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FOREWORD 

For various reasons the Norfolk Island Plan 1997 has not proved very workable in 
preventing the loss of important values and in making the best of possibilities. Of 
course the aim should be to uphold the key objectives of the plan and the ecological 
sustainability of the Island. 

In recent times development pressures have become very evident with a lack of 
strategic development and hence the need for a revised conservation strategy. 

The National Capital Authority (NCA) in 1997 recommended strategic studies to 
complement the statutory plan. For instance, the strategy can integrate environment, 
population, tourism and economic policies. Putting the statutory plan first is like 
putting the cart before the horse. But it is better to have some plan rather than no 
plan. The statutory plan needs to be complemented with strategic direction and can 
be amended to facilitate those policies. 

It should be emphasised that a statutory plan is reactive whereas a strategic plan is 
proactive and encourages certain outcomes. 

Pollution issues, erosion, congestion, subdivision and unsightly buildings are 
becoming more common, particularly with the increase in the number and size of 
tourist developments. The visual amenity of the Island is threatened as well as the 
health of its people. 

We first outlined the need for a Conservation Strategy for Norfolk Island in 1977 at 
the Assembly’s ‘Think Tank’ meetings. 

As a result it was timely that we commissioned Dr Geoff Mosley to revise the 
Conservation Strategy first published in 1988. Dr Mosley is an internationally 
acclaimed conservationist and environmental planner. The Executive Director of the 
Australian Conservation Foundation for many years, through most of the 1980s he 
represented Australasia and Oceania on the governing body of the World 
Conservation Union. 

The strategy pulls together many strands which are in reality closely connected and 
which therefore need to be dealt with in an integrated fashion when it comes to 
making plans. 

The day when the environment was seen as only one of a number of single issues is 
long since gone. It needs to be the context and the driving force of all planning and 
management especially on Norfolk where its care underpins all our hopes for the 
future.  

The strategy advocates an attitude of stewardship and one in which not just short 
term interests are pursued. 

The strategy was based on the procedures of the World Conservation Strategy and 
the National Conservation Strategy of Australia as was the 1988 strategy. 
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Our last strategy was well received by professional planners and others as a 
valuable guide, although we would have preferred more of its recommendations to 
have been acted on. This one, as with the last, takes the long term view. 

We hope the new strategy and its recommendations will contribute to constructive 
outcomes, solutions for strategic planning and ‘world best practice’.  

Hopefully, it will also be valued as a resource document concerning environmental 
values and the history of planning on the Island. Many reports including strategic 
recommendations over the years have been ‘shelved’ and successive Governments 
have continued on a path of ad hoc reactive decisions that have had undesirable 
outcomes in the long term. 

We hope this document will assist in providing a more integrated approach to 
planning and acceptance of the need for an environmental ethic. 

It would have been desirable to have included a state of the environment section so 
that trends could be established but this was not possible with the resources 
available and the need to produce a document in time to assist with the statutory 
plan revision. 

To all those that assisted with the project I thank you. The content and 
recommendations are of course those of the author who has had a long connection 
with the Island. Comments or suggestions are always welcome. 

John Anderson 

President, Norfolk Island Conservation Society (Box 19. Ph. 23036) 
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CHAPTER 1 – INTRODUCTION        

The 1988 Strategy 

In the bicentennial year of 1988 the Norfolk Island Conservation Society published its 
first Conservation Strategy. Copies were widely distributed. Tabled in the Norfolk 
Island Legislative Assembly during the October/November session the Society was 
warmly commended for its efforts and assured that the document would not be 
allowed to gather dust. In 1997 the National Capital Authority said the Strategy had 
been a major source document for the Norfolk Island Plan. 

The 1988 report called on government to produce an official strategy but said it 
would update the 1988 Strategy from time to time. There is still no government 
strategy for Norfolk Island and the time is long since overdue for the updating of the 
independent document 

The Situation in 2000/2001 –  An Island On The Brink 

Not only is it a case of 'better late than never' but 2000/2001 is a very critical time for 
a new independent strategy for Norfolk Island. This is because the authorities are 
now contemplating potentially momentous changes in the arrangements for 
environmental protection on Norfolk Island. These could result in the Commonwealth 
transferring responsibility for nationally important conservation values to the local 
government. 

So, as this Strategy is published, initially in a preliminary form so that it can be 
available to those involved in the discussions on the transfer, Norfolk Island is on 
the brink of a future which could lead either way. In this crossroads situation one 
road leads to an intensification of rural residential land use and a squandered 
inheritance the other to a more planned and balanced approach in which the most is 
made of the Island's distinctive qualities; a more far sighted approach in which the 
land and people's long term needs are treated with great respect. 

The Aim Of The New Strategy 

This Strategy not only advocates the latter course but provides what could well be 
called a 'green print' on how to do it; an action guide on how to preserve the good 
and eliminate the bad. 

After a quarter of a century of rising concern about the state of the world 
environment the need for conservation is now a matter of conventional wisdom. 'We 
are all conservationists now' the saying goes, but the real test of this is whether we 
are prepared to back up our beliefs and words with action. The opposite of taking the 
hard decisions for conservation is usually doing nothing and letting the situation 
deteriorate. 
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Definition Of Conservation 

The 1988 Strategy defined conservation as 

the positive action needed in the management of the environment to ensure 
that desirable features are retained and enhanced so that all aspects of 
human activity can be continued at an optimal level in the long term 

The conservation concept is also encapsulated in the terms 'sustainable use' and 
'sustainable development'. Put simply the case for conservation is that to care for 
people now and in the future we need to care for the environment. The term 
'environment' is wide in scope covering all its aspects, social as well as physical. 
Development and conservation are not seen as opposites because they are 
potentially completely compatible. 

Conservation Strategies A World Wide Approach 

The 1988 Strategy referred to the genesis of the idea of conservation strategies in 
the World Conservation Strategy of 1980 and The National Conservation Strategy for 
Australia of 1983. Since that time the world strategy has been revised and was 
published as Caring for the Earth A Strategy for Sustainable Living in 1991 and 
Australia in 1992 published the National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable 
Development. The international and national strategies recommended the 
preparation of strategies at every geographic level. In Australia the State and 
Territory Governments, some regions, and many municipalities have developed their 
own strategies.  

In 1992 the United Nations Conference on Environment and Development (Rio Earth 
Summit) developed the Rio Declaration, a set of 27 principles on environment and 
development, and Agenda 21, a blueprint for action on sustainable development at 
all levels of government. Many local governments are applying Agenda 21 and Our 
Community Our Future A Guide to Agenda 21 (Cotter and Hannan 1999) indicates 
that many are using the method of conservation or environment strategies. 

Not surprisingly, given the importance of its environment, Norfolk Island was very 
early in this field, The 1985 Development Plan (A Conservation Strategy) was as far 
as is known the first for a small area in the world. As an independent strategy the 
1988 Conservation Strategy had the same distinction. But the 1985 Plan was not 
adopted and in spite of strong endorsements by the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission and The National Capital Authority for the use of the strategic approach 
on Norfolk the Norfolk Island Government has shown little or no interest in it. 

There has been a similar proliferation of thematic strategies of which the best known 
examples are the National Strategy for the Conservation of Australia's Biological 
Diversity (1992) and the National Greenhouse Strategy (1998). Some of these have 
been taken up at the local government level an example being the National Local 
Government Biodiversity Strategy (Berwick 2000). 
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State of the Environment Reporting 

Environmental reform requires comprehension of the nature of the environment and 
the needs of people. To know whether conservation efforts are failing or succeeding 
there has to be some means for measuring progress –  environmental indicators 
from which trends can be deduced. The Organisation for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD) resolved in 1979 that its member nations should develop 
national state of the environment reports (SOEs) and the United Nations 
Environment Programme (UNEP) made a similar suggestion in 1982. In 1985, 
Australia, an OECD member, produced its first such report –  the State of the 
Environment in Australia 1985. A more comprehensive document –  Australia State 
of the Environment 1996 was an independent report of the State of the Environment 
Advisory Council.  

All of the international and conservation strategies have recognised the need for 
information on the state of the environment and most States, Territories and some 
local governments have produced their own SOEs. An SOE is the natural partner of 
a conservation strategy. Together they provide a means of taking stock and outlining 
broad long term plans 

Policy Context 

In addition to strategies mentioned above and the various laws which are discussed 
in detail in the strategy there are a number of international, national and local 
government policies which also form the context for the present Strategy. At the 
international level they include the Convention on Biological Diversity. the World 
Heritage Convention, the United Nations Convention on the Law of the Sea, the 
United Nations Framework Convention on Climate Change, the Migratory Birds 
Agreements with China and Japan and the Whales Convention. Amongst the 
national policies those most relevant to Norfolk Island are: the National Forest Policy, 
Australia's Oceans Policy, the Coasts and Clean Seas Initiative of the Natural 
Heritage Trust Program and the Commonwealth Coastal Policy. At the local level the 
main policy document is The Norfolk Island Plan. 

Approach And Content of the Strategy 

The approach and content of the 2000 Strategy for Norfolk Island is similar to that of 
the 1988 Strategy. It begins by outlining the evolution of the Island environment and 
then in Part One examines the state of the environment in 2000 (the condition, the 
pressures, the management responses to the condition and the pressures and 
threats). The state of the environment is described and analysed in sections on: the 
physical environment; land use activities; conservation in major land use zones; 
population; and governance. Part Two, the Conservation Strategy, begins with a 
chapter on strategy objectives, factors, goals, principles and a vision for the Island 
and then applies these to conservation needs to recommend priority actions (PAs). 
Included in the latter are suggested indicators for monitoring the state of the 
environment. Also included in the statement which precedes each set of 
recommended priority actions is an examination of what has happened with regard to 
the PAs of the 1988 Strategy. 
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The vision of the strategy is of a high quality environment, viewed positively and 
serving all interests, an environment whose distinctive features and values are kept 
to be cherished and enjoyed by all. It is a vision of a living environment, building on, 
utilising and protecting the Island's unique identity, not one of a museum-like 
landscape and a static society. 

Priority Actions 

The 2000 Strategy recommends 105 priority actions. Some of the major 
recommendations are as follows 

Soil –  Develop a long term plan for soil rehabilitation with provision for 
catchment working plans; 

Freshwater and Marine –  Determine the sustainable yield rate of ground 
waters and institute controls over abstraction to achieve sustainable rates 
of use; 

Native Plants and Animals –  Develop an Island-wide policy, strategy 
and action plan to eradicate weeds and restore native vegetation including 
remnant vegetation; 

Agriculture –  Develop an overall policy and strategy on agricultural and 
stock development with the objective of achieving as near complete a self 
sufficiency in food supply as possible; 

Fishing –  Determine sustainable yields for the shelf and deep water 
fisheries and introduce a management plan to achieve a sustainable 
fishery; 

Timber Resources and Production –  Adopt a policy of achieving full self 
sufficiency in timber supply as early as possible and develop a 
management plan to give effect to it; 

Tourism and Outdoor Recreation –  Develop a comprehensive strategy 
for tourism and outdoor recreation development which integrates tourism 
and environmental policy and puts greater emphasis ion combining and 
integrating tourism and    environmental initiatives; 

Extractive Industry –  Develop a strategy for the future of the extractive 
industry covering all relevant aspects including an industrial zone; 

Waste Management –  Improve the existing waste management system 
in specified ways whilst examining new proposals; 

Transport –  Develop an approach which limits the use of large motor 
vehicles and encourages walking, cycling, horse riding and the use of 
smaller vehicles; 

Energy Supply –  Review the opportunities for developing solar and wind 
generated electricity; 
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National Park –  Develop a programme for the addition of land to the 
National Park giving priority to land north of Mission Road and retain 
Commonwealth ownership in the general area of the Park in the national 
interest. 

Public Reserves –  Carry out a review of the public reserve system with 
particular reference to improving co-ordination and boundaries; 

Coastal Protection Zone –  Initiate a Norfolk Island Coastal Protection 
System to protect the whole coastline; 

Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area –  Continue the arrangement for 
joint control whilst maintaining Commonwealth ownership of Crown land; 

The Rural Area –  Make provision in the statutory plan for a special zone 
category of 'landscape conservation area' in which development will be 
controlled to maintain landscape values and apply the category to the 8 
areas shown on Map 2; 

Other Heritage Protection –  Include the Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic 
Area in a world heritage nomination for its cultural values; 

Population –  Determine a long term population policy in the context of an 
overall policy and strategy for the future of the Island; 

Governance –  Accept the premise that there is a strong prima facie case 
for the Commonwealth ownership and ultimate responsibility for all Crown 
land except areas which it can be demonstrated have no national 
importance. Produce a separate strategic plan as a basis for a revised 
statutory plan. 

The Strategy And The Community 

Above all the purpose of this Strategy is to inform the public. A good environment is 
not likely to be achieved unless people have a good understanding of it and know 
what can be done. Hopefully in these pages they will find both useful knowledge and 
practical measures they can support. 

Acknowledgment 

Many people provided information and suggestions on action for this Strategy and 
their help is most gratefully acknowledged. Mistakes are mine alone and I would 
welcome corrections. Normally I would list the names of the people who have helped 
and the kind of help they gave but in this instance I have decided not to mention 
names except for George Elliott who kindly produced the two maps and the two 
figures. I have tried to spell out without fear or favour what is best for Norfolk and in 
the final analysis the opinions are mine alone. 
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CHAPTER 2 –  THE MAKING OF THE NORFOLK ISLAND 
LANDSCAPE 

Geology and Landforms 

The Territory of Norfolk Island comprises three separate islands –  Norfolk, Philip 
and Nepean –  with a total area of about 3,733 hectares. Norfolk covers about 3,573 
hectares, Philip 190 hectares and Nepean 10 hectares. Nepean and Philip are 
respectively 0.8 and 5.8 kilometres (shore to shore) south of Norfolk Island. Only 
Norfolk is inhabited and at the census of August, 1996 there were 2,281 people on 
the Island of whom 409 were tourists and visitors. In September, 2000 the number of 
people on the Island was estimated to be 2,873 of whom 917 were tourists or 
visitors. The high periods for tourists are generally Spring and Autumn. 

The main source of information on the history of development of the Territory's rocks 
and landforms is Jones and McDougall (1973). Both Norfolk and Philip Islands are 
small remnants of a large volcanic land mass which developed on the submarine 
ridge known as the Norfolk Ridge some 3.1 to 2.3 million years ago. The Norfolk 
Ridge, the Lord Howe Rise, New Zealand and New Caledonia, are all fragments of a 
continental block which began to separate from the Australia- Antarctica section of 
the former super- continent Gondwana about 80 million years ago. This was before 
Australia became detached from Antarctica and began to raft northwards towards its 
present position. 

Volcanic eruptions depositing lavas and tuffs occurred at several phases. The 
present day Norfolk Island is made up of four separate lava flows formed during two 
main periods of volcanic activity. It is generally believed that the Mt Pitt –  Mt Bates 
area was a major vent and that plateaus to the south and north west are lava aprons. 
Philip Island, which is comprised chiefly of tuffs and ashes, was formed during one 
160,000 year period of volcanism which ended about 2.6 million years ago. 

The eruptions created a large shield volcano, named after its relatively low profile, 
the pedestal of which covered some 340,000 hectares. At its maximum extent it had 
an elongated shape some 95 kilometres from north to south and 35 km from east to 
west. The position of this former land mass approximates with the shelf which 
surrounds today's islands, the position of the former coastline being indicated by the 
100 metre submarine contour. Norfolk and Philip Island are roughly in the centre of 
the shelf. 

At the time of the eruptions the sea was approximately at its present level. During the 
ice ages of the last two million years sea level fluctuated over a range of some 300 
metres. When sea level was high erosion by wave action was particularly strong and 
wetter climates than those of today created very active sub-aerial erosion. The result 
was the weathering away of some 99% of the land area and the creation of the wave 
cut platform which constitutes the shelf. 

In the later stages extensive coral reefs were formed on the shallow marine platform. 
During the last ice age southerly winds and breaking surf eroded the reefs between 
Philip and Norfolk Islands and the eroded material was transported northwards 
where it was trapped against the southern shores of Norfolk Island around Emily Bay 
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and Point Hunter and at Nepean Island. From this was formed the calcarenite and 
aeolianite which can be seen at these places. Following the rise in sea level after the 
last ice age dunes built up along the southern shore and a swamp formed in 
Watermill Valley behind the dune barrier. 

The main features of the rocks of the islands reflect the major events related to the 
volcanic eruptions. These began under water and the early material includes 
sedimentary rocks torn from the sea bed which was chilled and broken up by sea 
water and formed into spherical 'pillows' along with ash and scoria. The lava flows 
which occurred after the island rose above sea level are generally less broken and 
laid down in horizontal sheets. However there is considerable variation in the density 
of the individual flows. The Ball Bay Basalt for instance is much more vesicular than 
the younger Steels Point Basalt. 

The presumed main vent at Mount Bates and Mount Pitt at 318 metres is the highest 
point in the Territory. Other vents may have existed at points under present day sea 
level. Apart from the steep lightly gullied flanking slopes of the mountain area the 
other main feature is the Southern Plateau which occupies much of Norfolk Island. 
With an average height of about 100 metres the plateau is dissected by narrow steep 
sided valleys arranged roughly in a radial pattern. There is a smaller plateau in the 
north west near Duncombe Bay. The fourth physical region on Norfolk is the coastal 
lowland near Kingston. This is the only lowland in the Territory. 

There are only three all the year round streams and all are small in relation to the 
valleys they occupy which suggests that they were eroded during a wetter period. 
Watermill and Bumboras Creeks are the only major streams which are graded to sea 
level. The cliffs which surround most of Norfolk Island are an impressive feature 
some 40 to over 100 metres high, in many places having been cut to the full height 
of the plateau. The fact that most of the valleys hang over the cliffs is also evidence 
that wave action has been a more potent force than sub aerial weathering in shaping 
the main features of the Norfolk Island landscape. Even so normal weathering has 
been sufficiently strong to create a 40 to 80 metre deep weathering profile which has 
made the surface of the plateau more even. The effects of this can be seen in the 
plain-like landforms of the Steels Point, Middlegate, Burnt Pine and Duncombe Bay 
areas. 

The upper surface of the basalts (Olivine) and tuffs has weathered to give a red 
krasnozem soil rich in clay over extensive areas. The soils are relatively porous and 
there are major fissures along tension lines through which water also finds its way to 
ground water. This is another reason why there is relatively little flow in the Island's 
streams. Most of the water which percolates downwards becomes part of a deep 
body of fresh water situated approximately at sea level. The water table of this 
underground reservoir builds up during wet periods and replacing sea water in 
tunnels, mainly on the west side of the Island, discharges into the sea. 

On Philip Island there are three and possibly four volcanic vents. The Island's tuff 
and ash beds are less resistant to erosion than the basalt of Norfolk Island and 
hence it is in a more advanced state of demolition. The highest point is Jacky Jacky 
(280 metres) and, as with Norfolk Island, steep cliffs fringe most of its perimeter. 
There are no permanent streams. 
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Climate 

Norfolk Island which is located at 29(S in approximately the same latitude as Casino 
in northern New South Wales has a moist warm temperate climate. The annual 
average temperature is 19(C the same as that of Brisbane, and the average daily 
range is about 6(C for the whole year. The average maximum temperature for the 
hottest month February is 25(C and the average minimum for the coldest month 
August is 13(C. 

The main atmospheric influence on the Island's weather is the predominant effect of 
a belt of high pressure moving its position north and south of the Island according to 
season. These 'highs' alternate with depressions originating from the south west. 

Rainfall averages 1,320 mm and there is a maximum in the winter months of May to 
August. Relative humidity is moderate. Droughts lasting several weeks are not 
unusual. 

Natural Vegetation 

At the time of the European discovery of Norfolk Island by Captain Cook in 1774 the 
Islands were uninhabited. The discovery of a banana grove, stone tools and flakes 
and human bones some 800 years old indicates that their had been prior settlement 
by Polynesians although for what purpose and for how long is not clear. Recent 
archaeological evidence points to a settlement having existed for hundreds of years 
in the period 800 to 400 years ago (Edgecombe 1999). The impact of the 
Polynesians on the environment is not known but it does not appear to have been 
great. 

What the first Europeans found was an Island almost completely covered by sub-
tropical rainforest. Today although much changed by human activity four main forest 
types can be recognised: forest dominated by palms; mixed hardwood/pine forest; 
drier forest with pines; and viney rainforest. 

The Norfolk Island Pine (Araucaraceae heterophylla) is the most distinctive feature of 
the vegetation. Mature trees reached heights of over 60 metres and had girths of up 
to 11 metres. Epiphytic vines were common. The hardwood trees generally formed a 
lower canopy of about 17 metres beneath the pines. The understorey was mainly 
ferns and grasses. 

Dominant hard wood species included the Ironwood (Nestegis apetala), Bloodwood 
(Baloghia lucida), Maple (Elaeodedron curtipendulum) and the endemic Beech 
(Rapanea crassifolia). 

The dominant species in the palm forest was the endemic Norfolk Island Palm 
(Rhopalostylis baueri). Two species of tree ferns –  the Smooth Treefern (Cythea 
brownii) and the Rough Treefern (Cythea australis) reaching heights of up to 25 
metres –  characteristically occurred with palms in gullies. 

The main vegetation on Philip Island was a grass Moo-oo (Cyperus lucidus) and the 
thorny bush known as Devil's Guts (Capparis nobilus). Lieutenant King the leader of 



 14

the first settlement noted that there were only about 150 pines on the Island. Nepean 
Island on the other hand was covered with them. 

The coastal cliffs of Norfolk Island were ringed with Flax (Phormium tenax) and it 
was the possible value of this for making ropes and the Norfolk Island Pine for ship 
masts that attracted the first European settlement. 

Because they are small, youthful and remote oceanic islands Norfolk's biota is 
nowhere near as comprehensive in the range of plants and animals represented as 
that found in continental areas. For instance no amphibians found there way to the 
Island and the Eucalyptus genus which is so widely developed in Australia was 
completely absent. 

The remoteness though provided ample scope for the development of an endemic 
flora and fauna of which the Norfolk Island Pine is the best known example. The 
relative lack of competition combined with the moist sub-tropical climate resulted in 
some species being much bigger than their counterparts in non oceanic areas, the 
best examples being the Smooth and Rough Treeferns. Unfortunately the lack of 
competition also made the Island vegetation more vulnerable to competition from 
exotic species once they arrived. 

Out of a total of 171 known native vascular plants 47 (27%) are considered to be 
endemic to the Island group. There were 32 species of known resident land and 
freshwater birds of which 14 (44%) were endemic. 

History of Human Occupation Post 1788 

There are many scholarly and popular histories of Norfolk Island including two books 
edited by Raymond Nobbs (1988 and 1991) dealing with the first and second 
settlements, an economic history by Malcolm Treadgold (1988) and a general history 
by Merval Hoare which is now (1999) in its fifth edition. The Nobbs books contain 
material on land use, agriculture and natural history which is very germane to the 
understanding of the evolution of the Norfolk Island landscape and these should be 
consulted. 

 The first settlement which lasted from 1788 to 1814 was primarily a penal colony but 
also involved free settlers farming the land. The population during this period 
reached a maximum of 1,156. 

Whilst both the flax and the pine failed to live up to expectation for naval purposes 
many of the area's plants and animals were soon put to use by the settlers. Several 
of the seabirds, most notably the Providence Petrel (Pterodrona solandri) which was 
killed in great numbers when food supplies were low, and some of the plants, for 
instance the Norfolk Island Palm or Cabbage Tree were used for food and other 
native trees were used for a variety of purposes such as tanning and the making of 
baskets and rope. Some pine was exported to Sydney. 

Half of Norfolk Island was granted to settlers and officers and 200 farms were 
established. In March, 1804 when the population was 1,084 there ere 147 settlers on 
1,867 hectares of which half was under cultivation. At the maximum during the first 
settlement 1,393 hectares was cleared (39% of the main island). This was not the 
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only impact; goats were introduced for sport and food. Pigs first introduced in 1790 
had increased on the two main islands to an estimated 14,000 by 1796. The 
European rat was also introduced from the ships adding another threat to the native 
birds. 

When the settlement was abandoned because of the expense connected with its 
remoteness the buildings which had been erected, notably at Sydney Town (later 
King's Town then Kingston), Phillipsburg (Cascade) and Queensborough (Longridge) 
were destroyed to discourage further settlement. 

The second phase of occupation took place from 1825 to 1856 when the Island was 
used as a penal settlement for persistent offenders. New buildings were erected at 
Kingston and Longridge. 

There were no free settlers during this period and farming was carried out by the 
convicts. The road system was improved and stone bridges were built over several 
of the streams. The population during this period reached a peak of 2,100; the 
highest resident population the Island has ever had. 

During the second settlement some three quarters of Norfolk Island was used for 
farming and by 1856 some 40% was cleared. Soil washing off the bare slopes further 
silted Watermill Valley and the swamp. Most of the pigs and goats left behind at the 
end of the first settlement were eradicated on the main Island but cats were 
introduced during this period. Exotic plants were already becoming pests. By 1835 
the guavas which King had noticed in 1796 were overrunning the Island. In 1830 the 
botanist Alan Cunningham noted over 30 introduced plant species. Many of the 
Island birds were also hard pressed. The Providence Petrel was well on its way to 
extinction and the Philip Island Parrot (Nestor productus) was reported to be extinct 
in an 1851 report. 

The third phase of occupation began in 1856 when the population of Pitcairn Island 
(194 descendants of the Bounty mutineers and their Tahitian companions) was 
settled on Norfolk Island. The head of each family was given a 50 acre (20 hectare) 
block and the Islanders were able to obtain a good livelihood from the crops, wild 
plants, birds, and fish offered by the Norfolk Island environment. The remaining feral 
pigs and goats were soon destroyed by this third wave of settlers. 

