problem? Well,
history has shown that the type of development contemplated can presage a cancer-like growth where
ultimately the private facilities dictate the management direction of the park. Such facilities will also
consume park staff time and effort, distracting them from their primary purpose.
Conclusion
This decay of national park principles and management is all happening in the context of what is now the worst record
in Australia for the declaration of national parks and other protected areas. The Queensland Government has
committed to 17% of the State being in declared protected areas as recommended by the Conference of Parties to
the Convention of Biological Diversity. However, it is less than half way to achieving that goal, and has the poorest
record of all Australian States. Whilst fully appreciating and acknowledging that the world is a different place as we
combat a disabling covid-19 pandemic, there is no reason to inflict a potentially destructive development-epidemic on
our valuable and irreplaceable national parks. This trashing of 100 years of national park history in Queensland needs
to stop. I can say that with knowledge and feeling because I was part of that proud history for 46 years.

Reprint of Wildlife Preservation Society (WPS) Queensland - President’s Report, July 2020
Sadly, certain attitudes towards protected areas, particularly national parks, have changed in recent times. Their
nature conservation values are being largely disregarded (or given passing lip service) and they are being treated as
unused land which is available to the highest bidder. The following comments have been prompted by a recent issue
involving apiary sites on national parks.
There was a time when there was a general understanding by the community (including, dare I say it, politicians) that
the primary purpose of a national park was to protect our native plants and animals, plus the landscapes on which
(and in which) those wildlife species live, to form stable and sustainable ecosystems.
There was also a reasonable understanding that such national parks offered distinct benefits for people in the form
of enhanced water and air quality, climate mitigation and adaptation, carbon sinks, disaster risk reduction (these being
examples of what are generally known as ecosystem services), scientific research, and certain forms of recreation
(by locals and tourists) that result in minimal environmental damage.
The Queensland legislation enshrining these matters is the Nature
Conservation Act 1992 (NC Act). It contains a management principle for
national parks, known in the legislation as the cardinal principle. It reads as
follows: A national park is to be managed to provide, to the greatest possible
extent, for the permanent preservation of the area’s natural condition and the
protection of the area’s cultural resources and values. Naming it the cardinal
principle meant that all other management principles (relating to education,
tourism and recreation) were subservient to it. It was first written into statute
in the Forestry Act 1959 (under which national parks were administered until
1975) and the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1975 which was replaced by
the NC Act in 1992.
As I have explained in previous articles, the 2013 amendments to the NC Act by the Newman Government completely
undermined the cardinal principle by allowing tourist resorts (euphemistically defined as ecotourism facilities) to be
constructed on national parks, regardless of the requirements of that management principle. The Palaszczuk
Government refused to repeal that amendment. It is exceptionally disappointing that no politician of any persuasion
in government or opposition has seen fit to challenge this approach to national parks.