In 1866 the Melanesian Mission established its headquarters and a training school 
near Headstone taking up 418 hectares on the west side of the Island. By 1899 the 
population of the Mission numbered 210. It was moved to the Solomon Islands in 
1920 and in 1924 the Commonwealth Government purchased most of the Mission 
lands. Today these form a large part of the crown leasehold lands on the western 
side of the Island. 

The period from 1856 to the present day can usefully be divided into two periods 
according to whether agriculture or tourism was the basis of the Island's economy. In 
fact it would be reasonable to treat the period from the early 1960s, when tourism 
began to dominate, as a new era in the life of Norfolk Island. 

Between 1856 and the 1960s subsistence agriculture was dominant but there was 
continuing interest in supplementing this with cash from the sale of crops. The area 
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under cultivation declined during the first quarter of the 20th century and was about 
121 hectares in the mid century. 

The reduced area of cleared lands was accompanied by large areas reverting to 
weeds. The commonage custom resulted in cattle roaming throughout much of the 
Island, helping to spread weeds into remnant forest areas and contributing to soil 
erosion. The botanist J.H. Maiden in 1903 reported that the Red and Yellow Guava 
and the Olive were widespread and that never in the whole of his experience had he 
seen such a place for weeds as Norfolk Island. The Norfolk Island Dove 
(Gallicolumba norfolciensis) was extinct by the turn of the century as a result of 
hunting and predation by rats. 

Several efforts were made to find profitable cash crops and these included bananas 
in the 1930s and bean seeds in the 1950s (both taking advantage of Norfolk Island's 
isolation from disease). Banana plantations were established on the northern slopes 
of Mt. Pitt. Other exports experimented with included lemons, passionfruit, oranges 
and guava pulp. A number of projects involving the processing of fish and whale 
products were launched but none lasted very long. 

The foundation for the growth of tourism was laid with the construction in 1942 of a 
wartime airstrip. For most of the period until 1955 when a regular air service was 
introduced the tourists were on short visits from cruise vessels. Annual numbers did 
not rise above 2,000 until 1962/63 but by 1970/71 had topped 10,000. By 1979/80 
the number had grown to 23,200. In 1981 the runway was upgraded allowing 
passengers carrying up to 120 passengers to land compared to the previous ceilings 
of 66 for DCH and 40 for F27 aircraft. 

The beginning of the tourist boom resulted in an influx of workers finding employment 
in the tourist and service industries. Speculative subdivision of land became common 
and in the early 1970s the Island was used as a tax haven by Australian companies. 

The growth of tourism also promoted the development of philatelic sales and the 
liquor bond. With the finding of an apparently permanent source of wealth in tourism 
primary industry was reduced to a subservient role. 

The population between 1914 (710) and 1961 (804) increased only slightly although 
there were some peaks associated with the banana and bean seed booms. In the 
four decades since 1961 the permanent population has almost doubled. The change 
in the 1960s was so dramatic that in 1974 Professor Butland described it as a 
population explosion. One result of this was the introduction of more restrictive 
immigration laws from 1967 onwards. There was also a change in the proportion of 
residents who were descendants of the Pitcairn Island families. At the 1996 census 
the proportion was 46.5% which was a change from the period between the two wars 
when those of Pitcairn descent were a clear majority in the population. 

The growth of tourism and population had many consequences for the environment. 
One was the growth of a commercial centre at Burnt Pine. There was also 
speculation in land, causing further fragmentation of lots and a gradual build up in 
the density of dispersed dwellings in the rural environment, some, for the first time, 
close to the edge of the cliffs. There was also increased traffic on the roads and 
crowding of the Island's tiny beaches at peak periods. 
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There was some unease about this tourism phenomena. The wealth was welcomed 
but not at any price. This was manifest in the campaign waged by some in the 1970s 
and early 80s against the proposal to upgrade the airport to jet aircraft standard. It 
demonstrated that many residents placed value on the Island's tranquility which they 
saw as being threatened from developments associated with the further increase in 
numbers. The general feeling favoured a balance but it was not clear where it lay. 

Administration 

In 1856 Norfolk Island, which had been governed from first New South Wales and 
then Van Diemen's Land was created a 'distinct and separate settlement' by Order in 
Council under the jurisdiction of the Governor of New South Wales as 'Governor of 
Norfolk Island'. Under the Norfolk Island Act of 1913 the Island became a Territory of 
the Commonwealth of Australia. In 1960 the Advisory Council became the Norfolk 
Island Council corresponding to a local government authority in rural Australia. In 
1979, following calls for a greater level of self government and the report of a Royal 
Commission, the Norfolk Island Act of that year provided for an elected 9 member 
Legislative Assembly and an Executive Council. An account of the other provisions 
of this Act and subsequent changes in the arrangements for administration is 
provided in Chapter 20 on Governance. 
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PART ONE –  THE ENVIRONMENT IN 2000 
THE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 

CHAPTER 3 –  THE SOIL 

Description 

The soil is of basic significance to the Island's future. Its character and condition 
fundamentally affect the stability of the landforms and the vegetation, including 
crops. The capacity to meet local food needs, avoiding the high cost of imports, will 
always be important on a remote island and history suggests that the production of 
export crops is likely to continue to be of importance, at least from time to time. Also 
the development of the tourist industry means that a growing overseas market is, in 
effect, located on the Island. The challenge of producing food for both local and 
tourist consumption includes looking after the soil. 

In addition to keeping it in good condition and in place the care of the soil is 
important if the adverse effects of the movement of eroded soil and minerals into 
valley bottoms, streams and marine areas is to be avoided. These effects include 
sedimentation, turbidity and eutrophication. Eutrophication occurs when nutrients 
such as nitrogen (soluble in water) are washed out of the soil and carried into water 
bodies on soil particles. Contamination of the soil with human sewerage is also to be 
avoided. 

The volcanic rocks of Norfolk Island are deeply weathered, having a weathering 
profile of 40 to 80 metres. Most of the Island soils are derived from three types of 
material: 1. tabular basalt flows; 2. agglomerate (from volcanic vents during 
explosive phases of eruption; and 3. ash (thrown out in association with water vapour 
and gases). All three of these are derived from basaltic magma evolved inside the 
volcanic mountain. Oxidation and the weathering process have changed the 
composition of the soil. For example iron silicates are changed to oxides of iron and 
these then weather to hydroxides. Leaching also occurs and soluble contents are 
removed by rain and running water. As the hard rock breaks up under the influence 
of weathering the small particles are removed and with further exposure decrease in 
size. 

The main source of information on the soils of Norfolk Island is still the 1954 report of 
Stephens and Hutton based on mapping in 1953. Ten of the Island's eleven soil 
types are of volcanic origin and are characteristically porous and friable. Five of them 
belong to the Krazonem Great Soil Group. These are open structured clay soils, 
reddish brown in appearance, with an average depth of two metres. Soil moisture is 
higher in winter and has been increased overall by the clearing of the forest. The 
soil's porosity and highly structured nature combined with jointing and fractures of 
the underlying basalts results in the rainfall quickly draining through it. The soil is 
generally rich in nutrients. The large numbers of sea birds such as the Providence 
Petrel once made a significant contribution to nutrient levels. 

The soil types vary in usefulness to agriculture from the Steel's Point Clay, which is 
the most fertile arable soil on the Island, to the relatively infertile shallow skeletal 
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soils of the higher parts of Mount Pitt and Mount Bates and the small areas of 
calcareous sand around Emily Bay. The Steels Point Clay occurs in seven areas the 
largest being at Steels Point and Duncombe Bay. 

The incised nature of the edge of the plateau which is the dominant landform of 
Norfolk means that there are many steep slopes. Most of the soils on steep cleared 
slopes are affected by soil erosion to varying degrees although there is no survey 
data to quantify this condition. The erosion takes the form of soil creep, slipping, 
slumping, and sheet and gully erosion. Water plays an important role, acting as a 
lubricant and in the case of water logged soils increasing fluidity as in mud slides. A 
key area for erosion is the coastline especially near the cliff edge or the break of 
slope. This zone is particularly exposed to wind and salt burn and here erosion is 
readily accelerated by interference by humans and stock. Removal of trees on the 
immediate coastline removes the soil's first line of defence. 

Information about the fertility of the soil was considerably improved during the period 
1997 to 1999 with the collection and analysis of soil samples from 28 farm sites for 
25 characteristics (Annual Report 1998/99 –  Agriculture). Most samples were 
agriculturally satisfactory in terms of pH, Calcium and Manganese levels. 

Although soil moisture is an important factor in plant growth no measurements are 
taken. The interest in this could increase if current indications of climatic change to a 
situation of higher evaporation, as postulated by Jason Watkins (1999), become a 
reality. 

Unusual weather conditions can obviously speed up erosion processes as occurred 
during a heavy rainfall spell in October 1998 when 3,658 millimetres fell in 24 hours 
and subsoil washed off Philip Island could be seen in suspension in the surrounding 
ocean. High winds can destroy trees.  

Human Pressures 

Stephens and Hutton described the main causes of soil erosion They primarily relate 
to the clearing of the forest exposing the soil more fully to the affects of high rainfall. 
Under natural conditions of rainforest cover steep slopes benefit in terms of stability 
from the binding affects of tree roots and the various ways, including transpiration, in 
which the vegetation and ground litter intercept the rain water. Under natural 
conditions there is little surface run-off. Higher soil moisture on steep land cleared of 
forest induces soil creep and slumping sometimes leading to gully erosion and 
landslips. Loss of soil topsoil is a another possible result. 

Most soil erosion has been caused by the clearing of the forest (and its replacement 
with grasses or weeds) and by grazing animals. This is particularly the case on steep 
slopes. The clearing of land during the banana boom of the inter war period exposed 
many such slopes to erosion. 

At various times and in various places introduced animals particularly pigs, goats 
cattle and rabbits have played an important role in removing vegetation and hence 
destabilising the soil. Their adverse effects is nowhere better illustrated than in the 
case of Philip Island where rabbits almost completed the removal of the vegetation 
which pigs and goats had begun. In this extreme example of a more widespread 
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process it is estimated that in 150 years the Island lost some 5 metres of soil, 
including most of its topsoil. Equally illustrative of the devastating impact of these 
animals has been the recovery of the vegetation on Philip Island which has 
accompanied the successful 1981 to 1988 rabbit eradication campaign. This has 
been rapid in spite of the absence of topsoil over most of the Island. 

The fact that overgrazing of cleared land by stock has been an important cause of 
erosion was noted in the first Kingston and Arthurs Vale Historic Area Management 
Plan 1980). The traditional Island practice of allowing stock to wander at will has 
contributed to this situation. It was also noted in the management plan that although 
Kikuyu grass is a good soil binder the soil can, when weakened by overgrazing, be 
decimated by Army Grubs. 

Unusual weather conditions speed up erosion as occurred during the heavy rainfall 
of October, 1998. In a study of the likely effects of future climatic change Watkins 
has forecast more frequent heavy rainfall and high wind events causing increased 
vulnerability of the soil to erosion. The deeply incised nature of the plateau edge and 
the lack of permanent streams in most of the valleys at the present time indicates 
that there have been periods in the past when the rainfall was heavier creating many 
all the year round streams with much stronger erosive power than today. 

The process of land clearing was continuing in 1999, steep land often being treated 
by landowners in the same way as level land. One such case was the ill advised 
clearing by bulldozer of a steep slope near Stockyard Road. 

Management 

The main measures for avoiding soil erosion are maintaining forest vegetation on 
steep slopes and preventing overgrazing by restricting cattle numbers and access. 
The main physical remedy for areas affected by soil erosion apart from control of 
stock access by fencing to allow regeneration is restoration of the vegetation cover 
by planting. On Philip Island barriers have been placed along watercourses to reduce 
soil loss and decrease the erosive power of the streams during heavy rainfall. 

Unfortunately for Norfolk Island as a whole and for critical areas such as the coastal 
zone there is no historical or present day information on either the extent or rate of 
soil degradation or the amount and location of areas which would benefit from 
treatment. In the case of Philip Island monitoring of the rehabilitation has been 
carried out by the Parks Service but this does not include the soil. 

The areas where the greatest amount of attention has been paid to caring for the soil 
and attending to soil erosion problems has been Philip Island and the Kingston 
Arthurs Vale Historic Area, in both cases mainly with Commonwealth funds. In the 
latter area a policy of stabilising and revegetating areas of active erosion has been 
followed. 

In general, with the exception of the special areas mentioned, the nature of the 
management response to soil care suggests that in terms of collective responsibility 
this matter is not taken very seriously today. Publication of the Stephens and Hutton 
report in 1954 resulted in the appointment for some years of a full time Agricultural 
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Officer whose brief covered soil conservation. At the beginning of 2001 there is no 
Agricultural Officer and the future of the position is under review. 

Most of the soil conservation work in 2000 is carried out by the forestry team on 
reserves and in 1999 this began to be augmented by Green Corps labour. 

There are other indicators of the limited priority given to soil. The 1983 draft 
Development Plan (Harrison and Grierson) recommended that the two main areas 
with the fertile Steels Point Clay soils be zoned as 'Special Policy Areas' with 
subdivision allowed only for farming purposes and with a higher minimum subdivision 
limit than for most surrounding areas. This proposal was not adopted in the Norfolk 
Island Plan (1997). In a similar demonstration of limited collective concern Harrison 
and Grierson's 1985 proposal that there be an Ordnance requiring consent to be 
obtained for the removal of mature trees and areas of vegetation (except noxious 
weeds) in excess of 100m2 was not referred to in the Norfolk Island Plan.  

A land use solution is the most effective approach for most soil problems and there 
are many areas where the expenditure of relatively small amounts of money on 
fencing and subsequent land care by land owners would lead to restoration of the 
plant cover and protection of the soil but assistance would be more effective if there 
was more an overall plan for the Territory and more information on critical areas for 
treatment. 

The former Agricultural Officer suggested that a belt of trees be maintained within 
100m of the cliff top or break of slope, by planting where necessary. The actual 
situation is that mature trees are still being marked for removal in this crucial zone. 
Native plant cover is generally preferable in the coastal areas because introduced 
Kikuyu Grass, whilst excellent for binding the soil, impedes nesting by sea birds. On 
Philip Island where it has spread since the removal of the rabbits Kikuyu is being 
controlled. 

Watkins in his study of climatic change and its implications for the environment and 
life on the Island has suggested the carrying out of a Catchment Management 
Study/Land Use Study to investigate land degradation and identify dominant 
processes in catchments. He also suggested a systematic monitoring of erosion 
rates near the cliff edge. 
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CHAPTER 4 – FRESH WATER AND MARINE 

Description 

In many parts of the world water resources have become a major restraint on 
population and the economy and taking care of them has become essential. In spite 
of the fact that overall availability is not yet a problem on Norfolk Island the 
underwater water bodies and the streams are easily polluted so that good 
management is also important here.  

Norfolk Island has no lakes and only three permanent streams all with small flows. 
Annual rainfall averages 1,320 mm, the period of highest rainfall being May to 
August.  

The paucity of surface water is compensated for by the existence of a large lens like 
reservoir of fresh water under the Island and by more localised water pockets 
(aquifers) closer to the surface, either perched on 'rafts' of unweathered basalt, or in 
permeable ash and agglomerate. Overall some 20% to 30% of the total rain falling 
on the Island annually reaches the deep groundwater zone. In contrast it is 
estimated that only 2% to 3% is tapped by the higher ground water areas. The 
hydrological cycle has been described by Abell and Falkland (1991)  

The amount of water in the high lying aquifers fluctuates with rainfall and during 
droughts they tend to dry up as a result of extraction and natural drainage. The 
depth, lateral extent, volume and age of the water in the deep zone has not yet been 
fully determined since there has been no systematic deep drilling but it is generally 
located in the vicinity of sea level and partly occurs below it. 

While the mechanisms of the deep fresh water zone have not been closely 
investigated it appears that the amount of fresh water builds up until it is finally 
released by fresh water replacing the adjacent salt water in tunnels mainly on the 
north west side of the Island from where it discharges into the sea in submarine 
springs. It is to be expected that there is some below sea level mixing of the salt and 
fresh water, saline levels increasing in circumstances of high extraction levels and 
low recharge during drought. 

According to Abell (1993) the groundwater is of the sodium chloride type, the salt 
being derived from ocean spray. It is potable and suitable for domestic use. Both the 
rainwater and the ground water are acidic and have pH levels of 5-7. 

The pioneering research work on the groundwater was done by Gordon Duvall, a 
permanent resident, who instituted the recording of data on lithology from water 
drilling operations and also commenced the monitoring of the chemical content of the 
water drawn from bores. The sub-surface geology has been closely investigated by 
Veevers (1970), Jones and McDougall (1973), Abell (1976, 1981 and 1993) and 
Abell and Falkland (1991). A study by Browning has thrown light on inter-aquifer 
linkages. According to Abell (1993) the best areas of deep groundwater for first class 
water supply are located in the south western third of the Island. 
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Most of Norfolk Island is surrounded by high cliffs. The waters of Watermill and Town 
Creeks flow into Emily Bay which is part of Kingston Lagoon situated to landward of 
an intertidal barrier platform. 

Human Pressures 

Norfolk Islanders now use all three sources of available water: rainwater; shallow 
groundwater; and deep groundwater. Until 1970 the main water supply for domestic 
purposes was rainwater supplemented in times of drought by hand dug wells. In 
2000 rainwater is still the main source of drinking water. There is a growing use of 
groundwater for other purposes. Many tourist accommodations make heavy use of 
bore water. In the dry season of January/February 2,000 water trucks carted some 
135,000 litres a day. Most of the bores are located south of a line between Ball Bay 
and Headstone tapping the best ground water sources. The rainwater is collected on 
roofs and stored in tanks. 

Both the surface streams and shallow bores are vulnerable to contamination by run-
off from septic tanks and other effluent outlets. Because of the volcanic nature of the 
soil the trenches into which the septic systems discharge often overflow and 
pathogens are carried into the streams and downwards by way of fissures into the 
small basins from which the shallow bores and wells draw their supplies. The deep 
ground water is evidently so far unaffected. The problem was reduced with the 1990 
introduction of a sewerage system, now servicing the Burnt Pine, Middlegate and 
Central School areas. 

Complaints about water pollution started in the mid-1960s and resulted in a report by 
Dr Broughton. In the 1970s and early 1980s increasing attacks of gastro-enteritis 
and respiratory tract infections and fear of water borne diseases such as typhoid, 
malaria and dengue fever thought to be associated with the increased contamination 
of water, resulted in a series of further public health investigations. Reports by Drs 
Broughton (1980) and Wade (1984) confirmed the contamination and resulted in 
support for a reticulated sewerage scheme. A comprehensive water and sewerage 
scheme was proposed in 1980 but the high costs involved resulted in a prolonged 
period of study and the commissioning in 1990 of the first stage of the water and 
sewerage scheme. Of the $4.3 million cost the Commonwealth provided $2.1 million. 
The sewage treatment plant is located near the airport and the ocean outfall is at 
Headstone. The reports by Abell of the Bureau of Mineral Resources had 
recommended that all water resources should be placed under statutory control and 
that chemical and bacteriological monitoring of the groundwater should be carried 
out on a regular basis. The Memorandum of Understanding signed by the 
Commonwealth and Norfolk Island Governments for the water and sewerage 
scheme provided for the monitoring of bores and creeks used for irrigation and water 
supply. Monitoring of sodium, potassium, ammonium and acidity began to be carried 
out by Gordon Duvall in the mid-80s on water from between 32 and 39 deep bores 
and 40 to 55 shallow bores. High levels of sodium and potassium (compared with 
World Health Organisation levels) were recorded in some deep bores. The Health 
Officer commenced monitoring of the quality of water in streams and some bores in 
1986 using 9 chemical and bacteriological tests. 

It appears that the use of ground water has increased with the growth of resident and 
tourist populations. But there is no recording of the total amount of water extracted 
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from these sources and no determination of potential yields at sustainable levels. 
Whereas in 1988 there were 200 numbered bores, 36 of them in deep groundwater 
(and another 20 or so unnumbered bores) by early 2000 the figures for numbered 
bores were 382 and 40 respectively. In October, 1994 the Administration placed a 
ban on all further drilling. 

The issue of determining potential yield may not be pressing at this stage partly 
because it is surmised (see Watkins 1999) that extraction is probably not greater 
than 10% of rainfall recharge and because it is possible to store in tanks a greater 
amount of rainwater than is stored at present, but if use continues to increase as a 
result of the growth of consumption by residents and tourists and demands for the 
irrigation of new crops such as coffee it will be necessary to determine these limits. 
This needs to be done well in advance of problems developing. Localised problems 
have already been experienced. During the El Nino of the early 1990s several wells 
dried up (some being used for market gardening and cattle) and the school oval well 
drained several other wells. Now more ovals and playing fields are being 
established. 

The other need is to determine more accurately the nature and dynamics of the 
resource, including the time lag between rainfall and storage in the underground 
reservoirs. Also, some of the water being extracted by deep bores may have been in 
storage for long periods, possibly thousands of years, constituting a fossil, non-
renewable, resource. Watkins in his study of the possible effects of climatic change 
on hydrology has pointed out that whilst seasonal fluctuations will remain the main 
factor affecting shallow water resources if there is an increased frequency of La Nina 
phases (characteristically wetter than average) the shallow groundwater resources 
would be augmented. Conversely if there is an increased frequency of El Nino 
phases (drier than average), as experienced in the early 1990s, the shallow ground 
water resources would be depleted and would be under greater strain if there was a 
parallel increase in consumption, for instance for crop growing. Watkins notes that 
the trend of the last 25 years is towards an increased tendency for the El Nino 
phases. 

Storms accompanied by heavy rainfall can also cause damage to roadways, as 
occurred on Mount Pitt during the heavy downpours of October, 1998. 

Watkins (1999) notes that it has been observed that during heavy rainfall periods 
runoff is discharged over coastal cliffs in the Cascade area and that the sea water is 
discoloured for several hundred metres offshore. The effect of these episodes on 
coral is not known. 

Concern about the effect of runoff on the offshore environment has been focussed 
on the Emily Bay area. A 1997 study (quoted in Watkins 1999) indicates high nitrate 
(exceeding guidelines for marine environments by three times) and ammonia levels 
in the waters that enter the Bay. The high nitrogen levels were interpreted to be the 
result of residual human sewage and animal waste. The Watermill Creek catchment 
is now sewered and the risk of contamination by human waste should be decreasing 
but there is still (not unreasonable) concern amongst some residents about the risk 
to health from swimming at Emily Bay. 
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A 1997 study of the Kingston Lagoon (Hughes) pointed to the growth of algae at the 
expense of the coral. Green algae, noted recently for the first time growing on rocks 
on the western shoreline may be related to the discharge of sewage.  

Management 

Since the 1988 Conservation Strategy was published much more attention has been 
paid to water management. The main spur for action has been the decades of 
concern about pollution and its adverse affect on the tourist industry but several 
years of drought during the 1990s underscored the wisdom of the course proposed 
in 1980 and embarked upon in the late 1980s. There is also increasing awareness of 
the possibility of a future drier climate. 

The first stage of the Water and Sewerage Scheme opened in December, 1990 is a 
raw sewage gravity reticulated system. Some 227,000 litres are treated by primary 
and secondary methods daily. The 10,000 litre storage capacity has coped well with 
events to date, including the high rainfall of October, 1998, but this may not be 
adequate for events of a greater magnitude. There is no requirement for individual 
households not connected to the sewerage system to have sewage holding tanks 
and the introduction of the sewerage system has not been accompanied by a 
confinement of development to the sewered area. However, the statutory Norfolk 
Island Plan of 1997 states that outside the sewered area, every development 
proposal will be evaluated in terms of its likely impact on the quality of the 
underground water supply and in terms of the need for water and soil conservation 

Official attention has been paid to improving the collection of rainwater. There is now 
a requirement for any new house or accommodation unit to have a tank of at least 
40,000 litres capacity. However, there are considerable variations in the quality of 
the water tanks on the Island, ranging from well built underground concrete tanks to 
galvanised iron tanks in poor condition. Gordon Duvall believes that there should be 
an iron clad prescription of concrete tanks for both water and sewage holding 
purposes in the case of new houses. 

Two studies (1989 and 1997, quoted by Watkins) have been made of the flow of 
sediments from Watermill Creek into Emily Bay and the Kingston Lagoon. Recently a 
dam was built on the Creek to trap sediment and limit flows of freshwater into the 
Bay. Watkins has suggested that as part of the proposed catchment study (see 
Chapter 3) the contribution of stock grazing to the nutrient levels in Watermill Creek 
should be determined so that the problem can be dealt with. Watkins has also 
proposed the establishment of a marine reserve at the Kingston Lagoon under the 
Commonwealth Seas and Submerged Lands Act in association with local legislation 
to provide the management regime which is currently lacking.  

The need for a comprehensive water management strategy embracing resource 
assessments, and more extensive water quality monitoring has been recognised and 
already some steps have been taken to improve the collection of rainwater. A 1996 
report to the Norfolk Island Government surveyed the main issues for the water 
strategy and proposed an Action Plan. The first stage of implementation of the plan 
has been concerned with improving knowledge of the water resource and its use and 
has involved the installation of some 40 logging stations and flow meters in bores 
and streams. A later stage is aimed at further increasing the collection of rainwater to 



 27

reduce the pressure on the ground water, particularly in tourist accommodations. 
The report notes that with adequate storage private dwellings could be totally self 
sufficient in water and tourist accommodations able to meet 50% to 60% of their 
needs. The carrying out of a regular audit of water consumption by type of use and 
source would be useful for the establishment of trends and policy setting. The 
Norfolk Island Plan noted that future water supply and maintenance and if 
necessary, improvement of water quality are central planning considerations for the 
Island. It suggested as appropriate goals: 1) sustainable management (abstractions 
related to recharge); 2) water quality maintained, improved and monitored. It also 
recommended that a water strategy study be undertaken to consider long term 
needs, supply options including re-use, aquifer testing and water quality 
considerations. For the latter it noted that appropriate guidelines could be obtained 
from the National Water Quality Management Strategy. 

Clearly insufficient is known about some basic matters, including the size and nature 
of the water resource, consumption rates and trends and whether the deep 
underground water is being run down. If it is there could be a risk of sea water 
intrusion. These are all matters requiring serious attention. 

The potentially disruptive effect of heavy rainfall on roadways and property was 
demonstrated by the October, 1998 storm. The impact was increased by many 
culverts being blocked. Apart from the need for there to be more periodic clearing of 
culverts Watkins has suggested the need for a study to identify current and future 
needs for drainage. 
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CHAPTER 5 – NATIVE VEGETATION, AND NATIVE PLANTS AND 
ANIMALS 

The Native Vegetation 

Description 

The Norfolk Island Pine is an apt symbol for the natural environment of the Territory 
and Norfolk Islanders are deservedly proud of this endemic tree. With its majestic 
form and dominant presence it gives the landscape an unmistakably distinctive 
character. It also symbolises the fact that remote Oceanic Islands like Norfolk have 
many endemic species which are of value to all people no matter where they live. 
Residents are generally more aware than visitors that there are a considerable 
number of endemic plants and endemic animals on the Island. 

It being the forests and their distinctive plants and animals which contribute more 
than anything else to Norfolk Island's identity the main question is can these species, 
their native forest habitat and the natural processes of which they are a part, survive 
the many persistent threats and pressures which exist? Their best chance rests with 
a determined effort to not only deal with each of the threats but to try to restore the 
forests as a whole to their former natural glory. 

In 1788 virtually the whole of Norfolk and Philip Islands were covered with forest. 
Most of this was dense sub-tropical rain forest but a drier more open forest occupied 
the coastal fringes. Norfolk Island Pine occurred mainly on the drier ridges and more 
exposed coastal areas as a an emergent species. According to Smithers and Disney 
(1969) there were originally five habitats: a pine association; a tree fern/palm 
association; sand beach; rocky shore and cliffs. 

It is estimated that 39% of the Island was cleared during the first settlement and this 
was further extended during the second settlement. After the Pitcairn settlement in 
1856 the extent of cleared land fluctuated with different attempts being made to grow 
a variety of export crops such as coffee and bananas. Turner (1968) notes that 
during the 1856 to 1960 period some three quarters of the Island was largely cleared 
and intensively farmed. In the remaining forest areas feral animals and grazing stock 
moved more or less at will and invasive exotic plants increasingly displaced the 
natural systems. The overall effects were that on the plateau and coastal land, where 
the land was more suited to farming, the forest was split into isolated remnants and 
that nearly everywhere where forest survived uncleared its composition was greatly 
altered. 

Of the total of 445 vascular plants to be found on Norfolk Island 274 (nearly 60%) are 
naturalised (ie exotic) and 171 indigenous (native),(Green 1994). Helman and 
Gilmour in a 1989 report summarised the situation in much of the remaining forests 
as being, either totally dominated by woody weed species or heavily weed infested.  

Whilst there was concern about the effects of weeds and stock on the forests for 
most of the last century it has been only during the last three decades that a 
determined effort has been made to halt and reverse forest degradation. Until 
resources were available to keep the weeds under control it was easier to allow the 
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cattle to try to do the job and put up with the associated damage to the native plants. 
Cattle prefer native plants to many of the exotics. 

The only large area of continuous forest today is centred on Mount Pitt which is at a 
higher altitude and has poorer soils than the bulk of the main Island. This forest area 
covers about 500 hectares or one seventh of the Territory but even here only a few 
places still have forest which is believed to bear a close resemblance to the original 
vegetation. The 1984 plan of management for the National Park contained a map 
which showed the areas of predominantly weed free forest (mainly Palm/Tree Fern 
Forest), predominantly weed infested forest, areas of dense African Olive and dense 
Red Guava, and plantations. The 1988 Conservation Strategy reported that whilst 
the forest cover of the National Park is more or less continuous almost 34% of it is 
composed almost entirely of exotic woody weed species and only 6% is weed free. 
Unfortunately, equivalent figures for the year 2000 were not available. 

The weed infestation is at its most severe in the Forestry Zone located in the north 
and west of the National Park. Much of this area was cleared for banana plantations 
during the banana boom of the 1920s and early 1930s but after the collapse of the 
industry in about 1933 it was invaded by African Olive. In 1948 some of the olive 
infested areas began to be cleared for eucalypts and by 1968 30 hectares had been 
planted. The introduction of these trees has created a fire risk for the plantation and 
the adjacent rainforest. 

The remnant forests of the lower lying areas are generally more modified than the 
more extensive highland forest around Mount Pitt but Philip Island represents the 
extreme result of interference with the natural condition. Here the native vegetation is 
recovering after near complete devastation, first by feral pigs and goats and then by 
rabbits. 

The modern approach to the conservation of the Island's flora and fauna began in 
the 1960s when the Flora and Fauna Society sought the assistance of botanist Peter 
Green of the Royal Botanic Gardens, Kew. Green, who had first visited the Island in 
1963, compiled a plant list in 1967. This in turn, through the medium of the Species 
Survival Commission of the International Union for Conservation of Nature and 
Natural Resources, led to the subsequent wide ranging investigations by the 
Australian Conservation Foundation. In 1985-86, following on the recommendations 
which the ACF made in its two reports (1968 and 1970), the Norfolk Island National 
Park (embracing the Mount Pitt area and covering 460 hectares) was declared. 

The first Plan of Management for the new Park (1984) indicated that it contained four 
plant communities: Pine Forest; Mixed Hardwood Forest; Palm/Hardwood Forest; 
and Palm/Tree Fern Forest. In 1989, with funds from the National Rainforest 
Conservation Programme, Gilmour and Helman produced two consultancy reports 
on the Island's plant communities for the national park authority; the first on the 
vegetation of the National Park and the second on quality plant communities in the 
forest remnants located outside the Park. In 1994 Davidson, Anderson and Evans 
followed up with a detailed study of the native vegetation of the Park's Forestry Zone. 

Knowledge of what the vegetation was like before modern settlement and the 
distribution of the various vegetation types is crucial to rehabilitation and restoration 
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efforts. Gilmour and Helman reconstructed the original vegetation, mapped present 
day vegetation on a scale of 1:50,000 and assessed its conservation status. 

For the whole of the Island they identified the following native vegetation types: 
forest dominated by palm; hardwood sub-tropical rainforest with occasional 
emergent pines; drier forest with pines; Mission Road rainforest or viney rainforest; 
pine lagunaria; coastal stunted shrub community; and rocky scrub dominated by 
ferns, etc. 

In the case of the study of the remnant forest areas outside the Park the sites they 
selected for closer study were –  areas where natural combinations of dominant 
species and structure still exist. Areas not judged at the outset as likely to be 
reasonable examples of remnant vegetation were not inspected and it appears, 
partly as a result of the limited time for the field work, that some areas of value were 
not surveyed. 

The areas surveyed had a more or less intact canopy and contained weed 
infestation situations varying from light to moderate. A map was produced for each of 
12 areas found to have quality plant communities, showing: the extent of the native 
forest by vegetation type, relatively undisturbed areas; and badly weed infested 
areas. 

The consultants' surveys confirmed the existence of more or less intact remnant 
forest areas containing plant communities typical of the plateau and coastal regions 
and not contained within the National Park. Being largely different from the 
communities of the Park, it is not surprising that these areas were also found to 
contain a number of rare or uncommon plant species which do not occur in the Park. 

Helman and Gilmour also ranked the various remnants with quality plant 
communities in terms of importance (based on the criteria of rarity of the vegetation, 
importance as habitat for rare species, lack of adequately protected stands, and high 
quality of the stands (size and/or lack of disturbance)). 

The main communities which they identified as existing in the remnants which were 
not adequately conserved elsewhere were: 

1. Viney hardwood forests –  Mission Road area; 

2. Plateau hardwood forests –  such as those at Steels Point and 
Duncombe Bay; 

3. Coastal Norfolk Island Pine and White Oak forests –  such as those at 
Rocky Point Reserve, Ansons Bay, Selwyn Reserve and Bloody 
Bridge. 

Helman and Gilmour also made a sobering conservation assessment of native 
vegetation of Norfolk Island as a whole noting that the critical and relatively small 
areas with quality plant communities outside the National Park are mostly 
deteriorating as a result of grazing and weed infestation, one important symptom 
being the lack of replacement of lost trees. 
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Pressures 

The main pressures on the vegetation of Norfolk Island and hence the chief obstacle 
to rehabilitation and restoration continue to be stock grazing and weeds. Grazing 
occurs in nearly all the public reserves and remnant forest areas, including the areas 
with quality plant communities identified by Helman and Gilmour. These researchers 
stated in their 1989 reports that the major cause of current disturbance to the 
remnant vegetation areas was grazing cattle. This remained the case in 2000. 
Grazing eliminates the regeneration of native species and, as explained in the 
section on soil, causes erosion on steep areas deprived of their vegetation cover. 
Stock also spread the seeds of plants they eat such as Guava. 

When grazing pressure is removed, as for instance by fencing, unless other 
measures are taken the area becomes more vulnerable to weed invasion and weeds 
become the main problem. The withdrawal of grazing needs to be combined with the 
prompt introduction of weed control and enrichment planting of species which 
occurred in the area originally. That it is possible to control the weeds in these 
circumstances is shown by the case of the One Hundred Acre Reserve which has 
not been grazed for over eighty years. 

There are many aggressive weed colonisers. Sykes and Atkinson (1988) reported 
that the continuing spread of Red Guava (Psidium cattleannum), a prolific seeder, 
represented a greater threat to the indigenous vegetation than any other weed 
species, having the ability to choke out such species as the Norfolk Island Palm 
(Rhopalostylis baueri). 

The situation in the National Park is the cumulative result of the interference which 
has taken place for over two centuries, particularly the access of stock which directly 
assisted the spread of weeds and caused soil erosion. The destruction of bird 
rookeries in the forest has also meant that large quantities of natural fertiliser in the 
form of bird droppings are no longer entering the soil. 

No comprehensive study of weed infestation and control has ever been made for the 
Territory but in 1984 three members of the Alan Fletcher Research Station in the 
Queensland Department of Lands –  Haseler, Diacloff and Wells carried out a survey 
of weeds in the National Park and made recommendations on weed control 
measures. They noted that the predominant weed species were the Red Guava and 
the African Olive (Olea africana) but also listed 22 other species which had the 
potential to become major weeds, including Hawaiian Holly (Schinus terebinthifolius) 
and a species of Ipomoea Vine (Ipomoea cairica). 

The effect of future climatic change on weeds has been examined by Watkins (1999) 
who has pointed out that there is a possibility of an increase in the weed problem if 
there are more frequent heavy rainfall conditions. 

Management 

The eradication of weeds to non-damaging levels is a task for many future 
generations of conservation minded people. It will need to be undertaken with skill 
and co-operation, because too rapid removal of weeds can leave the soil bare, or 
create too much light resulting in one weed species being replaced quickly by 
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another, making it difficult for shade or semi-shade loving native plants (such as the 
Kurrajong) to re-establish. 

The Queensland researchers saw the progressive removal of weeds followed by a 
long period of weed control as being an essential part of the solution but felt that the 
real future of the forest was in doubt if the soil texture and nutrient status could not 
be restored. 

The members of the team considered Norfolk Island an ideal venue for biological 
control of weeds, preferably in conjunction with the use of specific herbicides. 
Chemical control is feasible for African Olive, Red Guava, Hawaiian Holly and 
Ipomea Vine. Lantana (Lantana camara) and the Mist Flower, or William Taylor, 
(Eupatorium riparium) can be treated by hand clearing and follow up spraying.  

The Queensland team recommended: the carrying out of trials with a number of 
methods of weed control; the taking of advice on nutrient status; and a further 
vegetation survey to establish a base line for monitoring before a detailed 
management programme was developed. In general use of a combination of 
methods was recommended according to circumstances. The order of priority for 
treatment which they recommended was first priority for the virtually weed free 
areas, then the moderately infested areas and finally the heavily infested areas. 

Since 1988 much effort has been put into building up the knowledge basis for the 
rehabilitation and restoration of the native vegetation. Green continued his work on 
vascular plants on both Norfolk and Lord Howe Islands and his findings were 
published (1994) in a monograph in the Flora of Australia series. Vascular plants 
include flowering plants, pines, ferns and fern allies. 

The investigation of the non-vascular flora (lichens, algae, mosses, liverworts and 
fungi) has received more attention since 1988 (for mosses see Streimann and 
Curnow 1989) but there has been no study of their conservation needs.  

Green's work places the Norfolk Island flora in its wider oceanic context. The biota of 
Norfolk has important floristic connections with Lord Howe Island which has been 
inscribed on the world heritage list since 1982. According to Green, in floristic terms 
both Norfolk Island and Lord Howe are more closely related to New Zealand and 
New Caledonia than they are to Australia. 

The 1989 reports by Gilmour and Helman provide a basis for protection and 
restoration of both the national park estate and the quality forest remnants, several 
of which occur in public reserves. 

The overriding policy for the management of the flora of the National Park as stated 
in the current plan of management is: 

To conserve and restore as many as possible of Norfolk Island's plants 
and communities, recreating as closely as possible the state of vegetation 
which is thought to have existed prior to European settlement of the Island 
(Parks Australia 2000). 
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An alternative to this policy would be to aim at creating the conditions necessary for 
the evolution of the biota in relation to natural forces. This would be a more 
complicated objective in the circumstances. and the main consideration in adopting 
the former policy has been a realisation of the extent of the degradation and the 
need for a mufti-faceted approach involving enhancement of the native plant 
communities by planting as well as weed control. 

Stock were fully eliminated from the National Park in 1978 after the provision of 
secure fencing was completed around the entire perimeter (1976). Weed control 
strategies for the Park began to be developed with the approval of the Park in 1984. 
The first park plan of management of the same year gave weed control a high 
priority. A broad strategy of working from the least to the most weed infested areas, 
as recommended by the Queensland consultants, was adopted. The main technique 
used to implement this strategy was the Bradley method which involves weeding 
plots by hand with no replanting; allowing native species to gradually recolonise the 
weeded areas. The plan also provided for land heavily infested by Guava and Olive 
to be cleared and planted with native trees using cultivation or herbicides if 
necessary until the trees were established. 

Helman and Gilmour in 1989 argued strongly that management of the park should be 
active and long term, combining protection from grazing with weed control and 
rehabilitation enrichment planting programmes. Basically their recommended 
approach was to arrest the deterioration of the vegetation condition by long term 
management programmes. 

From 1990 with the improved knowledge provided by the Helman and Gilmour report 
the park agency began to develop various new rehabilitation and weed control 
strategies for the park. A 'Supplementary Weed Control Strategy' was developed in 
1990 and this was followed in 1994 by the 'Native Forest Rehabilitation Strategy for 
the Mt Pitt Section of the National Park 1994-98'. These strategies continue to guide 
the vegetation management work to the present day. 

The main programme has involved the broad scale rehabilitation of weed infested 
areas by removal of the weeds and replanting with native plants. The native plants 
which still remain on a site have often thrived when rescued from competition with 
the weeds but active management of the replanted areas is vital to prevent 
recolonisation. 

The 2000 plan of management for the Park provides for the removal of some minor 
pockets of exotic eucalypts located outside the Forestry Zone and their replacement 
with native species but does not mention the problem of the existence of more 
extensive stands of plantation eucalypts in the Forestry Zone in terms of its 
incompatibility with national park objectives as they are universally recognised. 

Recommendations from the 1992 Report on the Forestry Working Plan are being 
incorporated into the management of the Forestry Zone. Although no non native 
species are to be planted in the Zone an exception is made for a second rotation of 
exotic eucalypts to replace harvested eucalypts. The 2000 management plan also 
provides for a wide range of actions, including: protection of remnant native 
vegetation by a ban on its clearing and possible establishment of buffer zones; a 5 
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year eradication plan for major weeds; and creation of fire breaks and declaration of 
fire bans. 

As described in the section on soils the rehabilitation challenge on Philip Island is 
made more difficult by the almost complete loss of the soil and the primary 
management task there is one of soil stabilisation. There are on the other hand some 
favourable factors in the absence of stock and other animal pests and the 
opportunity to prevent weed invasion as the native vegetation becomes established. 
Already two plant species thought to be extinct have reappeared. The restoration of 
the natural ecosystems of Philip Island has been guided by the 'Native Forest 
Rehabilitation Strategy for Norfolk Island National Park’. This is to be revised to 
include the actions to be taken for re-establishment of soil profiles and bird habitat. It 
is recognised that one of the keys to restoration of the plant cover and wildlife habitat 
is care for the surviving pockets of vegetation on Philip Island which, since the 
removal of the rabbits are expanding.  

The only opportunities for conserving the plant communities representative of the 
plateau and coastal regions lie with the successful protection of the key forest 
remnants. This point was made very clear by Helman and Gilmour who declared that 
although the remnants containing the quality plant communities occupied only a 
fraction of the original vegetation their preservation was essential if there is going to 
be any hope of long term conservation of the unique ecosystems of Norfolk Island. 
These represented, they stressed, communities that either never occurred in the 
national park area, or no longer exist there. 

While Helman and Gilmour were also clear that long term management was 
necessary to arrest the continuing deterioration they did not examine how this could 
be achieved in any detail. As measures they emphasised education, instilling a 
sense of responsibility in landowners, provision of incentives, compensation for 
losses and expenses for actions such as fencing and weed management. They 
noted the need to address the control of grazing sensitively because of the Island's 
traditions in relation to cattle. 

Some discussions have taken place with leaseholders but protective measures have 
not been incorporated in covenants and there is no present strategy or programme 
for the protection and restoration of these remnants as a group. The national park 
agency can, on request, provide advice to the Administrator, the Norfolk Island 
Government and the public on conservation and wildlife matters, such as the better 
protection of the remnants and the control of weeds, but this role is subject to 
available resources and its involvement to date has not been major. Parks Australia 
has however published a Weed Control Manual for Norfolk Island which should 
improve the effectiveness of weed control efforts by both the private and public 
sectors. The Norfolk Island Plan (1997) states that the environmental impact 
assessment process in the Plan provides for mandatory preliminary assessment 
where remnant vegetation is involved with development proposals. The situation in 
2000 is that in several remnants containing quality plant communities the condition 
has deteriorated considerably since Helman and Gilmour made their inspections. 

Since half of the quality remnants occur in the public reserves there is an opportunity 
to develop protective programmes through the arrangements for reserve 
management. Information concerning this is provided in Chapter 14. 
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The only Territory measure relating to the problem of weed control on private land is 
the Noxious Weeds Ordinance, 1916 which provides the Executive Member with 
powers to eradicate certain weeds such as Lantana. Land owners may be required 
to eradicate the plants within a month failing which the work is carried out at the 
owners expense. If the land becomes re-infested the land owner is required to pay a 
penalty in addition to the cost of again clearing the land. Altogether 21 plants have 
been listed as noxious under the Ordinance. A weed control section of two is 
employed under the control of the Chief Administrative Officer. 

Some weed control has been carried out in the KAVHA. Water Hyacinth has been 
eradicated from the Kingston and Cascade Creeks where it provided a habitat for 
mosquitoes. 

The Norfolk Island Plan recommends the development of a long term strategy for 
weed control and eradication and the protection and enhancement of remnant 
vegetation. The concept is for this strategy to be linked to the management plans for 
the public reserves and the development of practical means of involving the 
community. 

The Native Plants 

Description 

Of the 171 vascular plants native to Norfolk Island 47 are considered to be endemic 
and there are also several endemic genera (Green 1994). According to Sykes and 
Atkinson (1988) following a survey in 1987 42 plants are in danger of extinction. Two 
plant species, including one endemic (Strblorrhiza speciosa), are believed to be 
extinct. 

The list of endemic plants considered by Sykes and Atkinson (1988 following a 1987 
survey of rare plants) to be rare and/or threatened is as follows (the initial EPBC 
indicates that the plant is listed under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act, 1999): 

List of Rare and/or Endangered Endemic Plants 

1. Norfolk Island Chaff Tree (Acchyranthes arborescens) 

2. Norfolk Island Abutilon (Abutilon julianae) 

3. Coastal Coprosma (Coprosma baueri) 

4. Norfolk Island Euphorbia (Euphorbia norfolkiana 

5. Philip Island Hibiscus (Hibiscus insularis)  

6. Norfolk Island Mahoe (Melicytus latifolius) 

7. Broadleaf Meryta (Meryta latifolia) 

8. Popwood (Myoporum obscuram) 
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9. Bastard Oak (Ungeriaq floribunda) 

10. Kurrajong (Wiksroema australis) 

Neil Hermes in an earlier list (1986) listed the following additional plants as endemic 
and rare and/or endangered: 

11. Philip Island Grass (Elysmus kingianum) 

12. Norfolk Island Oberonia (Oberonia titania) 

13. One Leaf Orchid (Bulbopyllum argyropus) 

Following the work of Green and others a much larger number of plants are regarded 
by the parks agency as being in urgent need of protection, propagation and habitat 
restoration. It considers that the "50 plus endemic species" are all threatened and will 
require listing under the EPBC Act within 5 years. 

As far as the distribution of the endangered plant species is concerned these have 
been the subject of a census by Anderson and Cochrane (1995). Their report –  
'Assessment of Population Numbers of Norfolk Island's Threatened Plants' was 
based on counts carried out along 220 traverses in a total of 19 catchments. These 
were located mainly in the Mount Pitt section of the National Park but included some 
locations outside the Park. 

Before this work Sykes and Atkinson had been able to find only 55 specimens of the 
Chaff Tree (noting a serious shortage of younger trees) and only 33 wild plants of the 
Broad Leaf Meryta, 20 of which were on leased land. Twenty five other plants of this 
species had disappeared during the drought of 1987. Many hundreds of both these 
plants and the Nettletree (Boehmeria australis) (in 1995 numbering only 37 plants) 
were planted in the Park during the 1990s. 

In 1988 the Philip Island Hibiscus occurred in only two small patches with respective 
diameters of 10 and 50 metres and was rated by the World Conservation Union as 
one of the world's ten most endangered plants. Today these patches are stable and 
another 10 by 50 metre patch has been established in another valley. 

Pressures 

The threat posed by aggressive exotics to the native plant communities has already 
been outlined. This, of course, equally threatens particular species. Exotics which 
compete for space in the habitats of rare species which prefer more open woodland, 
such as the Chaff Tree and the Nettletree (Boehmera australis), are the Mauritanian 
Tobacco (Solanum maritannum) and Bleeding Heart (Omalanthus populifolius). 

Another danger is the risk of genetic dilution from closely related plants introduced to 
Norfolk Island. Cases in point are the threat to Myoporum obscuram from M. insulare 
introduced from Australia, and to Coprosma baueri from C. repens from New 
Zealand. A small plantation of Hoop Pine (Araucaria cunninghamii) from Australia, a 
close relative of the Norfolk Island Pine (Araucaria heterophylla), was eliminated by 
order of the Assembly in 1981 because of a threat to the genetic integrity of the local 
pine. Another threat is the risk of disease from introducing species propagated off 
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the Island and there is also a risk of contamination from garden plants at the Island 
nursery. 

Because of its importance as a dominant feature of the landscape and its economic 
and symbolic values, the welfare of Norfolk Island Pine is obviously a matter of major 
concern. It has been estimated that over half the mature pines on the Island are 
dead or dying (quoted in Green 1994), trees in this condition being conspicuous by 
their heavy cover of lichens. The main cause of this dieback condition appeared to 
Helman and Gilmour (1989) to be a root rot fungus –  Phellinus noxious. Another 
problem is the growth of dense mats of grass around the base of young pines which. 
if not attended to, can hinder growth and cause collar rot. 

Management 

The attention paid during the 1988-2000 period to building up a vegetation 
knowledge base included attempts to find out more about the endangered plants and 
how to save them. In 1994 the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service formed 
an Endangered Species Vegetation Sub-Committee. This was followed by the 
commissioning of studies by John Anderson. A first phase assessment of the 
population numbers of the threatened plants (with Cochrane, 1995) provided a basis 
for the development of a weed control rehabilitation strategy focused on the 
protection of endangered plants (1997). 

Conservation measures which had been recommended by Sykes and Atkinson 
included: the raising of stock in nurseries for reinforcement of wild populations and 
for distribution to residents to reduce the incentive for poaching raids; the eradication 
of cultivated species closely related to the endangered species (exchange for native 
species is possible); careful monitoring of trends and research into ecology; the 
creation of artificial canopy gaps; and weeding and other forms of control of exotic 
species. 

Anderson's strategy took an ecological approach, exploiting the natural potential of 
the forest to regenerate. For instance some natives can be aggressive colonisers if 
not subjected to cattle grazing. The programme recommended targeted specific 
endangered species for protection and potentially competitive weeds for control. 
Anderson estimated that over 40% of the endangered species will require extensive 
recruitment, to be partly achieved by enrichment planting in some cases in specially 
protected planting locations. 

Anderson's multi-faceted approaches include targeting particularly invasive weeds 
such as Hawaiian Holly and Red Guava, drop line weed control, and treatment of 
'island' type remnants. 

Anderson produced a separate work programme for each of his 19 catchments and 
suggested 18 treatment locations distributed across the three park zones. He also 
suggested rehabilitation techniques for individual species. 

The protection of endangered plants against stock is clearly important, but rats may 
also interfere by eating seeds so that their control is necessary for this reason as 
well as for the protection of endangered fauna. 
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The nursery (run jointly by Parks Australia and the Norfolk Island Parks and Forestry 
Service) propagates nearly all of the Island's endemic species. In 1995-96 30,000 
native plants were propagated and over 6,000 trees and shrubs were planted in the 
Park. 