Two such resort facilities have now been constructed in Main Range
National Park; a tender has been selected for a similar exercise in the
Cooloola section of Great Sandy National Park; and tenders have been
sought for other parks (including Hinchinbrook Island and Whitsunday
Island).
Now a further affront to the cardinal principle is being contemplated. As
part of the South East Queensland Forest Agreement (SEQFA) process,
involving the transfer of a number of State Forests in the SE corner of the
State to national park status, certain users of those forests were given a
very reasonable period of time to relocate because what they were doing
was not appropriate on national park land.
Beekeepers were given 20 years (from 2004 until 2024) to phase out their
operations on national parks and find other locations on which to place
their hives. It was made clear at the time, as part of the SEQFA process,
that beekeeping was not an appropriate commercial operation on national
parks. It was also explained that honey bees were not native animals, and
their presence, by way of a legal authority, was contrary to the cardinal
principle. The same rationale applies to grazing by cattle and sheep in
national parks. Section 184 of the NC Act contains a transitional provision
allowing beekeeping to continue on those transferred State Forest areas
until 31 December 2024, despite the cardinal principle which would prevent
it under normal circumstances.
The 20-year phase-out period was considered very reasonable at the time. It now
appears that little has been done to comply with that requirement, and a further 20 years
is being sought for hives in 49 national parks. It would be far too cynical to suggest this
has been raised almost five years before the expiry date during this covid period when
governments are bending over backwards to accommodate all businesses.
The Department of Environment and Science (DES) has written to WPSQ advising that
“The Queensland Government is therefore considering whether to amend the NC Act
and extend beekeeping on these 49 national parks for a further 20 years until 31
December 2044”. We have been asked whether we wished to make a submission on
the matter. We have been given eight business days to make that submission. Again,
it would be extremely cynical to suggest that an eight-day consultation period for a 20year phase out with four and a half years left to run looks awfully like the consultation is
purely window-dressing.
The Department’s information sheet on this matter makes the following statement in
defence of the proposed action: “there is insufficient evidence of the ecological impacts of commercial beekeeping to
justify its complete removal from national parks….” This is a breathtaking statement in terms of its potential implication
for introduced species across the board, but there is insufficient space to explore that further here. In addition, the
same information sheet states elsewhere: “Commercial beekeeping is considered inconsistent with the cardinal
management principle of national parks.” Suffice it to say, both statements do seem to be in conflict with each other.
Please don’t be confused by any argument suggesting our forests need European honey bees for pollination. Our
native flowering plants have managed quite happily for several million years without them, employing the services of
native bees, flying foxes, butterflies, honeyeaters and a host of other native animals. It is our agricultural industries
that benefit most from honey bees (though the honey is also quite nice).
Just like tourist resorts, we believe that beehives should be established on private land outside national parks. I think
the above discussion suggests reasonably clearly that Wildlife Queensland will be opposing a 20-year extension for
beekeeping on national parks.
Best wishes
Peter Ogilvie, WPSQ President

National Parks: Legacy to our children
Our natural world – our wildlife, landscapes and Indigenous heritage some of Queensland’s most important assets are deteriorating. Although
Queensland has very high biodiversity it has the smallest proportion of
its land in protected areas (just over 8%), well short of other states and
the UN international target (17%).
Much of our biodiversity, including critical habitats and climate refuges
for native plant and animal species, such as inland wetlands, remain
outside protected areas. This means little to no dedicated management
of multiple threats, and risks remain from potential land use change. We
urgently need more and better-connected protected areas, and better
resourced natural areas management as outlined in the Queensland
protected areas financial sustainability strategy1
Benefits of National Parks For more than a century Queensland’s
national parks and other protected areas have enjoyed the continuous
support of all governments. We value these beautiful, biologically and
culturally rich places with their unique wildlife and Indigenous places.
They have inspired generations. They underpin a large part of our
tourism industry and provide many benefits:

Future legacy - A world-class national park and protected area system
bequeathed to future generations.
Personal connection with nature - We love our national parks, their wild
areas and nature and the rich experiences, memories, adventures and
holidays they give us.
Rural and Regional Employment - Opportunities for economic and social
renewal in regional Queensland with increased jobs and investment
associated with tourism.
Ecotourism - This significant industry for Queensland has strong national
and international markets – which are growing. A more extensive mosaic
of parks highlighting our unique natural heritage will underpin its continued
success.
Indigenous peoples - For First Nations, a key source of identity, meaning
and health. Opportunities for employment, Indigenous owned tourismrelated business, protecting cultural heritage and supporting traditional
land management practices.
Water - Protected catchments that secure water reserves and water quality
for communities and the agricultural sector.
Agriculture - Ecosystem services of nearby protected areas include water
security, erosion control, soil fertility, native species pollination and natural
pest control, disease management and climate enhancement/mitigation.
CO2 - Low cost and reliable means to help meet
greenhouse gas emission targets by protecting the
carbon rich forests, grasslands and wetlands that store
carbon.
Health and well-being - Significant contributions to
personal mental and physical health and community
well-being by providing benefits including places for
nature-based recreational activity and reflection.
Increased investment in acquisition and management of
national parks is one of the most cost effective and
secure ways to save native wildlife and their habitats,
especially with the threat of climate change and
associated bushfires and floods. Such investment will
also help secure the future of the tourism industry and
support regional employment.