The Trees (Preservation) Act of 1985 provided legislative protection for 'protected' 
species including the height above which a protected species becomes protected. In 
1988 the protected schedule comprised 5 species: Norfolk Island Pine, White Oak 
(Lagunaria patersonia), Maple (Elaeodedron curtipendulum), Ironwood (Nestegis 
apetala) and Whitewood (Celtis paniculta). By 1999 a further 31 species had been 
added. The Act was amended in 1997. It also controls the cutting of timber on Crown 
lands. However, permits to take trees are readily given, reducing the effectiveness of 
the Act. 

The Commonwealth Endangered Species Act, 1992 obliged the federal government 
to prepare inventories and recovery and threat abatement plans for listed species, 
communities and key threatening processes on Commonwealth land and waters. In 
July, 2000 these provisions were substantially retained when the EPBC Act came 
into force. The new legislation makes provision for: the listing of critically endangered 
species, critically endangered species, critically endangered communities, 
endangered ecological communities, and key threatening processes; recovery plans 
and threat abatement plans; eradication of non native species; and conservation 
agreements and conservation orders. 

The recovery programmes carried out for the rare, endangered and threatened plant 
species of the last decade and a half has brought good results. Several endemic 
species which were on the brink of extinction are now reasonably common and 
knowledge of the plants amongst Norfolk Islanders is much improved. 

 

The Native Animals 

Description 

Not surprisingly in view of its location there are few terrestrial vertebrates other than 
birds on Norfolk Island. Interest therefore focusses on the 32 species of resident land 
and freshwater birds. There were 14 endemic species of which only 7 or 8 survive. 

The following are considered to be extinct by all authorities ('S' indicates a distinct 
species, the others are sub species): 

1. Norfolk Island Ground Dove (Gallicolomba norfolciensis) S 

2. Norfolk Island Kaka or Philip Island Parrot (Nestor productus) S 

3. New Zealand Pigeon (Hemiphaga novaeseelandiae) 

4. Long Tailed Triller or Black and White Sparrow (Lalage leucopyga 
leucopyga) 

5. Norfolk Island Starling or Blackbird (Aplonis fusca fusca) 
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The 2000 National Park management plan lists the following two species as possibly 
extinct. The Island Thrush has not been seen for some time but the White-eye was 
seen recently (ESP indicates that the bird was listed as endangered and vulnerable 
(Schedule 1 of the federal Endangered Species Act, and APAP as endangered or 
vulnerable in the Action Plan for Australian Birds (Garnett 1992)): 

1. White-breasted White-eye or Grinnell (Zosterops albogularis) S ESP 
APAP 

2. Island Thrush or Grey-headed Blackbird (Turdus poliocephalus 
poliocephalus) ESP APAP 

Two other species are endangered. The Owl is no longer a distinct sub species. 
When the last male died birds of a related sub species were imported from New 
Zealand so that the offspring are now hybrids: 

1. Norfolk Island Morepork or Boobook Owl (Ninox undulata) ESP APAP 

2. Red-fronted Parakeet or Green Parrot or Kakariki (Cynanoramphus 
novaezelandiae cookii) ESP APAP 

The other endemic species or sub species still surviving are as follows: 

1. Long-billed White-eye (Zosterops tenuirostis) S  

2. Scarlet Robin (Petroica multicolor multicolor) ESP APAP 

3. Golden Whistler or Tamey (Pachycehaa pectoralis xanthoprocta) APAP 

4. Grey Fantail (Rhipidura fuliginosa pelzelni) 

5. Grey Gerygone (Gerygone igata modesta) 

The population of the Scarlet Robin is stable and seems to have increased with rat 
control. 

The Norfolk Island Group is very important for nesting or roosting seabirds. Schodde, 
Fullagar and Hermes in 1983 listed 11 seabirds which breed in the Territory 
compared with the 13 or 14 which nested at the time of European settlement. Since 
the 1983 report the Providence Petrel (Pterodroma solandri), which had been 
considered locally extinct since 1800 has returned to nest on Philip Island. 

Of the terrestrial mammals two species, Gould's Wattled Bat (Chalnolobus gouldii) 
and the Norfolk Island Free-tail Bat (Mormopterus (tadarida) norfolkensis) are 
believed to be extinct. The last sighting of the former was in the 1970s. 

The two terrestrial reptiles, the Great Marbled Gecko (Christinus guentheri) and the 
Philip Island Skink (Pseudemoia lichenigera) are found only on Philip Island but also 
occur on Lord Howe Island. The Action Plan for Reptiles (Cogger et al 1993) lists 
both as being vulnerable to extinction. There are no amphibians. 
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There are at least three species of terrestrial and freshwater crustacea, including two 
terrestrial crabs, the Little Nipper (Geogarphus greyi) land crab and the freshwater 
crab (Amarinus lacrustis), and about 70 species of land and freshwater molluscs. 
The molluscs, which include land snails, are believed to play a role in nutrient 
cycling. Only two species of native fish, the Long-finned Eel (Anguilla reinhardti) and 
the Short-finned Eel (Anguilla australis) have been recorded. 

The insects have not been comprehensively surveyed but there is evidently a rich 
invertebrate fauna. Of the 450 recorded 65 are believed to be endemic. Parks 
Australia sponsored research on the invertebrates has been limited, so far, to bees 
and wasps. The butterflies of Norfolk Island have been described by Smithers (1970) 
and Holloway (1977). In a 1998 Australian Museum list Smithers lists 16 species.  

Pressures 

The widespread habitat change which has occurred is an obvious factor in the 
decline of Norfolk Island's fauna. This includes the often devastating effect of the 
human use of native animals for food as in the case of the Providence Petrel, the 
Kaka, the Pigeon and the Ground Dove, and the impacts of competition and 
predation on native species by introduced species such as rats.  

In 2000 the continued existence of many of these types of pressure hinders 
conservation efforts. Bird life for instance is affected by various forms of habitat 
disturbance, including clearing and the spread of weed species; both destroying food 
sources, by rats and feral cats and by competition from introduced species. An 
example is the way in which the Green Parrot has faced competition for nesting sites 
in hollow trees from the Crimson Rosella (Platycercus caledonicus), introduced in the 
early nineteenth century. 

Both the Boobook Owl and the Green Parrot have been affected by the lack of 
nesting sites which is partly the consequence of the decline in the number of old 
trees. 

It will probably be a matter of lasting regret to future generations that the delay in 
taking decisive conservation measures in this century has added to the list of extinct 
species and made the task of preventing further future extinctions more difficult. 

The Long Tailed Triller was abundant around the settled areas as recently as the 
early 1940s. The Norfolk Island Starling was last seen in 1923. More to the point is 
the demise, either to extinction or near extinction, of the White-breasted White-eye, 
the Grey-headed Blackbird, the Boobook Owl, the Green Parrot, the Scarlet Robin 
and the Golden Whistler. The 1983 report, A Review Norfolk Island Birds: Past and 
Present by Schodde, Fullagar and Hermes contains distribution maps which show 
the extent to which many of the threatened species are dependent upon the 
condition of the native vegetation of the National Park. 

The drastic result is that of all the Norfolk Island endemic species (as distinct from 
sub-species) only the Long-billed White-eye will have survived. The future of both 
this species and the Green Parrot seems to be dependent on the management of the 
Mount Pitt section of the National Park although recently the possibilities of using 
Philip Island as a sanctuary for the Green Parrot have been discussed. 
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A virus disease, the Psittacinecircovirus disease (PCD) is believed to have hastened 
the decline of the Green Parrot and could hamper restoration efforts. The Common 
Starling (Sturnus vulgaris) which has been in the Group since the early years of the 
Twentieth Century competes with native insect feeders and also competes with the 
Green Parrot and Owls for nesting sites. 

In 1993-94 the Asian Paper Wasp (Polistes chinensis) invaded Norfolk Island and its 
effects on other species are not known. 

Habitat deterioration played a part in the decline to possible extinction of the White-
breasted White-eye but this bird has suffered also from a hundred years of 
competition from the self introduced Silvereye (Zosterops lateralis) and predation by 
rats and cats. The Grey-headed Blackbird also suffered from the clearing of native 
vegetation and competition from the exotic Blackbird (Turdus merula). 

The two hundred year long loss of the Providence Petrel as a nesting species in the 
Norfolk Island Group dramatically illustrated the impact of human hunting on a 
species which was very abundant. Lost with the hundreds of thousands of this bird 
and the decline of seabird numbers generally was a regular input of nutrients to the 
soils, plant life and farms. Excavations on the site of the first settlement have 
revealed the remains of two other petrel species which appear to have become 
extinct during the first years of the colony. 

There is still some gathering of sea bird eggs for food, most notably of the Sooty 
Tern or Whale Bird (Sterna fuscata serrata) on Nepean and Philip Islands. Schodde 
et al noted a dramatic decrease in the number of nests of this bird on Nepean 
compared with the earlier part of the century. The creation of an open environment 
on Nepean with the removal of the forest had made it more attractive for nesting. 
Although Parks Australia surveys show that the continuing annual of the Whale Bird 
may be affecting the population it is still permitted during a set season (first 
introduced in 1977). 

On the main Island predation of ground nesting sea birds by rats and cats and 
disturbance of them by humans and stock are significant. Added to this is the 
choking effect on burrows of Kikuyu Grass. 

There are two introduced rats in the Territory. The Polynesian rats were introduced 
by Polynesians a thousand years or more ago whilst the Black Rat entered the 
environment sometime during the first half of the twentieth century, possibly from a 
World War Two ship wreck. The latter nest in the tree tops, often in hollows 
otherwise used by birds, and eat eggs and chicks. 

In 1968 Turner in his report to the Australian Conservation Foundation recorded that 
the Little Shearwater (Puffinus assimilis assimilis) had not nested on the main Island 
since 1940 and that the Sooty Tern bred there only in small numbers whereas 
previously there was a very large population. The Masked Booby or Gannet (Sula 
dactylatra) nested at Rocky Point in the late 1960s and early 1970s but according to 
Schodde et al killing of birds caused nesting to cease. 

Turner also noted a decline in the populations of tree nesting White Tern (Gygis alba 
royana) and the Wedge-tailed Shearwater or Ghostbird (Puffinus pacificus). The 
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White Tern and the Black Noddy (Anous minutus) nest in Pines so that their long 
term future may well be related to the survival of healthy pine groves. The regrowth 
of vegetation on Philip Island where there are no cats and rats offers hope for 
extending suitable habitats assisting conservation efforts on the main Island. The 
absence of cats and rats also makes Philip Island a secure place for nesting sea 
birds.  

On the main Island the Red-tailed Tropicbird (Phaethon rubricauda) nests around the 
coastline and is a popular attraction to tourists but the proliferation of building 
development close to the coast over recent decades is increasing the pressure on 
this species from cats, rats and human interference. 

Investigations of the pressures on fauna have not surprisingly been concentrated on 
the more conspicuous bird life. The changes in habitat and the impact of introduced 
animals has also affected the other terrestrial vertebrate fauna and the invertebrates. 
Rats, for instance, are believed to have led to the decline of the land molluscs and 
possibly the extinction of some species. They also had a devastating effect on the 
terrestrial reptiles which are now confined to rat free islands in the Group. 

Management 

As with the native plants Norfolk Islanders have woken up to the threat to their fauna 
albeit rather late. The establishment of the National Park in 1985 and its extension to 
include Philip Island in 1996 has created potential life rafts for the native animals in 
terms of habitat protection and the related financial and human resources with which 
to develop strategies and plans for recovery and ongoing management to implement 
them. Conservation efforts to be effective require the cooperative efforts of 
politicians, managers and the public. 

In 1980 the Legislative Assembly passed the Migratory Birds and Endangered 
Species Acts which gives effect to international treaties. The former gives effect to 
the Japan-Australia and China-Australia Migratory Birds Agreements. The Birds 
Protection Act, 1913, as amended, protects all birds frequenting Norfolk Island 
except a list of unprotected birds, mainly exotics, including the Crimson Rosella, the 
Blackbird, and the Common Starling, and also the rare visitor the Masked Lapwing 
(Vanellus miles) because of the threat it poses to aircraft. 

The federal legislation and its requirements, applying to both plants and animals, has 
already been mentioned. Parks Australia advises the Norfolk Island Government and 
the Administrator on the three local acts as well as on Commonwealth legislation 
relating to trade in wildlife, endangered species, and whales, matters all now covered 
by the EPBC Act. 

The 2000 management plan for the National Park notes recovery plans for the Green 
Parrot and Boobook Owl. The latter hybrid sub species had a population of 15 in 
1999. A captive breeding programme for the Parrot which has been carried out for 
over a decade at considerable expense has not proved effective since by 1999 there 
have been no aviary bred birds for release for several years. The programme is 
under review since there is also concern about possible adverse genetic effects. 
Practicable on-the-ground measures to help these two species include the removal 
of competing exotic birds and feral honey bees from tree hollows normally used by 
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the native birds, and the weatherproofing of hollows. Feral and domestic cats are 
controlled in the Park through trapping and removal and a cat neutering programme 
has been encouraged. An extensive rat control programme has been operating in 
the National Park since 1992-93. These field measures seem to be successful in the 
case of the Green Parrot because their wild population is now estimated to be over 
120 birds. The parks agency has stressed that there is still much to be done before 
the Green Parrot's future is secure including the addition of suitable habitat areas on 
private land and the public reserves, the elimination of feral cats, desexing, curfews 
and limitation of roaming by cats and maintenance of the rat baiting programmes. 

A Feral Animal Management Strategy is to be developed to be the basis of feral 
control policies and activities. Kikuyu Grass around Wedge-tailed Shearwater 
colonies is to be actively controlled. 

The 2000 Park plan of management lists seven species of seabirds requiring special 
management as follows: Providence Petrel; Kermadec Petrel; White-necked Petrel; 
Australasian Gannet; Red-tailed Tropicbird; Whale Bird; and Grey Ternlet. 

For the two reptiles the Action Plan for Australian Reptiles (Cogger, et al 1993) lists a 
number of conservation measures aimed at improving their conservation status. 

The status of all the native animal life on Norfolk will benefit from efforts to protect, 
rehabilitate and restore the native flora, indeed an overall ecosystems approach is 
what is most likely to succeed. The most obvious example is the value of trees 
providing hollows for nesting (eg the Ironwood (Nestegis apetala)) and flowers for 
feeding (eg the Cherry (Exocarpus phyllanthoides)). 

Philip Island has great potential with regard to these aims and the 2000 management 
plan notes actions to maintain its predator/competitor free status. These include 
quarantine measures against unwanted introduced species. The success of all these 
efforts will be assisted by the effectiveness of the vegetation rehabilitation 
programme. Control of the small population of Kikuyu on the Island is also important. 
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CHAPTER 6 – FISH AND OTHER MARINE FAUNA 

(See also Chapter 8 on Fishing) 

Description 

The fishery on the Norfolk Ridge has made a sizeable contribution to the food supply 
of the Island population since the first European settlement. Today it also plays an 
important role in the tourist industry, and keeps down the size of the import bill for 
frozen fish. 

As noted in Chapter 1 the islands of the Norfolk Group are but 1% of the land mass 
which existed some 2 million years ago and the remnant shelf or marine platform is 
therefore extensive. The bed of the sea in this area includes coral reefs, sand 
sediment and gravel. The best known part of the marine environment is the area 
adjacent to Kingston and Emily Bay where there is a reef. coral and a 1 kilometre 
long lagoon. Most of the lagoon fish are related to the coral habitat and feed on 
algae, coral and detritus from the reef platform. The coral (at least 39 species in 23 
genera) and the algae cohabit the reefs, an unusual situation.  

A 1975 survey by Hoese, Hodgson and Poxton brought the number of Norfolk Island 
fish species from 79 to 163 species. Hermes in 1986 listed 172 species of which 156 
were considered to be shore species. In 1989 a consultancy team carried out the 
Norfolk Island Fish Survey the results of which were given in an unpublished report 
to the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service. This brought the number of 
coastal species to 218. 

Unlike the plants, the fish are closely related to the Australian mainland and Lord 
Howe Island. This is because Norfolk Island stands in the path of the East Australia 
current, downstream of Lord Howe Island. As the current proceeds eastward it 
becomes weaker in strength and the diversity of the fish and corals diminishes. Lord 
Howe Island has 399 coastal fish species and 68 coral species in 31 genera. The 
current's influence is shown by the regional relationships. of Norfolk Island's coastal 
fish; 85% occur also occur in Australian mainland waters, 79% in Lord Howe waters 
and 31% in downstream New Zealand waters.  

The Fish Survey analysis showed that 58% of the coastal fish of Norfolk Island are 
tropical, 33% sub tropical and 8% temperate. Most of the fish are widespread in the 
western and central Pacific. There is only one endemic fish, the Blenny 
(Parablennius serratolineatus), but there are 8 species which are restricted to Norfolk 
Island, Lord Howe Island and the Kermadecs. 

Ninety seven species of fish are found in the Kingston Lagoon. According to the 
1989 Survey they are a unique community both within Norfolk Island waters and 
internationally. The Lagoon contains 30 fish not found elsewhere in Norfolk Island 
waters and the mixture of tropical, sub tropical and temperate elements has no 
counterpart in the world according to the Survey. 
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Pressures 

The main pressures on the fish species and their populations are commercial and 
recreational fishing and the threat of pollution from the land. The latter only affects 
some inshore areas in a generally minor way. 

Fishing is for local consumption and the main species caught is the Trumpeter 
(Lethrinus miniatus). In 1982/83 A G Church of the Commonwealth Department of 
Primary Industries updated fishery survey work done by Van Pels in 1959. By this 
stage recreational fishing had become more important during the summer months. 
Some indication of the growth of fishing pressure is given by the steady increase in 
the number of motor powered launches. The number at the following dates were as 
follows: 1959 –  9; 1983 –  40; 1987 –  70 and 1999 –  74. The Australian Fisheries 
Management Authority (AFMA) says fishing is done by 80 to 100 boats.  

Church's study followed complaints from local fishermen that stocks were declining 
and suggestions that Japanese fishing vessels were the cause. Church issued log 
books from which catch and catch per unit of effort statistics were derived. Church 
estimated that the returns covered 25% of the total landings during the period. 

He noted that there was inadequate historical information on catch and effort, but 
since the results yielded by the log books showed a significant increase in the catch 
effort per unit of effort with distance from Norfolk Island this suggested that the near 
shore demersal (bottom) fish populations were depleted. He felt that this data and 
the increase in the number of fishing boats indicated that the decline in fish 
abundance was due to increased pressure from the Norfolk Island demersal fishery. 
He concluded that the Norfolk Island fishery was most likely approaching full 
exploitation. 

There are some factors relating to the nature of the coastline, including the lack of 
harbour facilities, which limit the impact of fishing. Boats have to be small enough to 
be hauled out of the water by crane and because of the weather fishing takes place 
over only about a third of the year. 

After Church published his results a Fisheries Agency of Japan report was published 
showing that after 47 days trawling of an area which included parts of the Norfolk 
Island marine shelf by a Japanese fishing operation in 1976 the stock of the Sea 
Bass (Caprodon longimanus) might have been reduced by one-sixth of its initial size. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy noted concern by members of the Norfolk Island 
Fishing Club that a Japanese long line fishery catching mainly Albacore Tuna in the 
area immediately beyond the shelf may have been using bottom long lines to take 
Trumpeter. 

The Japanese long line fishery is still active occasionally, with the ships licensed to 
fish in the Exclusive Economic Zone by the Commonwealth Government. Opinions 
still differ about whether this and other possible outsider fishing has any affect on 
local stocks of Trumpeter. 
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Not surprisingly, in view of its importance to the community, close interest has been 
taken in changes affecting the marine fauna in the Emily Bay Kingston Lagoon 
areas. The main concern has been over a disproportionate amount of algae and 
algal blooms and signs of fish overexploitation. A 1997 study (Hughes) elucidated 
the processes at work, including reduction in the numbers of herbivorous fish and 
sea urchins which control the algae. This was believed to be brought about by the 
collection and killing of the sea urchins. Other possible causes were tourist feeding of 
damsel fish which attack the herbivorous fish and the sea urchins and over fishing of 
fish species which are predators of the damsel fish. The coming to dominance of the 
algae was possibly also assisted by relatively high nutrient levels from run off. The 
Lagoon has also experienced large scale coral mortality caused by the algae and 
such other impacts as coral bleaching and damage by boats and snorkellers. In 2000 
the Lagoon appeared to be back in balance, with the algal problem diminished. This 
may in part be due to the reduced nutrient inflow with the restructuring of the 
wetlands in KAVHA. Whether more work is needed on the wetlands will probably be 
shown by the next major rainfall event. 

Management 

A 200 nautical mile Exclusive Economic Zone surrounds the Territory of Norfolk 
Island. Within this is an area 35 by 50 nautical miles covering the shelf known as the 
Norfolk Island Fishery or ‘Box' where the Norfolk Islanders enjoy exclusive demersal 
fishing rights. The policy which led to the establishment of the box by means of a 
1989 Fisheries Notice under the Fisheries Act, 1952 was made in response to 
requests by Norfolk Islanders for exclusive access on the grounds that the inshore 
demersal fishery was, for certain species at least, fully exploited by Norfolk Islanders. 

The primary responsibility for management rests with AFMA but it is advised by a 
Norfolk Island Fisheries Consultative Committee formed in 1989. Also in 1989 an 
agreement with the Japanese excluded them from a 35 nautical mile zone around 
the Territory. 

Church said that any significant further increase in fishing effort would require active 
management. Fishing by Norfolk Islanders has never been subject to any official 
regulation, a situation which continues. Any resident can operate a boat and fish 
either commercially or as an amateur without license. No log books are required to 
be kept and there are no closed seasons, or other catch restrictions and no closed 
areas or marine reserves. In 1996 AFMA agreed to the development of a draft 
management plan to cover the box. There are proposals to extend the box to 60 by 
75 nautical miles. 

Since the early 1990s because of the concern about a decline in catches, voluntary 
bans on the number of Trumpeter which can be caught in any one week during the 
spawning season have applied. According to the Fishing Club there is 95% 
observance of the ban. In 1984 legislation the Assembly passed the Fish (Export 
Control) Act banning the export of all fish except for small quantities by individuals or 
for scientific research. 

Possible forms of management which have been considered include closing 
particular areas to fishing and catch restrictions according to the type of user (for 
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instance restricting tourists to the taking of surface fish), banning or licensing of 
aquarium fish collection and the establishment of marine reserves. 

In late 1999 it was announced that AFMA had decided to make a grant for research 
into the status of the in-shore fishery. This was in response to a joint funding 
application from the Norfolk Island Fishing Club and the Norfolk Island Government. 
Two of the aims of the study, to be completed by March, 2001, are: to provide further 
baseline data for future monitoring; and to make preliminary recommendations on 
inshore fisheries management. Thus the results of the research could lead to the 
eventual approval of the proposed management plan. Once again a log book survey 
will be conducted. 

The idea of marine reserves appears to have originated with Hoese and his fellow 
researchers in 1975 when they recommended that they be set up to protect fish as a 
result of their distinctive character. A broader reason for a marine reserve at 
Kingston concerning aesthetic values was made by Ivanovici (1988). The reserve 
proposal at this location was also supported by the Fish Survey (1989), by Hughes 
(1997) and by Watkins (1999). The Fish Survey report said the reserve was 
warranted on grounds of uniqueness and scientific value and noted that it was an 
ideal site for public observation of marine life. 

Watkins noted that the recommendations from these earlier reports had been 
virtually ignored. Acknowledging the complex legal hurdles to be overcome he 
repeated the call for a marine reserve to provide for effective management 
implementation for a unique and highly valued natural heritage location. As a legal 
option he recommended that consideration be given to the Commonwealth 
transferring control to the 3 nautical mile belt to the Norfolk Island administration. 
The legislation governing the marine environment around Norfolk Island is the 
federal Seas and Submerged Lands Act, 1973. The Territory of Norfolk Island ends 
at the low water mark. 

There is no doubt that a marine reserve would provide a better legal and 
management framework for the control of recreational use and the taking of sea 
urchins and fish which feed on algae. The only controls at present are on spear 
fishing and the use of poison. The Spear Guns Control Act, 1971 prohibits spear 
guns within the inshore waters at Kingston (between Point Hunter and Point Ross). 
Fortunately, the area has been closely studied and there is good baseline data, 
especially on fish species, with which to base further research and establish trends.  

When a Philip Island addition to the National Park was approved by the Norfolk 
Island Environment Minister it had a marine section. This marine area was 
accidentally deleted during processing in the national capital before the park 
extension was approved in 1996. The proposal has not been resurrected because of 
the unsuitable climate caused by the political differences over the question of the 
future role of the Commonwealth Government on Norfolk Island. 

Possible changes to the legal framework for the management of the marine 
environment are further discussed in the section on the fishery (see Chapter 8). 
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LAND USE ACTIVITIES 
CHAPTER 7 –  AGRICULTURE 

That agriculture is a basic and essential activity is particularly true for a small remote 
island community. The growth of the tourist industry as a mainstay of the Norfolk 
Island economy has created the impression in some quarters that there is less need 
to bother about agriculture. In fact, there is a good case for believing that the 
opposite is true. The advent of larger scale tourism has created not only an 
additional argument for local supply but also improved the terms of trade for the local 
products and created an opportunity to develop a sustainable and diverse 
agricultural base with long term benefits for residents and visitors. By providing from 
local sources most of the food that tourists eat agriculture can become a distinctive 
and integral part of the tourist industry. 

Norfolk Island has some important natural advantages for agricultural production 
which outweigh its handicaps. The combination of volcanic soils and a moist climate 
(variously described as temperate and sub-tropical) with all the year round plant 
growth provides a sound basis for the production of crops and stock. In addition the 
Territory's isolation creates natural protection against plant and animal diseases and 
many pests (including the fruit fly), another advantage which has been used to good 
effect from time to time. 

The agricultural drawbacks of the Island are periodic droughts, the porosity of the 
soil, which adversely affects moisture retention and hence plant growth, and periodic 
attacks by two species of army grubs (moth larvae), one occurring in wet warm 
conditions and the other in drier conditions. Both devastate pastures. The problem of 
maintaining all the year round production in these circumstances is evidenced by the 
resort by some to the hydroponic growing of tomatoes, lettuces and cucumbers. The 
isolation also has its cost for agriculture because it means the costs of goods needed 
for production are higher. Fertiliser, particularly phosphate, is needed for regular 
good crop production. On top of the cost of the fertiliser and carriage, importers have 
to pay $200 per tonne freight charge and a 10% import duty. 

Watkins (1999) has listed the possible hazards and benefits of climatic change but 
says there is need for more information before vulnerability and risk assessments 
can be made. He has suggested the keeping of records on crop yields, weeds, pests 
plant damage, etc so that trends can be established coupled with reviews at 5 to 10 
year intervals. 

The history of agriculture on the Island has many lessons for the future because it 
exposes the options, including many past experiments, successes and failures, and 
illustrates the factors and relationships at work which need to be considered. 

The main phases of the period since the Pitcairn settlement in 1856 can be 
summarised as follows: 

1856 to about 1920 –  subsistence agriculture; 
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1920 to Second World War –  subsistence agriculture plus export cash 
crops (citrus seed and pulp, bananas, bean seed and passion fruit pulp), 
and commercial butter production to replace imports; 

1946 to mid 1960s –  attempted revival of cash crop economy (bean 
seed); 

1960s to late 1990s –  decline in cash crops (except Kentia Palm seed 
from late 1970s), growth of tourist market; but large increase in imports; 

Late 1990s –  some sign of renewed interest in cash crops and self 
sufficiency. 

Crops grown successfully in the 1788 to 1856 period included: flax, hemp, maize, 
wheat, potatoes, sugar-cane, guavas, lemons, apples and coffee. The interest in 
coffee production may even have played a role in delaying the closure of the first 
settlement (Nobbs 1988). 

Butland (1974) believed the fact that there had been so many crop collapses had 
caused widespread apathy about agriculture. He noted that, partly as a result of a 
labour shortage, the hoped for revival based on tourism had not eventuated; the 
slide away from agriculture continuing even as the potential market grew. 

There were less than 120 hectares devoted to crops in the 1914 – 1926 period but 
over 400 hectares in the early 1930s at the height of the banana boom and 148 
hectares of beans alone at the peak of the bean seed boom. By 1974 the crop area 
was only 20 hectares. In 2000 enquiries failed to reveal the current figure. 
Nevertheless the number of residents employed in the category which includes 
farming and horticulture (Agriculture. Forestry and Fishing) increased from 3% of the 
resident adult population in 1986 to 6.5% in 1996. 

There is a ban on the import of fresh fruit aimed at maintaining Norfolk Island's 
valuable fruit fly free status. All of the fresh fruit and all of the fresh vegetables 
consumed on the Island, except potatoes, and onions, are Island products. A 
significant number of Irish potatoes are grown on the Island. Frozen package 
vegetables are imported. The cultivation of Kentia Palm trees for their seed is 
important since this is the main export crop. In 1996/97 exports of palm seeds and 
sprouts were valued at $1,264,842 an increase of 14% over their value in 1986/87. 
Norfolk Island Pine seeds are also exported but the seeds fall from the trees in 
quantity only every 3 to 5 years. $100,622 worth was exported in 1995/96. The only 
grain crop grown on the Island is maize which is grown as a grain feed forage crop. 

Livestock grazing is a traditional feature of Norfolk Island and occurs on commons, 
unenclosed reserves and roadsides as well as on freehold land –  a relic of the 
subsistence agriculture days. For 2000-2001 54 owners were granted pasturage 
rights for 249 head of cattle. There were approximately 1,200 cattle on the Island in 
1998/99. 

Over the decade since the last strategy the number of grazing rights (which are for 
herds of up to 10 cows) has steadily declined from 415 in 1986/87. This is the 
consequence of two factors; a reduction in the amount of pasture available with the 
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exclusion of cattle from the Burnt Pine area and the fencing off of private property; 
and a deliberate attempt to improve management by reducing the grazing pressure. 
A major aim of the practice of allowing cattle onto public areas, which incidentally is a 
matter of interest to tourists, is to control the grass creating a tidy appearance. One 
of the effects of the grazing is that the dominant grass is the hardy Kikuyu grass 
which helps to bind the soil and reduce erosion. 

Milk production on the Island is normally small but significant even though fresh 
powdered and condensed milk is imported. The Norfolk herds are both Bovine 
Bruscillosis and Bovine Tuberculosis free and the milk is sold in its raw 
unpasteurised state. There are no ticks and no sheep blow flies. 

Most of the Island cattle –  a cross of the Australia Illawarra Shorthorn, Hereford, 
Devon and Angus breeds –  are of a dual purpose nature but are mainly important 
for beef production (especially quality vealer beef). 

Pigs are fed on swill table scraps and imported grain mixes. Eggs are produced in 
quantity on the Island but not poultry meats. There are a large number of feral fowls 
on the Island which are not utilised. 

Government support for stock includes a permanent Stock Inspector and periodic 
veterinary inspections. A six monthly muster allows treatment of internal parasites, 
pests and copper deficiency. In 1999 consultant veterinarian Dr James Gardiner 
carried out a review of the stock and production situation on Norfolk Island. He 
recommended a number of improvements including: improved breeding, 
supplementary feeding and fodder conservation. For supplementary feeding 
Gardiner suggested silage production (from maize and sorghum) and the growing of 
more corn. He felt that consideration should be given to complementary grazing of 
sheep on the commons, reserves and roadsides. 

In 1998 Norfolk Island imported 60% of the meat consumed on the Island. Figures 
for the proportion of various foodstuffs produced locally in 2000 are as follows: pork 
70%; beef 60%; fish 50%; lamb 5%; ham 0%; poultry 0%; milk 0% (dairy closed due 
to drought); dairy products 0%. The figure for eggs is not known. These figures 
indicate clear opportunities for development of the stock aspect of agriculture. 
Westerman in 1968 urged agricultural land use to be directed towards those 
products which were costly to import such as fresh milk and prohibited imports such 
as fruit. Nobbs (1983) said there was a strong argument for government intervention 
to decouple the market for dairy products from that of mainland Australia. 

While the tourist industry represents a growing market opportunity and a stimulus for 
an agricultural renaissance there are institutional problems. One is the wavering 
interest of government. In 1955 as a part of the post war attempt to reactivate the 
cash crop industries the Government appointed a full time Agricultural Officer but the 
position was not retained after 1967. In 1997 a part time Agricultural Officer and a 
Primary Industries Committee were appointed as part of the renewed interest in 
agriculture. This assisted the search for new industries, some novel and some 
involving crops grown in the past. Crops being trialed in 2000 include: industrial 
hemp (breeding of suitable tropical and sub-tropical cultivars to provide mother seed 
for commercial fibre crops to be grown in Queensland, Western Australia and 
overseas); coffee; and paw paws (for the Auckland fruit market). All of these efforts 
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have been given some government assistance. The coffee venture involves a private 
enterprise group which is purchasing coffee preserving equipment to provide a 
centralised service for pulping through to marketing. Encouragement has also been 
given to a revival of the use of the native flax (Phormium tenax) which can be made 
into a very strong hand made paper. 

The Primary Industries Committee has taken an interest in the needs of fresh fruit 
and vegetable growers. In April, 1999 it decided to carry out a survey from which to 
derive basic information on the potential for more adequate production and 
marketing of fruit and vegetables. There is a Norfolk Island Growers Co-operative 
which is also active in this field, for instance accessing supplies of certified seed, 
helped by the former Agricultural Officer. 

Another valuable service carried out by the government is help for the control of 
pests. Growers are assisted in rat control by being supplied by more effective rat bait 
and rat bait feeders. Biological controls have been introduced for Red Scale 
(affecting citrus trees) and Spider Mites (affecting fruit and vegetables). A trapping 
programme is carried out for fruit fly to prove that Norfolk Island remains free from 
fruit fly. 

Because of the comparative advantage which Norfolk Island has for seed production 
as a result of its fertile soils, moist climate and isolation, quarantine is very important 
and this is a service which becomes more important with increases in the number of 
visitors and the quantity of imports. 

In spite of the diverse forms of assistance presently given there is clearly more that 
government could do to help agricultural industries, particularly in the early stages of 
their development, and reduce imports. In 1983 Christopher Nobbs in a cogent 
examination of the future development of the Norfolk Island economy listed a 
number of measures to encourage agriculture. One was the refilling of the 
Agricultural Officer post. Others included: restrictions of imports of certain basic 
foods; subsidisation of agricultural imports such as fertilisers (removing the tariff 
would be a start): making available low interest loans for agricultural development; 
and encouragement of co-operative ventures (this is being done to some extent). 
There is also scope to make greater use in horticulture of green waste as mulch and 
top soil as recommended by the Unimelb report (1994). At the end of 2000 there was 
no Agricultural Officer. The responsible Minister was reviewing policy in consultation 
with landowners, but there was no plan to replace the previous officer who 
completed his term early in 2000. 

A far more fundamental obstacle to agricultural revival (and another matter to which 
Nobbs drew attention in 1983) is competition for land and the failure of government 
to provide protection for land with high agricultural potential and to prevent the 
further fragmentation of freehold land. The growing use of land for purposes other 
than agriculture, including houses and tourist accommodation units, and the partly 
related breaking up of the land into ever smaller portions creates an obstacle to 
agricultural progress. Apart from the reduction in the total area of land available for 
agriculture the reduction in the size of the holdings makes it more difficult to conduct 
commercially viable agricultural operations. Butland in 1974 drew attention to what 
he called the extreme subdivision of land into uneconomic units. 
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Whereas in 1856 the average size of holdings was 20 hectares by 2000 it was only 
just over a hectare. Even so in 1997 there were still 350 portions over 2 hectares, 47 
of them over 8 hectares and the test will be whether these will be protected in the 
future. The low minimum subdivision levels adopted in the Planning (Subdivision) 
Code of 0.8 of a hectare for the Rural B zone (which contains the Island's most 
extensive area of the most fertile soil type –  the Steels Point Clay) and 2 hectares 
for the Rural A zone is a clear snub to those who believe that the Territory's 
productive agricultural potential should be protected. Coldham (1972) recommended 
the establishment of an agricultural zone to help render the Island self sufficient in 
basic vegetable foods at least. Harrison Grierson in their 1985 Norfolk Island 
Development Plan had recommended that the Steels Point Clay be a Special Policy 
Area for farming use with a minimum subdivision level of 2 hectares per lot but other 
priorities held sway and the minimum level is now 0.8 of a hectare over the main 
area of most fertile soil. The justification given in the Norfolk Island Plan for not 
setting higher minimum subdivision levels for the most fertile areas and for Rural 
Area B –  that the area had already been too extensively subdivided for there to be 
other than a minimal effect –  flew in the face of the facts since a simple check of the 
size of portions shown on Map 7 of the Plan showed the existence of many portions 
over 2 hectares. 

Fortunately, there is a long standing policy against subdivision of Crown leases 
aimed at preserving larger portions and ensuring viability (Norfolk Island Plan 1997 
and Crown Land Instructions June 2000) but there is no guarantee that this policy 
will be maintained. The Planning (Subdivision) Code sets a minimum subdivision 
level of only 2 hectares for Rural Area A in which most of the leasehold is located. 
The existence of the larger leasehold lots has been used to justify lower limits for 
freehold land. The case for protecting agricultural potential is strengthened by the 
fact that it would also help to protect landscape values of importance to the tourist 
industry and the cultural integrity of the Territory see also Chapters 17 and 18). 

There is a slowly dawning realisation in the community that agriculture can and 
should remain an important activity in the 21st century. Sometimes outsiders can see 
such needs and possibilities more clearly. In 1997 the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission declared its belief that there was more capacity for replacement 
industries on Norfolk Island and noted the absence of a cold store offering a 
commercial service to residents which would reduce the Island's dependence on and 
exposure to the vagaries of external markets. It said the most promising areas for 
import replacement were Food and Household Supplies and Rural and Farming. The 
Commission also noted the absence of an overall industry development strategy and 
a policy direction on agriculture, forestry and fishing productivity in relation to import 
replacement. Noting the self sufficiency ethic dating back to the Pitcairn arrivals 
James Gardiner suggested that it be broadened, promoted, shared with and sold to 
tourists. It appears in fact that no-one carries out an annual self sufficiency audit in 
terms of the origin of food consumed on the Island (that is, home produced versus 
imported and consumed by both residents and tourists). Gardiner made several 
suggestions about uses which could be made (including candles, soap, leather, mats 
and horns) of products currently discarded (such as useless cows and sheep skins) 
and by value adding. 
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Apart from the obvious advantages to be derived from import replacement, including 
the contribution to the integrity of the local economy, to the Island way of life and to 
the enhancement of the tourist experience the case for a higher level of self 
sufficiency is made greater by the high cost of freight. Mainly this is the result of 
distance but it is also affected by the fact that since the only export of any 
consequence is palm seed there is a major trade imbalance. The main opportunities 
for substitution appear to be in meat products, especially yearling beef and poultry, 
vegetables and fruit. 
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CHAPTER 8 –  FISHING 

(See also Chapter 6 on Fish and Other Marine Fauna) 

The nutritional value of fish is now widely appreciated and with there being more and 
more cases from around the world of fishery decline and collapse it is logical for 
more attention to be paid to the health of the Norfolk Island fishery; restoring it where 
necessary and achieving an optimum sustainable level of use. 

The nature of the fish populations in the seas around Norfolk Island and the 
pressures upon them have been described in Chapter 6. Fishing from boats based 
on Norfolk is entirely a demersal shelf/upper slope fishery and since 1975 the Norfolk 
Islanders have had exclusive access. Beyond the shelf a deep water offshore 
exploratory fishery has mainly been fished by Japanese longliners to date but over 
the last few years has attracted a small amount of interest from fishers based in the 
Australian states. Fishing from the shore is also important for recreation and food 
supply. 

On Norfolk the distinction between recreational and commercial fishing is not clear 
cut. People fishing mainly for recreational reasons and to meet their own dietary 
needs sell or barter their surplus whilst commercial operations take tourists out on 
fishing expeditions. The Australian Fisheries Management Authority (AFMA) reports 
that none of the local fishermen make a living out of selling fish. In 1983 Church 
reported that the fishery was supplying 22 apartments, 13 accommodation houses, 
18 restaurants and 4 shops. In 2000 one major fish shop was selling 100% imported 
fish whilst the rest were selling an equal proportion of imported and local fish. The 
Commonwealth Grants Commission in 1997 said that the local fishery could be worth 
$500,000 a year. 

The fish are caught on handlines and droplines and there is no netting or use of long 
lines. Trolling is sometimes done to catch yellowfin tuna and skipjack. The main 
species caught are: Trumpeter (about 80% of the total catch); Kingfish; Trevally; 
Snapper, Gropers and Shark. 

The chief difficulties of maintaining a constant supply of fish are the weather and the 
small size of the aluminium fishing boats. The lack of a natural harbour and the 
relatively high cost of making one means that boats still have to be lowered into the 
water for each fishing operation. The method employed at the two sites normally 
used –  Kingston and Cascade –  is a car hauled block and tackle attached to a 
fishing gantry. Two new gantries with a lifting capacity of 7 tonnes each were erected 
by the Norfolk Island Fishing Club in 1996/97. 

The cost of an all weather harbour at Ball Bay has been estimated by a Townsville 
consulting engineer to be $6.5 million. Ball Bay has a suitable landform but faces the 
prevailing south east wind. 

There have been a number of attempts to develop an industry processing fish for 
export. The last whaling operation closed in 1961. Church (1983) listed 8, mainly 
short lived, ventures in fish freezing and packing between 1915 and 1972 Four 
occurred after 1946. Between 1967 and 1970 frozen fillets were exported by air. 
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Reasons for failure included equipment loss or failure and price competition. Today 
there is no central freezing or processing facility. 

Church was of the opinion that the Norfolk Island fishery would remain a small 
domestic industry catering for the domestic market. 

The Japanese longline fishery operating in the offshore deepwater fishery area has 
(outside the box) in the past caught mainly Albacore Tuna. The fishery has not been 
fished for the last two years but AFMA issued a Scientific Permit for one vessel 
during 1998/99. There continues to be concern amongst Norfolk Island fishers about 
illegal catches by the Japanese and fishers from the Australian states. The 1996/97 
Norfolk Island Annual Report reported that there was minimal Japanese longline 
activity and that whilst there was some interest being shown by Australian fishers the 
deep water exploratory fishery continued to remain largely unfished. 

Church's study of 18 years ago indicated an overfishing of demersal fish. AFMA in its 
annual report for 1998/99 mentions declining catches of trumpeter as suggesting that 
there has been some localised depletion over the last decade but notes that there 
has been little work done on the status of Norfolk Island fish stocks. If continuing 
declines in catches is indicated by the results of the new study commenced in 2000 
there would seem to be little point in experimenting again with an export industry 
from this source and an increase in fishing effort would be counterproductive, 
especially since it could, in the process, adversely affect one of the attractions of a 
Norfolk Island holiday. 

Indeed there must be some concern about the pressure which could arise from a 
future tourist industry if the numbers of visitors were substantially greater than today. 

The key to this quandary and to management generally is to obtain better knowledge 
of the fish populations to determine what amounts of fish can be sustainably 
harvested in varying conditions of climate and then to formulate and apply a 
sustainable fishing regime. 

The Norfolk Island Fisheries Management Consultative Committee is pursuing 
recognition of the local fishery as a recreational fishery and not a commercial fishery. 
The importance attached to this matter of definition reflects the situation of the 
current managerial regime. 

This situation dates back to the 1989 Fisheries notice which prohibited the taking of 
demersal finfish in a 35 by 50 nautical mile box except by Norfolk Island residents. 
The same notice banned all commercial fishing in the box including by Norfolk Island 
residents but was not meant to restrict their 'traditional' or 'subsistence' fishing 
activities. When the Fisheries Management Act 1991 was passed it in effect made it 
an offence to undertake commercial fishing in the Australian Fishing Zone (AFZ) 
including the box, without a fishing permit. The AFZ covers all waters below low 
water mark. Technically if fish are sold then the fishing activity is commercial. Norfolk 
Islanders became aware of this situation in 1996. AFMA has advised the Norfolk 
Island Fisheries Management Consultative Committee that as a matter of policy it 
will continue to recognise the normal fisheries activities carried out by until longer 
term management arrangements are developed. 
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A number of options have been considered which would enable Norfolk Islanders to 
carry out legitimate fishing activities in a way consistent with the objectives of the 
Fisheries Management Act, 1991. The current proposal would result in the Norfolk 
Island Government having jurisdiction of the current recreational demersal fishery 
but not for tuna and tuna-like species, with AFMA still having jurisdiction over foreign 
fishing and a stewardship role overall. AMA would be unlikely to allow foreign fishing 
inside the box. The changes, already supported by the relevant Ministers, would 
require more or less simultaneous amendment of the Commonwealth legislation and 
the passing of a Norfolk Island Fisheries Bill. 

A request by the Norfolk Island Government for an expansion of the area of the box 
to 60 by 75 nautical miles is to allow local fishers to fish further afield in their search 
for adult demersal finfish and to provide a buffer between the local and other 
fisheries thereby reducing compliance costs and interaction between the fleets. 
There is also the issue of control of the sea and its resources by the Norfolk Island 
Government with options canvassed including: out to 3 nautical miles; the existing 
box; and out to 200 nautical miles. The Commonwealth Grants Commission in 1997 
noted that the last two options would involve considerable expense with insufficient 
revenue from commercial fishing licenses likely to cover costs. 

For the shore based fishing the main issues are access (see Chapter 15 on the 
coast) and pollution, including trace metal contamination of the marine fauna. 
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CHAPTER 9 – TIMBER RESOURCES AND PRODUCTION 

Ever since Captain Cook noted the potential of the straight trunked Norfolk Island 
pine for making ships' masts timber has been regarded as a major natural resource. 
The pine proved to be unsatisfactory for this purpose because of its knottiness but it 
did prove suitable for structural and other purposes and several other native species 
were found to be useful also, for instance the Ironwood (Nestigis apetala) for fence 
posts, and the Kurrajong (Wickstroema australis)) for making a tough string used for 
tying up produce. There are now few mature trees of either of these species. 

With no timber export industry, interest in conservation was slow to develop. In 1899 
approval was given for 213 hectares of forest around Mount Pitt to be reserved for 
forestry purposes but this did not signify much and it was another quarter century 
before anyone took a serious interest in the timber resource. 

The use of outside forestry expertise commenced in 1926 with the preparation of a 
report by the eminent forester C.E. Lane-Poole. He considered the native hardwoods 
to be too slow growing to be worth regenerating and recommended that they be 
replaced with Norfolk Island Pines as quickly as possible (the pine is suitable for 
felling at ages between 50 and 80 years). Lane-Poole also recommended: the 
establishment of plantations (saying that the tree can only be grown efficiently in 
pure formation); the extension and fencing of the reserve; the securing of regular 
advice from the Forestry and Timber Bureau based in Canberra; and the adoption of 
working plans. All of the recommendations were accepted but some were slow to be 
implemented. The most contentious of them concerned fencing. Affected by the 
depression and the loss of income from the banana industry, the Norfolk Island 
Association protested to the Minister about the fencing off of the reserve –  a 
recognised grazing ground since 1856 –  saying that Lane-Poole had not been 
conversant with the needs and circumstances of the community, and that in any 
case the move was self defeating because the removal of cattle was leading to the 
choking of young trees with weed growth. Some planting and fencing took place on 
Philip Island at this stage and this also attracted complaints. In 1937 the Mount Pitt 
Reserve was expanded to 360 hectares. There were further extensions in 1938, 
1955 and 1969. Two other public reserves were gazetted for forestry purposes in 
1937 –  the Hundred Acre Reserve (22 hectares) and Headstone Reserve (10 
hectares). 

In spite of changes following the Lane-Poole report forestry remained largely ad hoc 
in character and the timber resource of the Island continued to be run down. During 
the Second World War large amounts of pine were cut down in the Mount Pitt 
Reserve. The fencing soon fell into disrepair and was largely ineffective. 

The beginning of an approach which would concentrate on restoration of the forest 
commenced after the War. Reporting on forestry on Norfolk Island, Cromer (1948) 
concluded that past and current practices would result in a future timberless period. 
The community was beginning to show its growing consciousness of the need to 
replace trees when it planted a significant stand of pines at Emily Bay. In 1954 the 
Forestry and Timber Bureau produced the first of three five year working plans 
(1954-58, 1959-68 and 1969-72). Concern about a future shortage of softwood also 
led to the planting of 30 hectares of eucalypts.  
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For private lands the plan proposed a Community Planting Scheme and a Private 
Landholders Planting Scheme. These were to involve the provision of small grants, 
seedlings at nominal cost from the government nursery and technical advice from 
the Forestry and National Park groups. By 1986 the nursery was well established 
and had produced 7,000 plant seedlings. 

Other proposals in the working plan included a review of land use on reserves, the 
setting up of a new weed control group and a vegetation management committee. 

Forest management is still based on the 1985 Forestry Working Plan and the 1992 
Report on the Forestry Working Plan (Benson) which updated the earlier document. 

During the 1990s plantings in the western reserves included Red Cedar (Toona 
ciliata) –  prized as a cabinet timber. Annual plantings of Norfolk Island Pine varied 
between 2 and 4 hectares. The 1996/67 Annual Report noted that some 15,000 
pines and 6,000 other species had been planted. The nursery continued to expand. 
Operated jointly by the Norfolk Island Parks and Forestry Service (formerly the 
Forestry Group) and the Australian Nature Conservation Agency, in 1997/98 23,547 
plants were propagated and 7,970 plants were sold to the public, mainly for 
rehabilitation plantings. In June, 1999 44 native plant species, including 18 
endemics, were being propagated at the nursery. 

A major part of the working plan concerns the protection of the remaining mature 
trees. The legislation governing this is the Trees Act 1997 which replaced the Timber 
Ordinance, 1913 and the Trees (Preservation) Act, 1985. Licences are required for 
the felling of mature pines and hardwoods but are given only for dying or storm 
damaged trees or where removal is necessary for the construction of buildings, 
roads or other developments. Royalties are charged for pines felled on Crown land 
for timber at different rates depending upon the accessibility to logging trucks. 
Unfortunately, no information was available on the timber produced locally (volume, 
value and source) and imported to compare with Turner's 1965/66 figures. A timber 
treatment (tanalith) operated by the Parks and Forestry Service treated 511m3 
during 1998/99. 

No information could be gleaned on the situation with regard to the dieback problem 
or the methods being used to combat it and the results. Apart from dieback many 
trees on Norfolk are seriously affected by soil compaction and competition from 
exotic plants. 

The Public Reserves Act, 1997 set up the Parks and Forestry Service and required a 
plan of management to be prepared for each public reserve. The Service, headed by 
the Conservator of Public Reserves, has 8 permanent staff. 

In 1967 an Australian Conservation Foundation (ACF) team led by Professor John 
Turner visited Norfolk Island to advise on its conservation. As reported in their 1968 
report The Conservation of Norfolk Island forest policy in the late 1960s was to utilise 
virtually all the reserve to create a continuous cover of pine for timber production. No 
timber was being exported at this stage and imports of Radiata Pine from New 
Zealand were considerably greater in volume than the Norfolk Island Pine sold for 
saw milling from all sources. The ACF group suggested that a national park be 
created in the Mount Pitt Reserve and that any timber potential lost could readily be 
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replaced from land at lower elevations including the Hundred Acre, Bumbora and 
Selwyn Reserves and part of the Ball Bay Reserve. 