Key Facts
• Offset of $29 billion in health costs from all
Australian National Parks
• $2.6 billion in annual visitor spend generated by
Queensland National Parks
• Over 17,000 jobs supported - mostly in
Queensland regional areas
• Economic value of all pollinators of crops
estimated at $5.6 billion. National parks provide
natural pollinators to supplement commercial bees.
• Annual QPWS budget: $319m (2019/2020) about
half the cost of 11 kms new motorway ($662m)
• Source of new pharmaceuticals - Nature is a main
source of drug discovery
• Increasing number of threatened species - 400
more since 2007 (1000 in 2020)
• National parks are often the natural headwaters of
our water supply

Queensland Park Rangers
Source: www.des.qld.gov.au/ourdepartment/employment/park-rangers

The Big Issues
Lost Opportunities: National parks are our most effective tool for protecting and managing wildlife habitat, because
they are the only public land use dedicated to conservation backed up by the authority of the state.
In the past five years, 175 very high priority properties identified for national park acquisition have gone on the market
and been sold mostly for ongoing agricultural use. The properties cover about 241,000 ha of land with high value
habitats for 160 threatened species, including the koala, black-throated finch, painted honeyeater, squatter pigeon
and yakka skink. These opportunities to expand national parks and the species they support have been lost due to
the ongoing lack of any meaningful budget for new acquisitions.
Funding for Management: Queensland Government funding for new national parks has fallen by 65% over the past
7 years. Underfunding compromises ability to undertake fire management, pest and weed control, interpretation and
visitor management.
Loss of Biodiversity: There are 1000 threatened species listed under
the Queensland Nature Conservation Act 1992, 400 more since 2007.
The dominant threats include tree clearing, inappropriate activities,
pests and weeds, climate change and livestock grazing.
Using Nature to Drive Economic Recovery: Parks are economic
powerhouses - Queensland’s national parks are a powerful drawcard for
locals and tourists from Australia and around the world. National parks
associated spending by visitors in Queensland is about $4.4 billion every
year, of which $2.6 billion is directly generated by national parks,
supporting over 17,000 jobs mostly in regional Queensland.
Recognising Return on Investment: Investment in parks is estimated
to generate at least a nine-fold return on investment due to the positive
economic impact on businesses and jobs in regional Queensland.
Community Support: In a 2017 Galaxy poll, over 80% of Australians
agreed more land should be protected in national parks and reserves.
Roy Morgan polling in 2018 found that 72% of Australians would like to
have more national parks and nature reserves and that “buying land for
new national parks” is the second most popular government
conservation policy preference after stronger tree clearing controls.
1 Queensland Treasury Corporation, September 2018. Queensland protected areas financial sustainability strategy.
2 Queensland Budget Papers 2012-2019; The Wilderness Society et al, 2019. Selling Nature Short: Queensland’s failure to invest in
protected areas placing wildlife at risk.
3 Queensland Government, 2020. Queensland State of the Environment Report 2017 and Enoch, L., personal communication, Sep 2,
2020 at Minister’s Environment Round Table.
4 Queensland Audit Office, 2018. Conserving threatened species (Report 7: 2018–19).
5 Driml, S & Brown, R 2019. Queensland’s National Parks: an economically important tourism resource. Presentation to the Global Eco
Asia-Pacific Tourism Conference 2 Dec-2019.
6 Polling conducted by Galaxy Research for Pew Charitable Trusts in November 2017 (1,000 respondents).
7 Roy Morgan Research, 2018. Australian Attitudes to Nature 2017. https://www.wwf.org.au/ArticleDocuments/353/pubbackyardbarometer-australian- attitudes-to-nature-05jun18.pdf.aspx