In 1969 the Mount Pitt park proposal was accepted in principle by the Island Council 
and the preparation of a new working plan for the reserve was postponed. In 1970, 
armed with the results of an aerial survey and more detailed proposals for the park, 
and accompanied by the Forestry and Timber Bureau's Martin Benson, ACF 
revisited the Island and recommended firm park boundaries. 

Then, in 1973, as the park proposal appeared to lapse, Macarthur and Benson 
produced a five year action plan for the forest (other than the area proposed as the 
national park) one of whose objectives was the development of a situation where 
timber could be produced at an appreciable level in perpetuity. Other objectives 
included the planting of trees for amenity and soil protection purposes. 

In 1984 the Norfolk Island Government decided to rededicate the whole of Mount Pitt 
Reserve as the Norfolk Island National Park. The park plan of management of the 
same year provided for timber production and associated operations in a defined 
area (permitted forestry area) covering 120 hectares out of the total park area of 460 
hectares. In this forestry zone there was to be planting of Norfolk Island Pine at the 
rate of 4 hectares per year. A 120-hectare area of land infested by African Olive was 
to be converted into a pine plantation. 

The implementation of the park project cleared the way for the development of a 
complementary, more detailed, forest working plan and this was prepared by Martin 
Benson in 1985 to cover the period to 1990. 

Turner had reported that in 1966/67 38% of the volume of timber sold for saw milling 
came from freehold land. Unfortunately, the concern about the management of the 
private timber resource did not match the attention being paid to forestry on Crown 
land. Evidence about the uncontrolled nature of pine felling on freehold land was 
produced by Chris Nobbs (1983). In a sample survey he found that a greater 
percentage of the standing mature timber had been felled on freehold than 
leasehold. That members of the Norfolk Island community were made aware of this 
run down of the pine resource, with implications broader than future timber 
availability, were made clear when in 1983 Legislative Assembly member Alice 
Buffet introduced a motion calling for three viable pines to be planted in appropriate 
cattle proofed places whenever an established pine was felled. 

The position at the time of the 1988 Conservation Strategy was a serious one in that 
for many years cutting had outstripped the rate of replacement creating a situation 
where there were few mature trees which could be cut without affecting both amenity 
and seed sources for 40 to 60 years. The position had been exacerbated by the 
spread of a 'dieback' disease which in 1980 Benson said was severely affecting 30% 
of the Island's trees. That the disease involved was the fungal disease Phellinus 
noxious was not positively established until 1980. 

The 1985 working plan aimed to bring to an end the conditions which had allowed 
the timber resources of the Island to run down by introducing an era of long term 
planning and intensive management. With about half of the merchantable timber of 
the former Mount Pitt Reserve being no longer available the objective of supplying 
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an appreciable level of timber in perpetuity was changed to a programme of pine 
reafforestation aimed ultimately at providing a significant part of the future timber 
needs of the Island. 

The aims of the new working plan were: the production of the maximum quantity of 
Norfolk Island Pine of the highest possible quality on all lands specifically reserved 
for forestry purposes; the exploitation of the eucalypt plantations more efficiently to 
reduce dependence on treated fencing posts from New Zealand; the replanting and 
maintenance of forests on public land generally with a view to retaining the 
essentially tree dominated character of the Island; and the provision of materials and 
expertise to allow trees to be planted for amenity purposes wherever required on the 
Island. 

The new plan repeated the earlier aim of clearing the olive infested land and, over a 
period of 20 to 30 years, planting it down to pines; beginning with 2 hectares per 
year and increasing to 4 hectares per year as soon as possible. The silvicultural 
methods employed involve complete clearing of exotic species, mechanical 
cultivation, fertiliser application, planting in rows 3 metres apart, and regular yearly 
cultivation for 5 years. 

The eucalypt forest had been allowed to outgrow its optimal usefulness for fence 
posts. The plan called for the 20-hectare forest to be cleared over 10 to 15 years, for 
replanting at the rate of 0.5 hectares per year and for the plantation to be utilised on 
a 20-year rotation. 

The systematic annual extension of the pine plantations within the Forestry Zone on 
the basis of agreed boundaries obviously involves close cooperation between the 
Forestry Service and the national park agency. The Service has successfully 
established between 40 and 50 hectares of plantation forest. 

Another feature of the plan was a major tree-planting programme for amenity 
purposes on Crown leasehold, public reserves and private land. On reserves the 
planting target for the forestry group was 2 hectares per year with priority to be given 
to steep slopes, cliff edges and eroding areas which the plan said should never be 
grazed again. 
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CHAPTER 10 –  TOURISM AND OUTDOOR RECREATION 

In the 1960s, after experiencing several decades of disappointment from the boom 
and bust nature of its several primary industry ventures, Norfolk Island appeared to 
have discovered a long term economic winner in the tourism industry. The key 
reason for the burgeoning tourist numbers was the advent of air transport and its 
affordability by more and more people. A regular weekly air service was introduced in 
1955 using the airport constructed in 1942. 

During the 1950s there were 9 guest houses and about 1,000 to 1,500 visitors per 
year. In the 1960s there was a tenfold increase in tourist visitation from 978 in 1961 
to 10,683in 1971 (see Figure 1b). 

In 1968 Professor Turner perceived that the growth of tourism would continue and 
that the Island was on the brink of substantial development in a situation of 
inadequate planning. Close on the heels of the ACF team came H.L. Westerman 
from the National Capital Development Commission who commented (1968) that the 
small size of the Island would not allow a very large intake without its character being 
changed and attractions lost. He expressed the belief that the Island could take in 
only about three times the then intake of about 8,000 visitors without losing identity. 
At this stage the average length of stay was 13 days. 

The growth continued into the 1970s and was sufficiently dramatic for the 
Department of the Capital Territory to commission a study by University of New 
England geographer, Professor Gilbert Butland. His Long Term Population Study of 
Norfolk Island (1974) comprehensively examined the impact of the increased 
resident and tourist population levels on the environment, the community, the 
economy, services and land use and made strong policy recommendations to 
counter the adverse effects. By 1973/74, the time of his survey, the number of 
tourists had increased to 15,684 and the number of tourist beds was said to be 709 
in 21 accommodation establishments. 

Butland thought the stagnant rural economy, the dominant tourist industry and the 
rapid population growth was a recipe for haphazard, unregulated and personally-
motivated development of the landscape. He called for planned growth to avoid 
spoiliation and collapse. Noting from the visitor surveys that he organised that the 
tourist experience sought was closely related to the restful rural scenery he 
recommended a 1983 ceiling for the annual number of tourists of 20,000 to be 
achieved by keeping the number of beds to 1,200 by that year.  

The Norfolk Island Council adopted the limit, but for the year 1980, at the same time 
agreeing to a population ceiling of 2,000 No legislation was passed to give effect to 
the tourist limit at this stage. For a time the Council adopted a bed limit of 1,000 
beds. In its 1976 report the Royal Commission on Norfolk Island (Nimmo Report) 
endorsed the 20,000 annual tourist intake ceiling. 

In 1979 the Council was replaced by the Norfolk Island Legislative Assembly and the 
new body took steps to freeze any further expansion of tourism until long term 
tourism policies had been worked out. Control was exercised by the Building Board 
and the Executive Member under the authority of the Boarding Houses (Amendment) 
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Act of 1980 and subsequently under the Tourist Accommodation Act, 1984 and its 
regulations. The limit of 1,200 beds was confirmed. The issuing of new 
accommodation permits is said to have been suspended from 1979. 

In spite of these efforts the 1981 Select Committee of Enquiry into Tourism reported 
that the number of beds was 1,322. There was a drop in the number of tourists in the 
early 1980s but by 1986/87 the number was up to 29,085. 

The Select Committee was appointed by the Legislative Assembly because of 
concern about the possible untoward effects of the introduction of jet services 
following the major upgrade of the airport scheduled for completion in 1983. It 
appeared that this would result in a tourist boom bigger than anything seen so far. 
The concern, as expressed by the Committee, was that it could change the Island for 
the worse by undermining the tranquility, security, beauty and slower paced feeling 
that keeps visitors coming back. 

In spite of these worries, in its 1981 report Norfolk Island Tourism, the Select 
Committee said the Butland/Council/Nimmo ceiling should not be gone back to 
because of the injustice to many residents that would cause, including the reduction 
in administration staff and services. The alternative would be the introduction of 
substantial new forms of taxation to maintain public expenditure. In the absence of 
any other substantial industry, reported the Committee the continuation of the way of 
life of virtually all Norfolk residents depends on the continued success of tourism 
here. Tourism was the foundation not only of the economy but the Island's move to 
the independence, said the Committee. 

In other words too many Norfolk Island residents now perceived that they were 
dependent for their lifestyle and independence aspirations on a level beyond 20,000. 
Ironically the Committee commented that the 20,000 ceiling might have been 
practical if there had been legislation to limit tourist accommodation, well written and 
rigidly enforced, starting in about 1973. The Committee doubted whether there was 
any realistic way of achieving a specific tourist level but recommended that the 
Assembly relate future tourist numbers to resident population numbers as a 
percentage not exceeding the present figure and continue the freeze on tourist 
accommodation, licensing by both beds and units. 

The Assembly accepted the freeze on beds and accommodation dwellings as a short 
term solution but saw control of air services as the long term solution. It did not 
accept the recommendation calling for tourist numbers to be related to resident 
population. 

The 1987 the Legislative Assembly Select Committee on Population in its report The 
Past, Present and Future Population of Norfolk Island, arguing for rigid controls on 
increases in tourist numbers, recommended that the Assembly act through 
negotiation with the airlines to limit the number of visitors flying to the Island to a 
normal maximum of 860 visitors at any one time. 

There was a further halt in the growth of tourist numbers in 1989/90 and 1992/93, 
with the Pilots Strike of 1988/89 showing just how dependent the Norfolk Island 
economy was on the air connection but after this period there was an increase trend 
from 27,1187 in 1992/93 to 28,501 in 1994/95. 
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In November, 1995 with the 20,000 tourist ceiling well on the way to being exceeded 
by 10,000 the Legislative Assembly adopted a ten year 'Tourism Plan for the Future 
Development of Tourism in Norfolk Island' which set a target of 340,000 tourist bed 
nights by the year 2005. Bed nights, or visitor nights, are calculated by multiplying 
the number of visitors by the number of nights stayed. Since the average length of 
stay was about seven and a half nights this represented an annual figure of some 
50,000 tourists. The target figures were based on an expected annual increase of 
3% to 5%. By 1998/99 a 2-3% annual growth was required to meet the target and a 
further 5% increase in bed capacity was contemplated. 

A vital part of the new expansionary policy, according to then Minister for Tourism, 
Mike King, was a monitoring system, involving a six monthly report on the effects of 
the increase in tourist numbers. To complement the new plan the Norfolk Island 
Government Tourist Bureau adopted a tourism marketing strategy titled 'Unity 2005' 
in which the monitoring measure was incorporated. 

At this stage there had been little or no new tourist accommodation developed since 
1979. In August, 1996 the Assembly deregulated the tourist accommodation 
industry, lifting the embargo on the construction of new accommodation, which 
resulted in an immediate spurt in tourist unit building applications (163 in the first 
year). Mike King explained that deregulation had a number of aims including: 
achieving the 2005 target; improving the quality of accommodation; providing 
economic growth through stimulation of the building industry; spreading the benefits 
of the tourist industry more widely; and addressing an alleged problem of price rise 
resulting from supposed collusion between the accommodation proprietors in a 
situation facilitated by the embargo. 

It seems that the main aim was to facilitate the planned increase in visitation 
although this could have been achieved by greater use of the 1,256 beds which 
existed since the occupancy rate was generally under 50% (48% in 1994/95). It is to 
be noted that this is not a true representation of carrying capacity since rooms may 
be occupied without all beds in a room being used. These beds in 1994/95 were in 3 
guest houses, 5 hotels and 34 groups of self contained units. 

The only control mechanism now applied was the system of approving or refusing 
development applications. The administration was liberal with category 3 applications 
(ordinarily prohibited) being given consideration, and, in some cases approved on 
the basis of lack of any objections, and there being little scrutiny of category 1 
applications (permissible with consent). In addition the limit on the number of units 
which could be built on a particular site was circumvented by some applicants 
gaining approval as single units for a two units with a contiguous roof line (effectively 
doubling the number which would otherwise be allowed). 

In 1998 a new administration introduced a two year rolling marketing plan approach 
whilst retaining Unity 2005 as the strategic direction and policy framework document. 
The first such document was the 1998/99 –  1999/2000 Marketing and Business 
Plan which included a competitor positioning strategy move in the direction of a 
holiday experience involving a greater sense of continuity related to the cultural 
environment and more physical activity. The positioning statement was as follows: 
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Norfolk Island is unique getaway destination providing experienced and 
aware holiday makers with a unique nostalgic and heritage experience in 
an unspoiled, remote and beautiful environment that provides quality tax 
free shopping and an escape from the stresses of modern society. 

As the Grants Commission saw it in 1997 the challenge was to retain the older age 
group of package tourists and to expand into more affluent sectors. 

In 1988 the main tourist brochure described Norfolk Island as the friendliest most 
idyllic, historic, sporting, unique holiday address in the world. By 1999 it had become 
an explorers paradise ... steeped in natural wonders ... a plateau tamed into a 
tapestry of farmlands. forest and gardens, pierced and woven by the needles of the 
Norfolk Island pine trees and offering an experience of an island where every 
scarred stone and every creaking door has a story to tell. 

From the 1995 to the year 2000 there was strong growth in visitor numbers. The 
figure for 1995/96 was 29,787 (an increase of 5% from the previous year).30,925 
visited in 1996/97 (up 2%); 35,626 in 1997/98 (17.6% increase); 36,514 in 1998/99 
(2.5% increase); and 38,298 in 1999/2000 (4.8% increase). 

In general terms in the forty years from 1960 to 2000 visitation had increased 
fourfold with the growth approximating to an increase of 10,000 tourists every 10 
years. The overall effect was not as great as the figures suggest because the 
average length of stay had reduced considerably. Westerman, for instance estimated 
that in 1966/67 the length of stay was 13 days. In 1999/2000 it was 7.6%. Although 
the number of visitors varies from year to year the main peaks are consistently 
March –  April and September –  November and the lows January –  February and 
July –  July. On average approximately 38% of the people on the Island are tourists. 

The source of the tourists is relatively narrow. 76% are from the Australian States 
(53.5% from New South Wales and 19.6% from Queensland) and 22% from New 
Zealand. 80% of the visitors were over 45 and 59% over 55. The number of 
accommodation units in mid 1998 was 501 offering 1,343 beds. The carrying 
capacity was estimated to be 38,400 public stay visitors. 

The Tourism Marketing and Business Plan for 1998/99 –  1999/2000 had the goal of 
38,161 visitors and 248,725 visitor days for this latter year. No figures were available 
for occupancy. Kleiner's estimate for beds was 60% whereas the Tourism Minister, 
Gary Davidson in late 1999 drew a distinction between beds –  47% and units –  
75%. 

The situation with regard to the Island's accommodation infra structure in April, 2000 
was that there were 1,476 beds in 58 houses and 489 self contained units. 
Conditional approval had been given for another 648 beds in 35 houses and 263 
units. There were also pending applications for a further 24 beds. The total of 2,148 
beds, if all become available, would in the near future provide the potential for many 
more bed nights than the 340,000 target for 2005 (390,000 at 50% occupancy and 
470,000 at 60%). Without constraints in terms of the capacity of the air services it 
could result in the tourist population rising to a height of 1,500 on the Island at one 
time compared with an ordinarily resident population of 1,956. The greatest monthly 
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tourist visitation during 1999/2000 was 4,060 in October, 1999 with about a thousand 
tourists on the Island throughout the month. 

By November, 2000 there were 1,491 beds in 64 houses and 518 units. 69% of the 
beds were in 57 self contained properties possessing 319 units. By this stage there 
were also a further 506 beds which had conditional approval (in 207 units). For the 
year ending June, 1999 the 1998/99 Annual Report noted that 63% of visitor nights 
were spent in self contained flats, 34% in hotels and 3% in guest houses. It is the 
self contained flat type of accommodation which has grown most markedly, 
particularly since deregulation, and it is this type of accommodation which is the 
most 'footloose' in terms of location and which therefore has the greatest potential to 
impact adversely on environmental values. 

One aspect which worried Butland when he was considering the island's carrying 
capacity was the number of hire cars. He suggested that a maximum of 300 hire cars 
should be available for rent by tourists by 1983 and that all roads should be sealed. 
By 1986 there were 332 hire vehicles available and by 2000 there were 426 (399 
registered) and 26 registered buses (21 Coaster type with 22 –  30 seats, 5 with over 
40 seats. It is not just the sheer number of vehicles which is at issue but the damage 
caused by the large vehicles to the roads. There is a strongly held view (see also 
section dealing with Duncombe Bay Road impact assessment in Chapter 20) that 40 
seater buses are not appropriate for a small Island with narrow winding roads (a part 
of the characteristic beauty). Chris Nobbs (Norfolk Islander 17/7/99) has urged the 
Assembly to introduce a capacity limit of 30 seats and to purchase all buses over 
that size and sell them off the Island. 

The pressure for further increases in tourist numbers and accommodation is coming 
from the accommodation proprietors and the airlines as well as from Government 
policy. The airlines, which do not believe that the accommodation caters for even the 
existing number of plane seats, want to increase their capacity. 

The six monthly checks which were an essential part of the 1995 plan have not been 
carried out, but in 1999 as the public became more apprehensive about the effects of 
the growth of the industry the Assembly passed a motion which called for a review to 
ascertain the impact of deregulation on the Island's unique ecology, environment and 
lifestyle. The aim it was stated (1998/99 Annual Report) was to emphasise the 
development of more commercially sustainable tourism policies taking account of 
factors which included the enhanced community awareness of the impact of tourism 
on cultural heritage and the natural environment. Amongst the issues which it was 
said the review would have to address was maintenance of ecologically sustainable 
development to ensure environmental preservation. 

Kleiner, in a what was described as a preliminary analysis on the impact (1999), 
detected no immediate problems with regard to impact on water supply, electricity, 
sewerage, waste disposal and the stock of rental houses. On the basis of these 
enquiries he found that deregulation had so far had negligible negative impact. He 
did not attempt to address the wider questions relating to the environmental impact 
of the extra tourists since deregulation and the further 10,000 or so still to come 
before the 2005 target is reached. 



 72

Instead he pointed to the lack of, and the need for, an integrative approach to 
planning and decision making. Saying the quandary was how much is too much?, 
Kleiner was echoing the question which had been on the minds of nearly every 
commentator since Turner and Westerman in 1968.  

In the first half of 2000 the Tourist Accommodation (Moratorium) Act was passed 
preventing (until March 2001) new applications for construction while the review was 
under way. It did not stop construction of conditionally approved accommodation. 
The Norfolk Islander for 25/11/2000 reported one member of the Assembly as saying 
that many in the community were concerned about the impact that construction of 
the conditionally approved accommodation would have on visual amenity. 

There was of course no doubt that Norfolk Island's future prosperity was dependent 
on the continuing well being of the tourist industry. A 1997 report by Access 
Economics, Norfolk Island: Recent Economic Performance, Present Situation, and 
Future Viability, Is There A Case For Change? reported that not only did tourism 
represent 95% of the Island's export economy but in 1996 53% of the resident 
working population had a job directly related to tourism and 40% of the total 
government revenue was from tourism. Another question then for them was how 
much is enough?. Was there a point at which the amount of income derived from 
tourism would satisfy the community's aspirations? 

Access Economics pointed to some concerns about the current situation including: 
the extent of the dependence on tourism, making it more vulnerable and less price 
competitive: the tendency towards shorter stays and reduced spending per capita; 
and the relatively high taxes on tourists (landing and departure taxes and an 
accommodation levy). Amongst Access Economics recommendations were: paying 
more attention to income (instead of numbers); setting some income aside for capital 
purposes; industry diversification (avoid 'all eggs in one basket'); and review of taxes 
(the anti tourist revenue regime the consultants called it). 

In the early years of the modern tourist industry the main concern of many Islanders 
and those outsiders asked to comment was the adverse effect that overdevelopment 
of tourism might have on the Island's physical, cultural and social environment. 
Whilst the exact nature of this concern appears to have never been determined it 
clearly had three elements: concern about changes adversely affecting the lives of 
the residents; concern about losses of such things as biodiversity, soil and water 
quality of long term interest to a wider community (a conservationist perspective); 
and concern about the loss of conditions of importance to the tourist, particularly the 
peaceful atmosphere and the natural and rural scenery. The goose that was laying 
the golden egg might be killed off. 

All of these concerns continue. The 1995 Report of the Norfolk Island Land Review 
Working Group stated that unless any extension of the Island's tourism occurs in a 
controlled way it could endanger the Island's environment, placing in jeopardy the 
very features on which much of the appeal of the Island rests. Economist Treadgold 
(1999) notes that while environmental damage has not yet been a constraint on the 
expansion of tourism looking to the future, it seems inevitable that the environmental 
costs and policies for constraining them will be critical in determining the extent to 
which Norfolk Island can continue to rely on tourism as an engine of growth. 
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The aim of preventing adverse effects is mentioned in all the key policy and planning 
documents. The Marketing and Business Plan, for instance, states that  

the spectacular natural surroundings and relatively tranquil, safe and 
relaxed lifestyle ... are the key reason why tourists visit Norfolk. In 
developing the industry Government authorities must ensure that they do 
not destroy these precious environmental and lifestyle 'assets' 

The problem is that whilst such expressions of good intention have become routine 
there is little evidence of specific action directed to these ends or to the integrated 
approach mentioned by Kleiner. Similarly, there appears to be little in the way of 
measures stemming from these policies which are aimed at improving the 
experience of the tourist. There appears to be a view that if tourists keep coming 
then the place must be alright. 

Perhaps this oversight in the process of planning for the needs of tourists is the 
result of the priority given to protecting the interest of residents. The 1995 tourism 
plan expresses this priority clearly. Having in the preamble acknowledged that 
tourism forms the basis of the Norfolk Island economy the plan's mission is stated as 
being to improve the economic health of Norfolk Island and the quality of life of its 
residents. The rest follows in the same vein with objectives such as to increase the 
per diem expenditure of visitors and to ensure tourism and related development is in 
keeping with the style, scale and mood of the Norfolk Islanders. What are the 
specific 'sticking points’ or core matters of interest to residents have not been well 
articulated but the resistance shown to ideas of protecting environmental values 
indicates that a desire not to be restricted in any way from developing land is a key 
element. 

If one looks back at the actual measures applied for the well being of the residents 
over the last three decades the main policy pronouncements have been directed 
towards limiting the rate of growth and scale of tourism by restricting the amount of 
accommodation. In reality though the tourist numbers limits have generally been set 
well ahead of the numbers of the time and then moved forward when the limit was 
near. The only other idea of maintaining environmental quality by restrictive 
measures has been to do with roads and motor vehicles. Turner suggested that 
there be no further road development for tourist purposes and limits have been 
proposed for both the number of motor vehicles and the number of hire cars. Noting 
that there were more vehicles on the Island than people Butland (1974) in addition to 
suggesting a ceiling on the number of hire cars suggested a limit of one motor 
vehicle per household. 

It is very difficult to work out the thresholds for numbers of visitors, beds, hire 
vehicles, etc. An alternative or complementary approach is to try by positive action in 
consultation with residents and tourists to improve the quality of the holiday 
experience; letting the environment dictate the scale and nature of the tourist traffic –  
a quality approach. This would fit in well with an allied aim of protecting features of 
national and international conservation significance. 

Not surprisingly most outside commentators on the growing tourist industry have 
advocated individual measures of this kind as well as calling for improved planning. 



 74

Butland (1974), stressing the small size of the Island and the limited opportunity for 
water based activities based on the beaches (only 2% of the coastline), said this was 
the reason why access to the cliffs was important and why no man-made reduction in 
its availability can be tolerated. He said the dedication of the reserves was the wisest 
and most valuable long term decision taken in the interests of the preservation of the 
natural environment and that it was doubtful if the tourist industry would have grown 
to the extent it had if this had not happened. 

Turner, six years earlier, following a similar line of thinking, had recommended a 
round the Island footpath, linking the various public reserves. Westerman in the 
same year recommended a comprehensive system of well sign posted bridle paths 
and pedestrian ways connecting the town area with all of the attractions. These two 
commentators were at odds over the question of road development. Whereas, as 
noted, Turner recommended against further road construction, Westerman 
suggested a continuous scenic road around the perimeter of the Island. 

What steps have been taken to protect the coastal zone and either maintain or 
improve access to the coastal cliffs is examined in detail in Chapter 15 but suffice it 
to say here that the access situation has deteriorated as more and more areas are 
closed off to the public. Apart from spreading tourists around the Island, reducing 
crowding at the honey pot places such as the beaches, more walking tracks would 
extend, diversify and deepen the holiday experience. They would broaden the scope 
for spontaneous holiday activities. Similarly, with an imaginative approach, more 
provision could be made for walking and horse riding tracks on roadsides. A round 
the Island walk (the Great Norfolk Walk) would in one fell swoop give visitors more 
things to do, enhance awareness of scenery and wildlife. It would in addition create 
opportunities for those who want more active forms of recreation. 

in a beautiful setting. As the successful development of coastal walking tracks in 
other parts of Australia and in England and Wales has shown it can be done without 
disturbance of the peace and quiet of property owners. Most of it would be in either 
conservation reserves or a 100 metre protection zone. In respect to the recognition 
which would be given to traditional access there would be a further parallel with the 
long distance footpaths of England and Wales. 

Several of the analysts from Turner on have also recognised the importance to 
tourists and the tourist industry of conserving the rural landscape. Westerman in 
1968 suggested that to avoid tourist accommodation marring the scenic views and 
enjoyment of the foreshore areas tourist accommodation outside the town area 
should be grouped in 'tourist centres'. The Coldham Plan of 1972 had as one of its 
aims the retention of the Island's rural character. Butland, two years later mentioned 
the need for positive steps to conserve and present the rural scenic beauty through 
planning. Similarly, Harrison and Grierson in the draft Development Plan (parts 1 to 
3) of October 1983 said that because of tourism's economic importance the main 
thrust of any land use policy must be to conserve the rural environment as that is the 
key attraction for tourists and that a second priority should be to encourage self 
sufficiency wherever possible not only for economic reasons but also to add to the 
diversity of the tourists' experiences. Harrison and Grierson also counselled care in 
siting to avoid intrusion into views or outlooks. 
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In response to the this acknowledgment of the importance of protecting the rural 
landscape both the Norfolk Island Conservation Society and the Australian 
Conservation Foundation called for special landscape zones to achieve these aims. 
The Society defined six rural areas which it said should be recognised in the plan. 
and also suggested a system of Island walkways. 

Again, how these ideas and proposals have fared is examined in the relevant 
sections dealing with land use (see Chapters 15, 17 and 18) but generally there has 
been an erosion of values. Tourist accommodations are proliferating in the rural 
landscapes and the coastal zone and in the eyes of some residents are destroying 
the rural character of the Island ... affecting the atmosphere of peace and tranquility. 

Similar attention in reports has been paid to the importance to tourism of protecting 
the forests and native flora and fauna and the historic places. The progress made in 
these fields have been welcomed by the tourist authorities as being important for the 
quality of the tourist experience but the initiatives have rarely come from them. For 
successful execution of the coastal and rural protection proposals which would both 
further improve Norfolk Island holidays and set environmental limits to the future 
scale of tourism the integrative approach recommended by Kleiner is essential. 

All of the resources of the tourist industry are at least equally the outdoor 
recreational resources of the resident population. Fishing, camping and walking were 
traditional; forms of non-sport recreation. Traditionally the Islanders had unrestrained 
access to the coastline for fishing, picnicking and wandering, a fact commemorated 
in some of the coastal place names. These were rights which were taken for granted. 
Today such activities take place mainly in the National Park and public reserves and 
as a result are more restricted. Fish fries at Puppys Point in the Selwyn Reserve are 
attended by several hundred people creating a crowded experience. 

Camping is popular with some residents. In the summer of 1987/88 there were 27 
applications to camp on or near the foreshore at Bumbora and Emily Bay. In 
1999/2000 camping was no longer permitted at Bumbora but there were 14 camping 
sites available at Emily Bay from mid November to early February with campers able 
to stay as long as they wish without charge. Camping applications are processed by 
the Conservator. Camping by residents also occurs at the east end of Philip Island 
and at the Fisheries Hut at Dar Stool.  

Other than in the statistical terms referred to by Access Economics how the 
deregulated industry has affected the economic well being and life style of the 
residents is not well documented. The aim of spreading the economic benefits widely 
through the community has met with mixed success because of the way ownership 
is concentrated in a relatively few hands. 

Tourism can and should be a major driving force for conservation on Norfolk Island 
and vice versa but the full potential of this has yet to be realised. Attention to the 
quality of the tourist experience and the quality of the environment could go hand in 
hand and pay handsome dividends in terms of the long term security of a more 
diverse tourist industry and the enjoyment experienced by tourists during their visits 
to Norfolk. Obvious facets of such an approach would be to: place more stress than 
at present on the Island's distinctive assets in tourist planning; provide a much higher 
standard of protection for the countryside and the coast; take greater advantages of 
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the activity opportunities which can be offered, such as the development of walking 
tracks, providing for a wider range of activities; and, take a more serious interest in 
the welfare of the visitors, as the Land Review Working Group pointed out, their 
needs are not static. Generally, putting the environment first should do much to 
determine the tourist capacity but the matter of what other controls are to be used 
needs to be revisited. Lord Howe Island has a reputed visitor ceiling of 400. A limit 
on beds as well as an environmentally based policy on location of accommodation  
will probably be necessary. 
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CHAPTER 11 – EXTRACTIVE INDUSTRY 

Comprised mainly of volcanic basalt a suitable supply of rock material for building, 
roads and similar purposes has never been difficult to find on Norfolk Island. In 
addition the first settlement at Kingston was located close to a supply of calcarenite. 
For most of the two centuries of modern settlement such needs were met from 
material quarried close to the point of use; quarries at Point Hunter and Nepean 
Island being only two of several used for the Kingston buildings. Remarkably there is 
little information provided to visitors to KAHVA about the source of the building 
materials used for the various buildings. Today there is no building materials quarry 
and material for repairs at Kingston are obtained from disused buildings across the 
Island. 

Sand is obtained from an area south of the cemetery. Archaeologists are consulted 
but less attention appears to be paid to the effects of removal on dune and strand 
vegetation. While there is a plentiful supply a possible future source is the sea bed. 

The development of the airstrip from 1942 and the sealing of the roads created a 
demand for a central quarry and crushing plant with a bigger output than the small 
scattered quarries of the past. The airport was first sealed in 1983. It is an indication 
of the growth of demand that crushed material used for reconstruction and 
maintenance work by the Government's Works Branch increased from 1,116 tonnes 
in 1990/91 to 2,675 tonnes in 1996/97.  

From about 1970 to 1992 a large quarry was operated at the Cascade Cliff according 
to a tripartite agreement between the Administration of Norfolk Island, the private 
operator, Island Industries P/L and the owner of adjacent land to the east. Smaller 
scale quarrying at Cascade continued from 1992 until 1999 when cliff stabilisation 
began.  

The rock from Cascade was crushed at a site in the Ball Bay Reserve off Stockyard 
Road until 1999 when permission to use this land was withdrawn because of adverse 
environmental impacts. Use of a new site on adjacent private land has also been 
contentious because of problems with noise and dust and at the end of 2000 final 
permission for its use was still pending. How the controversy has been handled is 
examined in Chapter 20. As a stop gap measure a temporary crusher was allowed to 
operate at the site of the former whaling station at Cascade. 

The site of the 50 to 80 metre high former quarry at Cascade is located immediately 
above the Cascade Jetty. This is one of only two jetties on the Island and one of the 
two sites used on Norfolk Island for lighterage purposes. There had long been 
concern about the danger poised by the possibility of rocks falling from the cliff and 
this deepened in the late 1990s when the public liability consequences of this 
situation for the Norfolk Island Administration began to be realised. 

In 1997 the Norfolk Island Government developed a proposal for carrying out works 
to stabilise the cliff face while using the rock to meet the Island's long term needs. An 
initial idea that the stabilisation could be achieved as the reopened quarry proceeded 
on an ongoing basis was rejected because this would have meant that the danger 
would have persisted for many more years. Instead it was decided to make 
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stabilisation the main objective and to stockpile the quarried rock for future use. 
Work commenced in May, 1999 and was completed in May, 2000. By the completion 
of the project some 300,000 m3 of basalt and overburden had been removed and 
158,000 tonnes of rock had been stockpiled, equal to an estimated supply of 10 
years. The work was made possible by a $3.25 million interest free loan provided by 
the Commonwealth Government which is to be repaid from the sale and use of the 
rock. This rock will meet such needs as the upgrade of the airport runways due in 
2003 and the repair of the National Park roads. 

A decision will need to be made on a future quarry site long before the stock piled 
rock from Cascade runs out in about 2010. Quarry sites which have been considered 
in the past include Puppy's Point (Selwyn Reserve and Crown lease), Pop Rock 
(adjacent to the National Park) and in a rainforest area north of Mission Road. All 
would be likely to conflict with environmental values. 

The possibility of locating the crusher plant near the aerodrome has also been under 
consideration in the past but there have been objections from the airport authorities. 

A major difficulty in resolving the problems associated with the quarry and the 
crusher is the absence of any specific legislation to govern them and the fact that the 
Norfolk Island Plan made no provision for an industrial zone appropriate to these 
land uses. Instead both quarrying and crushing were treated as a primary industry 
activities. 

The demand for rock and other building materials is related to the growing pace of 
construction work on the Island which in turn is related to the growth of the resident 
and tourist population, the greater use of cars and roads, the wear and tear caused 
by trucks and large buses, the building of new accommodation houses and the use 
of the airport by larger aircraft. Quarrying and crushing are part of the environmental 
price of more intensive development. The encouragement of walking, riding and 
cycling by the provision of better facilities is a partial remedy for the problem but the 
more fundamental solution is the termination or slowing of the expansion which has 
characterised the last 40 years, replacing it with development more in harmony with 
the Island's scale and attractions. 
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CHAPTER 12 –  WASTE MANAGEMENT, TRANSPORT AND 
ENERGY SUPPLY 

Waste Management 

Norfolk Island's handling of its waste materials is affected by three major factors: a 
reluctance to pay for expensive measures, the lack of suitable conditions for landfill 
and the relative ease with which waste can be disposed of into the sea. On the other 
hand the dominance of the Island's economy by a tourist industry based on a 
perceived clean and green image should create strong incentive to minimise adverse 
environmental impacts. According to Kleiner (1999) the Island annually produces 
some 1,000 tonnes of solid waste. In 1997 the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
sounded a warning when it concluded that the Island's waste disposal service was 
below standard but the matter has yet to become a major issue. 

Before the 1950s there was little or no organisation of waste disposal on Norfolk 
Island and rubbish was disposed of at many sites. One of these sites was near 
Headstone Point on the central west coast and in 1955 the Administration moved it 
200 metres south to where a new shoot into the sea was erected. In 1966 this 
became the only authorised place for rubbish disposal. Between 1975 and 1979 
rubbish was also allowed to be dumped in the old quarry at Point Hunter with the 
main purpose of filling it in. Wind blown garbage from this landfill polluted the Island's 
main swimming beach at nearby Emily Bay. Use of other landfill sites on the Island is 
inhibited by the permeable nature of the soils and the threat of polluting ground 
water.  

The sole authorised dumping site since 1979 has been Headstone where the 
operation involves both burning of combustibles and disposal of burnt and other 
material into the sea. There is no public waste collection and disposal service for 
either individuals or businesses. Most residents separate their waste and take it 
personally to Headstone but private contractors collect waste for a fee, mainly from 
accommodation houses. 

The desirability of shipping used cars to the Australian mainland has been discussed 
for many years. Butland, for instance, in 1974 mentioned a proposal to ship worn out 
vehicles to a Sydney scrap salvage works noting that the freighters leave the island 
almost empty. He also suggested the installation of a compactor waste unit which 
would bale waste for deep water disposal by barge. The question of installing an 
incinerator was also raised in the 1970s but a survey by the Commonwealth 
Department of Construction estimated the cost would be $480,000 (Norfolk Islander, 
19/8/78).  

In 1993 a consultant firm, Unimelb, was commissioned by the Commonwealth 
Department of Environment, Sports and Territories and the Norfolk Island 
Government to report on an agreed waste management strategy for the Island. Its 
report Waste Minimisation Strategies Norfolk Island was published in 1994. 

Unimelb established that the people on Norfolk Island (including tourists) annually 
produced 335 kilograms of waste per person. This was 37% higher than the 
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equivalent statistic for Victoria. It was established that the main components of the 
waste stream were: 

 Material  By Weight  By Volume  

 
Food  22.8%  13.5% 

 

 
Glass  31.4%  20/0% 

 

 
Steel  10.7%  20.1% 

 

 
Paper  12.2%  17.2% 

 

 
Timber  16.0%  13.5% 

 

 
Plastic  1.9%  9.8% 

 

The study describes the main methods of disposal which are still current. Food and 
kitchen scraps are mainly disposed of to garden compost heaps, domestic animals 
and piggeries. Green waste is used mainly as garden mulch. Glass jars and bottles 
are either recycled (domestically and at the Cascade Soft Drinks factory) or disposed 
of at sea at Headstone. Steel (including car bodies) is also disposed of at sea at 
Headstone. Lead acid batteries were generally being thrown into the sea at the time 
of the survey putting some 8 tonnes of lead into the marine environment. Other 
materials disposed of at sea include roofing iron, fencing wire and burnt out white 
goods. Much of the waste paper, timber and cardboard waste is used for home fires 
and hot water systems. Plastic and some waste oil, preservative treated timber and 
pesticide/herbicide containers are burned at Headstone. Copper cable and most 
aluminium cans are sent to the mainland for recycling by private entities in a barely 
viable enterprise. Hard waste such as building materials is crushed for reuse. 
Unimelb estimated that in total some 600 tonnes of paper, timber pallets, kitchen 
scraps, tyres, plastic, aluminium and steel was sent for disposal at Headstone in 
1994. 

The Headstone operation comprises an upper (Top Tip) burning operation and a 
lower burning cage and dumping chute. In an effort to prevent smoke, fumes and 
cinders affecting the rest of the Island the cage burning operation is required to 
cease during southerly or westerly winds. The burnt materials include rubber tyres 
and plastics. However, there are burning pits also at several of the shops in Burnt 
Pine in the centre of the Island (where plastic is burnt) as well as two small units for 
the incineration of hospital and quarantine wastes at the airport so that offensive 
odours are a problem. Floating, partly burnt, debris from the sea dumping drifts north 
to Anson Bay and southwards to the southern bays, particularly Bumbora, with some 
floating material remaining on the surface for weeks after dumping. As a result there 
is almost certainly an adverse impact of hazardous material on the marine 
environment. Recent preliminary heavy trace metal analysis of marine flora and 
fauna at Headstone and at the Cascade and Kingston jetties by Southern Cross 
University researcher Glenn Thompson has provided a measure of this 
contamination including the fact that some sea foods regularly eaten on the Island 
exceed the relevant ANZFA standards designed to protect people against 
contaminated sea foods. 
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The Unimelb report made suggestions on waste minimisation, recycling, recovery 
and disposal. General proposals included community education to foster good 
domestic habits in minimising waste (such as greater use of paper as mulch, more 
kitchen scraps fed to chickens and pets, and use of compost tumbler bins). The 
possible use of green waste by horticulturists was also flagged. It was a suggested 
that the volume of waste oil could be reduced by the fitting of micro filtration systems 
to cars, trucks, and other oil using machines. Specific recycling measures which 
were recommended included: the greater use of aluminium cans in preference to 
glass bottles; a greater energy recovery from waste oil, cardboard and paper, tyres, 
scrap timber, rags and plastics; crushing of glass for use as a substitute for sand in 
concrete; and the return of lead-acid batteries to mainland Australia for recovery of 
the lead and acid. The latter measure was instituted in 1996. The report noted that 
high freight charges were a deterrent to the shipping of ferrous metals, including car 
bodies, to the mainland and they continue to be dumped at Headstone. There are 
stockpiles of old cars and car parts on many properties. It was envisaged by Unimelb 
that tyres and waste oil could be used for combustion support for burning of hospital 
and quarantine waste. Overall Unimelb concluded that there was a potential for a 
reduction in solid waste to disposal of 35.6%. 

The consultant's recommended that a batch incinerator be installed at Headstone for 
a more efficient burning operation and that the residue from the burning be disposed 
of on infertile land close to the cliffs on the East coast at a point north of the Point 
Blackbourne well away from the better ground water resources. Subsequently, the 
Assembly received a report recommending the installation of a still more efficient 
Pactherm Pit Burner but it was noted that the operation of this would require more 
electricity. 

The consultants recommended that the current private and individual waste 
collection system should be continued until or unless there is a need identified for a 
centralised system. 

The strategy proposed by Unimelb does not appear to have yet been 
comprehensively considered by the Norfolk Island Government. In 1999 the 
Government established a Waste Management Committee. 

By 2000 few of the report's recommendations had been acted on and a new 
consultant, Ann Prince of CRC (with experience on Lord Howe Island), was 
appointed to develop a waste strategy for the Territory. By the end of 2000 a 'waste 
audit' report was nearly complete and this was to be followed by a public education 
campaign. 

The 1997 statutory Norfolk Island Plan contains a policy on waste disposal which 
states that: 1) hazardous wastes will be managed to prevent pollution, including 
visual pollution of the landscape, and minimise the risk to public health; 2) more 
intensive land uses especially those producing high volumes of effluent will be 
encouraged to locate in the sewered area; 3) encouragement will be given to the 
recycling of materials and the composting of organic matter; and 4) outside the 
sewered area every development proposal will be evaluated in terms of its likely 
impact on the quality of underground water supply, etc. In 2000 the responsible 
Minister was examining a number of possibilities including feeding nutrient rich 
sewage waste into a vertical composting system. 
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The adequacy of Norfolk Island's waste management service was one of the matters 
considered by the Commonwealth Grants Commission in 1997. The Commission 
found that the Norfolk Island Government had the financial capacity to provide at 
mainland standards all of the services for which it is responsible but found that some 
current services, including waste disposal were below standard. Waste disposal it 
stated is very much below the standard expected by the rest of Australia and the 
international community. 

The Grants Commission noted that there was a there was a potential public safety 
issue from the inhalation of poisonous smoke from burning plastics and 
herbicide/pesticide containers and that given the importance of the environment to 
the tourist industry there was an urgent need for improvements. It put the cost of 
upgrading the system at $800,000. 

A major question in the case of any waste management measures requiring subsidy 
such as the return of hazardous materials, car bodies and glass to the mainland and 
the installation of an improved incendiary process is, who is to pay?. In the case of 
the incinerator, related issues are whether flue gas scrubbers are to be included to 
control air pollution (at an estimated extra cost of $1 million) and whether expensive 
protective linings are to be provided for any land fill area. Unimelb did not propose 
installation of the flue gas scrubbers at this stage. Although Unimelb was asked to 
examine the environmental costs and benefits of the various options its report did not 
examine this aspect with any rigour. 

The elimination of adverse environmental effects from the below standard waste 
management system is obviously of both direct and indirect benefit to the community 
since it will improve the quality of life for residents and visitors and benefit the 
economy by enhancing Norfolk's image as a green destination. 

How the smaller tourist destination of Lord Howe Island handles its waste problem 
should be of interest to those concerned with dealing with this problem on Norfolk 
Island. Lord Howe Island is a world heritage site, a designation the majority of 
Norfolk Islanders voting at a referendum have resisted. In 2000 a recycling plant for 
biowaste, incorporating a vertical composting unit, was installed at a cost of 
$866,000. The cost was met 50:50 by the federal and New South Wales 
Governments. A Waste Management Strategy was also adopted which provided for 
more efficient recovery and storage of metals and shipment back to the mainland for 
secondary use. On Norfolk Island there is probably more scope for domestic 
composting than on Lord Howe. 

Whatever, new measures are suggested for Norfolk Island there seems to be no 
reason why the existing waste management system should not be run better than it 
is and if this requires some extra expenditure it would be money well spent. 

Transport 

The Norfolk Island transport system includes its sea and air links with the outside 
world and the internal road network. 

Nearly all arrivals and departures are today by air the main exception being the 
occasional visitors from cruise ships and cruising yachts. The lack of a harbour 
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seriously inhibits these visits. The bulk of the Island's imports are carried by ship 
whilst air transport is increasingly used for goods with a high value to weight ratio 
such as the main export crop, Kentia Palm seeds. 

The lack of a harbour necessitates the use of lighters for cargo and motor launches 
for visitors from cruise ships, using either of the two jetties at Kingston and Cascade. 
The ships stand one kilometre off whichever jetty is being used. The equipment is 
incapable of handling standard containers and most cargo is shipped in wooden 
based pallets. If the wind is onshore at both jetties the ship has to stand out to sea 
until conditions improve. 

In 1998/99 45 visits were made by 4 cargo ships sailing on 42 voyages from Sydney, 
Yamba, Auckland and Noumea. 61 days were spent unloading and an unusually 
high 40 days were lost through bad weather preventing unloading. The total tonnage 
handled for this year is not known but for 1997/98 it was 16,387 tonnes which 
compared with 13,112 tonnes ten years earlier. The lighterage fee involves a 
minimum fee based on 300 tonnes of freight. Fuel and gas are landed at Ball Bay, 
where there are storage facilities, by means of a floating pipeline. 

The question of providing a harbour has been an issue for the Island since 1788. 
Although many proposals have been examined for this and for the extension of the 
jetties all have so far been considered to be too costly. In 1993 PPK Consultants, in 
a report on a preliminary investigation, estimated the cost of constructing a deep 
water harbour at the preferred site at Cascade at $27.8 million. Alternatively, for less 
cost, the consultants suggested the extension of the Cascade jetty. Other 
suggestions have included the construction of a jetty at Ball Bay for use by stern 
loading container vessels. The cost of an all weather harbour at Ball Bay has 
recently been put at $6.5 million. 

The airport, which dates from the Second World War, covers 120 hectares and has 
two landing strips. Upgraded to take jets in 1983 it has been administered by the 
Norfolk Island Government since 1991. Its main source of revenue is landing 
charges. Passengers are the main source of income for the airlines. Since the main 
runway is only 1,950 metres (with no scope for extension) the take off weight for a 
Boeing 737-30 is restricted to 88.6% of its normal capacity. In 1991 the landing strips 
were overlaid with the Commonwealth providing $2.5 million of a total cost of $3 
million. An asphalt overlay is planned for 2003. 

In 2000 there were 76 kilometres of road on the Island all but 9 kilometres of which 
were sealed. These are very much more heavily used than they were 40 years ago 
at the beginning of the tourism expansion. In 1968 when the non tourist population 
was estimated to be 1,200 the number of motor vehicles was 993 (more than double 
what it had been four years earlier), or 0.83 vehicles per resident. By 1998 with a 
non tourist population of about 1,900 the number of registered vehicles was 2,526. 
This was equal to 1.33 vehicles per resident. Not counting the hire vehicles the ratio 
was 1.1 vehicles per resident. Thus the growth is related not only to the growth of 
population but to a greater level of car ownership. There has also been an expansion 
of the hire car fleet this component increasing from 332 in 1986 to 426 in 1999. This 
correlates with the growth in the number of tourists. The number of vehicles provided 
for each tourist has remained static (1 hire car vehicle for 87 tourists in 1986 to 1 for 
every 86 tourists in 1999). 
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Traffic congestion, particularly with regard to parking, are major consequences of the 
growth of car usage, and there are problems of large buses traversing narrow roads 
and turning. There is also damage to roads and public discussion has focussed on 
this aspect and especially on the disproportionate damage from large vehicles. 
Reference has already been made in Chapter 10 to suggestions that large buses 
should be removed from the Island. Five of the 26 registered buses have over 40 
seat capacity. There is also the possibility of banning further imports of buses with a 
capacity of over 30 seats. 

In 2000 Pavement Engineer, Morris Green, made a short report on the roads of 
Norfolk Island which estimated that the cost bringing them up to standard would be 
$10 over 5 years. Green estimated out that wear impact of a given pass by an 8 
tonne vehicles was the equivalent of 15,000 passes by a sedan car. Of the two 
courses of action open –  upgrading (strengthening and widening) the roads to take 
larger vehicles or limiting their use –  the latter seems to offer considerable 
advantages. Discussion in the Assembly (Hansard 13/9/2000), not surprisingly, has 
concentrated on road repair and the Government and Assembly seem reluctant to 
face up to the hard choices. 

If the number of vehicles continue to grow there will inevitably be extra pressure on 
the roads, further reduction of peace and quiet, and increasing parking problems at 
focal points such as Emily Bay and Mount Pitt. Clearly there are major decisions to 
be made about transport on Norfolk Island which should be related to a strategic 
plan, including the strategy for tourism. A major part of the options is the 
development of opportunities for walking cycling and riding. The size of vehicles 
used for all purposes needs to be part of the discussion. 

Energy Supply 

The Island's energy system is based very largely on imported fossil fuels. Bulk fuel 
and fuel oil are pumped ashore at Ball Bay and bulk LPG is imported for use in 
heaters, hot water production and barbeques. Ball Bay has been used for the 
transfer and storage of oil since 1968 and gas since 1980. The Island electricity 
supply is powered by diesel generators located close to the airport. The main other 
forms of energy supply are solar for water heating and wood for water heaters and 
stoves. 

The potential for developing other sources of energy has not received the same 
scrutiny as waste minimisation, not withstanding the cost and limited capacity of the 
fossil fuel based system, which has resulted in a policy of not allowing use of 
electricity for air conditioning (except for the hospital and telephone exchange) and a 
specific ban on the use of electricity for heating and cooking. The ample sunshine 
and winds which are part of the Norfolk Island climate suggest that these would be 
well worth exploring as supplementary sources of energy but potential problems 
relating to noise and visual pollution and the effect on sea birds would need to be 
resolved. At present the cost of solar power for all domestic needs is about $15,000 
per household, offering significant savings after 50 years. An integrated solar/diesel 
approach (solar on sunny days, diesel on cloudy days) would probably win more 
acceptance a t this stage. 
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CONSERVATION IN MAJOR LAND USE ZONES 
Conservation of the environment as a collective endeavour is pursued in many ways 
on Norfolk Island, through planning, the making of decisions on development 
applications, positive action in a variety of fields and by protective policies applied to 
designated areas. The chapters in this section concerns the last mentioned category 
–  the areas which have been given some special park, reserve, or zone status 
largely or partly for the purpose of conservation. It discusses the values, the land use 
aims, the pressures and threats, the achievements, the shortcomings and the 
measures applied or proposed to overcome the problems. 

CHAPTER 13 –  THE NATIONAL PARK 

The Norfolk Island National Park is undoubtedly the centrepiece and chief asset of 
Norfolk Island's protected area system. First proposed by the Australian 
Conservation Foundation in 1968, interest was rekindled a decade later following 
persistent advocacy by the Norfolk Island Conservation Society.  