The Bimblebox Alliance Inc. (TBA) - www.bimblebox.org
The Bimblebox Alliance Inc. was founded in late 2014, with the following Objects:
• To protect the natural environment;
• To conserve the natural values of Bimblebox Nature Refuge;
• To conserve the natural values of other Protected Areas;
• To undertake activities and stimulate activities to assist in conservation of existing
Protected Areas;
• To undertake activities and stimulate activities to assist in expansion
of
Protected
Areas.
The history of Bimblebox Refuge began when the
almost 8,000 hectares Glen Innes Station, 95% uncleared, was bought in
2000 by a group of concerned citizens and nearby landowners.
In recognition of its high conservation values, the Federal Government
wanted the property to be part of the National Reserve System of Protected
Areas, and contributed two-thirds of the purchase price.
A legally binding Agreement over Bimblebox Nature Refuge 'in perpetuity' was then signed with the Qld Government
in 2003.
Bimblebox became an ongoing research base for long-term science projects, notably from Queensland Herbarium. It
offers a rare example of property management with a strong focus on biodiversity conservation in co-existence with
cattle production.
Located in the Desert Uplands, a Biodiversity Hotspot, but where less than 5% of the area is held in conservation
reserves, it is a treasure-house of flora and fauna, with 176 bird species identified already.
But in 2007 came the shock that Waratah Coal wanted to develop a massive open cut and underground thermal coal
mine on Bimblebox. 2008 saw exploratory drilling begin, and Clive Palmer become the owner of Waratah Coal.
After the major tasks of responding to an EIS and SEIS, in late 2013, Bimblebox supporters learnt that the Galilee
Coal Project (aka China First Mine) was approved by State and Federal Governments (approval is viable until 2073).
Since then, land clearing around Bimblebox has continued.
TBA was established, as it had become clear that a formal alliance of Bimblebox supporters would be needed to
combat this biggest threat to Bimblebox and other areas of high conservation and cultural values – the approval of
mine developments and related infrastructure.
Under the Queensland Nature Conservation Act, Nature Refuges can be mined and offset to ‘compensate’ for the
loss of significant ecological resources if economically viable coal reserves are found. This contravenes the guidelines
of the International Convention on Biological Diversity treaty which advises no mining of IUCN Class VI Protected
Areas where such values would be impacted, or offsetting in such areas which are protected for perpetuity.
The threat loomed, but there was no further action from Waratah Coal
until late 2019, when they applied for a Mining Lease and
Environmental Authority.
Represented by the Environmental Defenders Office, TBA lodged
notice of objection in the Land Court. See our Objections here. Our coobjectors are Youth Verdict, especially concerned with the Human
Rights of young people, considering coal's role in climate change.
Waratah Coal applied to have the Human Rights objections struck out,
but the Land Court rejected that (28.8.2020).
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You can follow our progress in this ongoing fight for Nature by
subscribing to our e-newsletters. Having established a website and
supporter email lists, TBA has undergone a steep social media learning
process, with Vimeo, Canva, Facebook and Twitter.

TBA's elected Management Committee are all volunteers, with Refuge co-owner Paola Cassoni as President. We are
providing background research for the EDO, having on board such knowledgeable people as Patricia Julien and
Sheena Gillman.

We raise funds for the case, and for needed work on the Refuge basic visitor camp facilities so people can stay and
see for themselves what must be saved. Our recent Chuffed campaign raised over $23,000 for such an upgrade.
To raise public awareness, we regularly use social media; our FrogsFriday infographic squares have been a hit,
featuring all sorts of Bimblebox creatures and plants… not only frogs!
We are working with videographer Mark Doyle to make a series of five short videos. The first, 'Saving Bimblebox',
narrated by Prof. Ian Lowe, was launched in August, receiving much acclaim and wide sharing on Facebook.
As the actual court case will not be until mid-2021, this will be a long battle, on many fronts!

Seeking to save Bimblebox Nature Refuge and all Protected Areas from mining!
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