Acting on the recommendations of the ACF report the Norfolk Island Council in 1970 
agreed to the establishment of a Mount Cook National Park but this was changed to 
Norfolk Island National Park in 1976. In 1977 the Council invited the Australian 
National Parks and Wildlife Service (ANPWS) to carry out conservation work on 
Philip Island. In 1979 ANPWS's Peter Coyne became the first Conservator on the 
Island and in the same year ANPWS proposed the first management plan for the 
Mount Pitt area. 

ACF had proposed that the National Park include the Mount Pitt area and Philip 
Island. The National Park over the Mount Pitt section was established in February, 
1985 when the Norfolk Island National Park and Norfolk Island Botanic Garden Act, 
1984 came into force. Officers of ANPWS had been at work on the Island since 1978 
and plans of management for both the National Park and the Botanic Garden were 
developed between 1980 and 1984 and published in 1984. A draft plan had been 
published for comment in August, 1982 following public submissions.  

In April, 1984 the Norfolk Island Legislative Assembly considered the amended plan 
and decided to establish the Norfolk Island National Park and Botanic Garden under 
local legislation. This action provided for the proclamation of the two areas, the 
making of regulations and the approval of the plan of management. The Assembly 
also recommended that the plans be implemented and that the Park and Botanic 
Garden be brought also under the Commonwealth National Parks and Wildlife 
Conservation Act, 1975. Both areas were subsequently proclaimed under the federal 
legislation in January, 1986. 

The arrangements were made subject to a review after 10 years and reconsideration 
at the request of either Government. Norfolk Island's regulations for the Park came 
into force in mid 1988 and became the sole ones applicable after the Commonwealth 
regulations were disapplied in 1992. The bringing of the Park under the federal 
legislation was supported by the Australian Conservation Foundation as being 
appropriate to the national importance of its natural environments. 
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To fully understand the purpose of the park and its place in conservation and the life 
of the Island it is important to recognise that there has been concern for preserving 
aspects of the Mount Pitt area now occupied by the Park from the earliest years of 
the European settlement. 

In 1790, for instance, Major Ross prevented officers from the Sirius from cutting 
down Norfolk Island Pines near the summit of Mount Pitt and in 1791 Superintendent 
King published by-laws aimed at protecting the pine trees from felling, ring-barking 
and burning. 

In 1899 some 213 hectares of Crown land around Mount Pitt was made a public 
reserve for timber and forestry purposes and this was extended at various times, 
most notably in 1937 and 1955. It became known as the Mount Pitt Reserve. 

The transformation of the reserve to a national park resulted from a growing 
awareness at all geographic levels (local, national and global) of the area's 
importance for nature conservation. The two local conservation groups, the 
Australian Conservation Foundation and the International Union for Conservation of 
Nature and Natural Resources all played a role in establishing the values.  

The 1985-86 National Park around Mount Pitt covered 460 hectares. In 1996 the 190 
hectare Philip Island, which had been a public reserve for forestry purposes since 
1937 and recommended as an addition to the Park since the ACF publication of 
1968, was added to the Park under both Norfolk Island Commonwealth legislation in 
1996. There have been no other additions to the Park since 1985. 

The Botanic Garden on Mission Road initially covered 0.6 hectares. It was extended 
to 5.5 hectares in 1993 with funds from the National Rainforest Fund. Together the 
National Park and the Botanic Garden now cover 650.5 hectares or 18% of the 
Territory. 

The 1999 draft plan of management states that it had been proposed to include a 
200 metre marine section in the Philip Island section of the Park but that this 
proposal had not undergone the required public consultation process. The inclusion 
of this marine component had been approved by the local Minister but was omitted 
by administrative error in Canberra. 

The wildlife values of the park environment have been described in Chapter 5. By far 
and away the most important long term management task is to maintain and restore 
the native vegetation and plant and animal life so that it can once again exist as the 
expression of natural forces. The prevention of further extinctions is an urgent 
concern for management. The 1984 management plan explained the aim of 
biological management as: 

restoration of natural communities as they functioned before human 
disruption and competition from introduced plants and animals (my 
emphasis). 

The 2000 draft plan restated this aim as being: 
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to conserve and restore as many as possible of Norfolk Island's native 
plant and animal communities, recreating as closely as possible the state 
of vegetation which is thought to have existed prior to human settlement of 
the Island. 

Unlike the 1984 aim this would appear to imply that once the postulated pre 
European contact environment has been recreated the intention will be to maintain 
that condition by intervening to prevent further evolution in relation to natural 
interactions between native communities and changing natural forces. However, this 
statement appears to have been qualified in an additional restoration 2000 
management plan aim which read as follows: 

To re-establish, through habitat restoration and species reintroduction, 
natural interactions between plants, animals and their environments. 

Taking both aims together this can be reasonably interpreted to mean that the 
intention is to endeavour to restore the communities to something like their pre 1788 
distribution and condition and then allow natural processes to operate. 

Other important aims in both the 1984 and 1999 plans embrace soil conservation, 
protection of water catchment values, and preservation and interpretation of 
historical features. 

Consistent with these aims the other major aim is to provide for public enjoyment 
and education. The 2000 plan stated that the recreational and educational uses 
would be met by the provision of: 

opportunities for visitors to appreciate the variety of landscapes ... 

an appropriate range of recreational opportunities for visitors and 
residents of Norfolk Island ... 

the appropriate use, appreciation and enjoyment of the Park ... 

appropriate road and track infrastructure within the Park to enable access 
and recreational opportunities to be met ... 

appropriate facilities to meet the needs of visitors in the National Park ... 

appropriate methods to increase public awareness of nature conservation 
values of the Park, inform people of features of interest, and ... promote 
behaviour which is favourable to achieving Park objectives ... 

Other park objectives stated in the 1984 and 2000 plans relate to the continuation of 
timber production and traditional uses. With regard to the latter one of the aims as 
stated in the 2000 plan is: 

To permit appropriate harvesting of resources traditionally sourced in the 
area now covered by the Park while ensuring the protection and 
conservation of the natural values of the Park. 
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These gathering activities include collection of guava and lemons, collection of 
Whale Bird (Sooty Tern) eggs from Philip Island during the harvesting season, and 
the taking by permit of certain native plant materials for craft and cultural purposes.  

In the case of the Philip Island section the natural values have been degraded so 
greatly that the restoration task is of overwhelming importance to the extent that the 
plan provides for restrictions on recreational access and use. 

The National Park has since its inauguration been administered and managed by 
officers of the Commonwealth nature conservation agency (initially the Australian 
National Parks and Wildlife Service, now the Commonwealth Director of National 
Parks and Wildlife and the 'Parks Australia –  South' branch of Parks Australia, 
Department of the Environment). The Forestry Zone of the Park is jointly managed 
by Parks Australia and the Norfolk Island Parks and Forestry Service. An Advisory 
Committee, whose membership includes representatives of the two Norfolk Island 
conservation groups, the tourist industry (two), forestry (the Conservator), the Norfolk 
Island community and the Director of National Parks and Wildlife, has played an 
important role since the Park's inception in 1985. Currently the park has a permanent 
full time staff of 6 operating under the control of a Park Manager or Superintendent, 
but casual labour is important and in 1999/2000 an average of 5-6 people were 
employed in this capacity. The Commonwealth meets all of the costs of running the 
Park but collects non of the revenue derived from it. Expenditure on the Park in 
1999/2000 $624,000. This compared with an expenditure of $278,000 in 1986/87 
and $659,000 in 1995/96. A research consultancy budget which had averaged 
$30,000 annually for several years has not been available under the current federal 
Environment Minister, causing the study programme to come to a halt. 

The main tools for achieving the park management aims are the management plan 
(including the zoning part of this) and the various recovery programmes and actions 
relating to vegetation, and individual plant and animal species. The 1984 plan was 
intended to last for 5 years before revision. A revised draft plan of management 
produced by ANPWS in 1989 was never formally adopted. The plans are produced 
according to the procedures of the Commonwealth Act which provide for public input 
at two stages (before the revised plan is produced and on the draft revised plan). 
Public comments were called for again in 1994. The finalisation of the plan and a 
separate plan for Philip Island (first draft 1989 and a new draft 1994 following Norfolk 
Island Government and Commonwealth MOU of November, 1993 agreeing to 
development of a plan) were held up by the Norfolk Island Government which 
wanted to have references to transfer of control written into the documents. The new 
plan covering the Park and the Botanic Garden finally came into force in June, 2000 
and was released in October, 2000 after approval by the Legislative Assembly. It has 
a life of 7 years. 

The difficulties facing the park managers with regard to wildlife conservation and the 
responses to them have been described in Chapter 5 and are not repeated here. 

As far as tourism and recreation is concerned the Mount Pitt section of the Park 
plays an important and widely accepted role. This acceptance has grown since the 
1984 plan which stated that visitor awareness of the park was low. Most of the visits 
are made as part of organised tours. 
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The most contentious issue relating to tourism and recreation has been the plan for 
upgrading the Park roads. Damage caused to the roads by the October, 1998 floods 
required repairs and this was how the proposed works were presented to the 
Advisory Committee and the public. When the plans for the so called repairs to the 
Mount Pitt and Duncombe Bay roads became known it was seen that they involved 
substantial widening and other major works necessitating the destruction of 
extensive areas of native vegetation and the expenditure of $3.5 million. It was clear 
to conservation observers that using the guise of repairs an opportunity was being 
used by Parks Australia to upgrade these roads. The local Minister had told the 
Director of Parks Australia that the Norfolk Island Government wanted safe roads 
suitable for 40 seater buses, a standard which evidently suited the main bus 
operator. The question was, was this standard the most suitable for the Park and its 
visitors? Turner in 1968, stating that the chief danger to the proposed national park 
was the bulldozer, had argued for access roads to be kept to a minimum and 
recommended that that the bridle and walking track to Captain Cooks Monument 
should under no circumstances be widened to allow vehicle access. In the interval 
between the ACF report and the establishment of the national park the road was 
widened to a single lane width. Now the proposal was to double its width to allow two 
way access in some sections, most notably in the ecologically sensitive section 
eastward from the 'Big Dipper'. 

Strong protests were made concerning the proposals by the Australian Conservation 
Foundation, the Norfolk Island Conservation Society and concerned residents. The 
Foundation in its comments on the 1999 draft plan had called for works of this order 
of magnitude to be the subject of an environmental impact statement under 
Commonwealth legislation. Not surprisingly the Legislative Assembly asked why an 
environmental statement was not being required for these proposals. ACF also 
called for the preparation of an environmental impact statement and full public 
consultation on all the proposed roadworks. The procedures followed for these 
proposals (including the proposed Mount Pitt Road upgrade) are examined as a case 
study in Chapter 20. By late 2000 the work on the Duncombe Bay Road had not 
been completed as a result of the shortage of road metal. The design width of the 
road had been lessened but the intention still seemed to be to provide for two way 
access. 

If the events described above are any guide and if there are no changes in 
procedure to allow rigorous impact assessment, there would appear to be little to 
prevent other potentially damaging Park road proposals from being developed, 
including the creation of a through road (connecting Red Road with the Duncombe 
Bay Road) as recommended by Westerman and strongly opposed by Turner. 

The management plan was amended in its final form to provide that future major 
road works are to be subject to environmental impact assessment but not 
necessarily to the level requiring preparation of an environmental impact statement. 

The main aim of management on Philip Island being rehabilitation and there being 
limited landing, track and toilet facilities, the 2000 management plan provides that 
visitors to Norfolk are not to be encouraged to visit Philip Island. However, a permit 
system covering camping is to be implemented for traditional camping by Norfolk 
Island residents and scientists. 
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National Park has other major problems involving possible land use clashes which 
will require respect for the wider long term values. The initial proposals for road 
development in the Park in 1998-1999 were a test of what should come first, the 
environment or the convenience of tour operators. It was only the protests of the 
community which avoided the adoption of an approach which put conservation 
second. 

Another major issue is that of securing adequate funding for the rehabilitation task. 
Over 50% of the expenditure is used for rehabilitation work but both the Australian 
Conservation Foundation and the Norfolk Island Conservation Foundation have 
submitted to the Minister that this was not adequate and that more funding should be 
made available. The proposed expenditure of $3.5 million on roadworks was not only 
inappropriate in terms of the values of the Park but also inconsistent with the priority 
needs of rehabilitation work.  

The most problematic park land use issue is the presence of timber orientated 
forestry uses and activities in the Forestry Zone. Details of these activities have been 
described in Chapter 9. 

The creation of a National Park containing a production forestry area was a 
compromise solution which retained an historic land use on part of the land it once 
occupied. Professor Ovington, the Director of ANPWS at the time of the 
establishment of the National Park, thought that the arrangement could work, 
believing that the Forestry Zone would act as a buffer for the core conservation area. 
There was also the prospect of retaining pockets of rain forest within the Zone and 
eliminating weeds by bulldozing areas for pine plantations. The 1999 Annual Report 
of the Australian Nature Conservation Agency itemised the conservation values of 
the Zone as: vegetation remnants; buffer and corridor zones; and coast and 
landscape values. 

The advantages of the inclusion of the Forestry Zone land in the National Park are 
that: it allows nature conservation activities in parts of the Zone; it provides a basis 
for coordination of the management of the Zone with the rest of Park; and it could 
facilitate a future reduction of activities relating to timber production and a 
corresponding increase in the area devoted to nature conservation, possibly by 
means of a change to the Zone boundary.  

On the other hand the inclusion of timber related land uses is inconsistent with the 
Australian and world wide concepts of a national park and sends a confusing 
message to the public about the purpose of a national park. The existence of this 
generally incompatible land use including plantations of exotic tree species in the 
Park suggests that other generally incompatible uses might be acceptable. At one 
stage the Norfolk Island Government proposed a number of potential sites for the 
location of the Island's crusher one of which was in the Forestry Zone. A motor-cross 
track has been established in the Zone recently. The crushing plant proposal was 
taken no further when the Commonwealth said it would need compensatory land to 
add to the Park.  

Instead of timber activities becoming more restricted they could be extended 
including (with a change of boundary) into land currently outside the Zone. There is a 
need for better co-ordination between the two agencies in such matters as the 
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planning of plantation compartments and weed control. The 1994 study of the 
vegetation of the Zone (Davidson, Anderson and Evans) identified vegetation 
remnants and other conservation values in the Zone but there has been no weed 
control or rehabilitation in these areas, apart from clearing along the side of the 
Duncombe Bay Road. Parks Australia has no direct management responsibilities in 
the plantation areas and there is little conservation work going on in the Zone. 
Plantation areas need to be more precisely defined and their location shown on a 
publicly available map. 

The widely accepted IUCN definition of a national park states that its purpose is 
mainly for ecosystem protection and recreation. It adds that this protected area 
designation should exclude exploitation or occupation inimical to the purposes of the 
designation of the area. Application of this guideline would suggest that ideally the 
Forestry Zone in the Park and the associated timber production should be phased 
out as an inconsistent use. If the timber needs of Norfolk Island cannot be satisfied 
from other Island land consideration could be given to a rationalisation of the 
boundaries of the timber producing and nature conservation areas with the former 
being transferred from the Park into a public reserve and areas such as the Cord 
Area north of Duncombe Bay Road retained in the Park. . 

At the same time consideration could be given to other areas being added to the 
National Park. These include the quality forest areas identified by Gilmour and 
Helman (1989) and described in Chapter 5. Apart from Philip Island no land has 
been added to the National Park since it was established. The most obvious 
candidates are those areas along Mission Road to the south west of the Park's 
existing boundaries. These merge with the rain forest canopy located in the Park and 
being different in structure and floristics would significantly contribute to biodiversity 
conservation. There is no reason why non-contiguous areas could not be proclaimed 
as part of the National Park.  

It would make obvious good sense to acquire these leasehold lands for addition to 
the Park while they are relatively cheap and before they can be converted to 
freehold. There is also a need to identify all potential additions of this nature to 
ensure that at least where the land is Crown lease it is not on expire renewed without 
consideration of adding it to the National Park, and it is not converted to a longer 
term lease. which would make it more expensive to acquire. 

In 1988/89 the Australian Conservation Foundation made comprehensive 
submissions to the Commonwealth about land acquisition in the general Mission 
Road area urging the acquisition for the Park of four portions totalling 25.6 hectares 
for a modest staged expenditure of $125.060. The outcome was an allocation of 
$60,000. Most of this was spent on the purchase of 4.9 hectares for the Botanic 
Garden with the balance being used for fencing, weed control and a vegetation 
survey. The national organisation was very disappointed that the Commonwealth 
Government after a vigorous campaign of providing funding for conservation in the 
States was prepared to acquire less than 5 hectares on Norfolk Island where land of 
proven conservation value was already owned by the Crown. 

Other areas for possible addition to the park include the islets off the north coast, 
Nepean Island and marine components around these islets and around Philip Island.  
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The final major problem for the future of the National Park is the dispute between the 
Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments over control of the Park and 
Botanic Garden. This is part of a desire on the part of several successive Norfolk 
Island Governments that the control of all Commonwealth owned land and marine 
areas be transferred to it.  

Apart from creating undesirable uncertainty for the Park's administrators this has 
created a climate of distrust and impeded cooperation timely revision of the 
management plans being one casualty.  

In 1993 the then Minister for Territories, Wendy Fatin, advised the Norfolk Island 
Government (19/1/93) that the Commonwealth had no objection to the transfer of 
land matters, including the Park and Garden subject to appropriate local legislation 
and the exclusion from the transfer process of areas of national significance. Two 
years later (5/9/95) the Environment Minister, John Faulkner, added further 
conditions saying that there would be no transfer until appropriate legislation and 
administrative mechanisms are in place and have proved to be workable. 

In 1994 the local Minister for Industry and Forests proposed that Norfolk Island 
establish a Parks and Forestry Service to phase out the role of Parks Australia on 
Norfolk Island within 10 years while maintaining Commonwealth funding. The 
proposals were also incorporated in a 1997 draft MOU on the Park transfer and in 
the 1999 draft Park management plan. 

The Commonwealth has continued to be wary of the park transfer proposal during 
the period of the Howard administration and in 1998 refused to agree to the 
proposed Memorandum of Understanding on the National Park (drafted by the 
Norfolk Island Government) in which the Commonwealth was supposed to approve a 
future transfer. The Commonwealth decided that the revised plan of management 
was all that was needed at which point the Norfolk Island Government began to 
press for the transfer to be mentioned in this document. It was not. 

In April, 2000 a new Norfolk Island Government (elected in February, 2000) renewed 
the call for the transfer during a lobbying trip to Canberra, nominating January, 2001 
as reasonable timeframe for the transfer. In a letter to the Australian Conservation 
Foundation of August, 2000 the Minister for the Environment, Robert Hill, said it was 
sensible to engage in discussion with the Norfolk Island Government in relation to 
the management of the Park in the longer term but said that if the Commonwealth 
did consider transfer he would need to be convinced that the Government has the 
capacity and commitment to manage the Park appropriately. The new management 
plan, he pointed out provided a sound management basis for the next seven years. 
The Minister for Territories, Ian Macdonald, in a letter of August, 2000 advised the 
ACF that although he had made in-principle support for the transfer of certain 
Commonwealth land to Norfolk Island the basis for the Commonwealth/Norfolk Island 
Land Initiative of 9th June, 2000 the Commonwealth reserved the right to retain any 
Commonwealth Crown Land critical to the national interest and that the National 
Park and Botanic Garden had not been included in the Initiative despite the Norfolk 
Island Government's request that all Crown land be transferred. Norfolk Island had 
been advised that responsibility for the National Park rested with the federal 
Environment Minister. 
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In 1997 the control issue was considered by the Commonwealth Grants Commission 
reporting on Norfolk Island. The Commission noted that the National Park was 
currently run to international standards adapted to the Norfolk Island environment 
and said any transfer would need to be conditional on an undertaking that the 
existing standards would be maintained. Looking at the financial implications the 
Commission pointed out that if the control of the park was transferred the Norfolk 
Island Government's expenditure would increase by as much as $600,000. Whilst it 
was believed that the Norfolk Island Government might be able to raise such funds if 
it chose to the Commission said that other considerations were the national interest 
in the Park and the ability of the Norfolk Island Government to recruit and retain the 
necessary administrative and technical expertise.  

The question of where additional revenue would be raised from is pertinent. As the 
Commission pointed out the existing taxation system falls disproportionately on 
tourists. If there were park admission fees charged (either on individuals or 
operators) this would further increase the taxes on this sector probably exacerbating 
the market resistance alluded to in the Access Economics report.  

Notwithstanding this the key point is how best can the national interest be protected 
and guaranteed? National parks, whether they are managed by the Commonwealth 
or a State or internal Territory Government are areas of national importance for 
nature conservation and public enjoyment of nature whose future is guaranteed by 
legislation and high quality management. 'National Park' is a generic term. Such 
areas are not called state or territory parks even though where they are administered 
by a State Government or the Government of the Northern Territory or the ACT. In 
the case of Norfolk Island the Commonwealth Government's role is equivalent to that 
of the Government of a State or Internal Territory. In a mainland state the care of a 
national park would not be given over to a local government even where that 
government had a ten times the fiscal capability of Norfolk Island. This is because 
local control might result in decisions being made which placed the local interest 
ahead of the wider national interests. The problem which already exist with regard to 
roads, boundaries and plantations show that there is ample scope for future conflicts 
of this nature. 

Both the Australian Conservation Foundation and the Norfolk Island Conservation 
Society have consistently supported Commonwealth control on the main principle of 
the Commonwealth being, in the circumstances, the appropriate level of government 
to protect the national values. They have also pointed to the poor record of the 
Norfolk Island Government in looking after the public reserves. 

The need for resolution of the running sore of contested control is obvious. 
Whenever the Commonwealth keeps open the door to possible transfer, as at 
present, the Norfolk Island Government will be encouraged to persist with its 
unsettling transfer demands and to use non cooperation as a bargaining chip. 
Similarly, the Commonwealth may be tempted to offer rewards as it appeared to do 
with its National Park road upgrade proposals. 

It is clear that the decision of the Commonwealth to become involved with the 
Norfolk Island National Park in the 1980s was not a stop gap measure but a 
recognition of the area's national importance and needs. The performance record of 
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the last 14 years, during which the Park has been managed for all Australians, has 
borne this out.  

A wide range of biological management work has been carried out including 
vegetation rehabilitation, weed control, rat and cat control, endangered species 
recovery programmes, flora and fauna studies inside and outside the Park, visitor 
management, education programmes, and the development of walking tracks. 
Probably the greatest success has been in the rescue of endemic plants from 
extinction by means of a comprehensive approach which has combined weed control 
with native plant propagation and planting. By 2000 an estimated 100 hectares of 
weed infested forest had been treated. Just as important is the work which lies 
ahead, the on-going rehabilitation work and the preparation of further recovery plans. 

The inclusion of the Norfolk Island National Park and Botanic Garden in a national 
system of parks has ensured the application of a far greater level of professional 
expertise than would be available under local control. It includes not only the staff of 
the large national parks agency but also personnel from the Australian National 
Botanic Gardens. 

As important as the National Park is in the conservation scheme for Norfolk Island it 
is important that its needs and achievements are not allowed to cloud the importance 
for conservation of many other parts of the Island environment. 
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CHAPTER 14 –  PUBLIC RESERVES 

Another important component of the Norfolk Island protected areas system is a 
network of public reserves many of value for nature conservation. Most are located 
around the coastline. By the year 2000 there were 20 public reserves totalling some 
237 hectares or 6.5% of the Territory. 

Professor Butland in 1974 described the dedication of the commons and reserves as 
the wisest long term decision taken in the interests of the preservation of the island's 
natural values. Considering that the National Park was subsequently formed from 
two of the reserves, Mount Pitt and Philip Island, this judgment was prophetic, but 
the other reserves have not been given the management attention their conservation 
value deserves. 

Like their counterparts in New South Wales the reserves seem to have existed from 
the earliest days of European settlement but little appears to have been recorded of 
their role before the mid 19th century. When the Pitcairn settlement occurred large 
areas mainly around the coast were withheld by the Crown from occupation as 
reserves for such public purposes as landing places, commons, recreation areas and 
afforestation. Forestry was an obvious need since some four fifths of the Island had 
been cleared during the period of the previous settlement. Provision for the pasturing 
of stock was another obvious need and most of the reserves, not just the commons, 
have been used for this purpose for the greater part of their history. 

It is an indication of the continuing importance attached to such reserves that on 24th 
June, 1856 Captain Fremantle read a proclamation, said to have been drawn up in 
consultation with Sir William Dennison, Governor of New South Wales, which stated 
in part: 

the whole of the coastline, including the jetties and the roads now made 
throughout the Island are to be reserved as public property (quoted by 
Peter Clark (1986) in Hell and Paradise. 

In the latter part of the nineteenth century most of the reserves were under the care 
and management of the Council of Elders. A 1887 map showed reserves at Rocky 
Point (now One Hundred Acres Reserve), Kingston (then called Government 
Reserve), Ball Bay and Cascade. The administration of the reserves was 
consolidated by the Commons and Public Reserves Law of 1913. This was replaced 
first by the Commons and Public Reserves Ordinance, 1936 and then by the Public 
Reserves Act, 1997. The latter brought all existing public reserves under the new 
legislation as well as establishing the procedures for declaring new areas. 

In the second half of the 20th century a number of important new reserves were 
established including Two Chimneys (or Point Blackbourne Reserve) in 1961, 
Nepean Island in 1968, Bucks Point in 1971 (the last two for the purpose of 
'conservation of flora and fauna'), and Point Ross also in 1971 (for 'forestry and 
recreation') an enlargement of an earlier small reserve at Crystal Pool. 

The history of the Hundred Acre Reserve at Rocky Point is indicative of the varied 
uses to which some of the reserves have been put. According to the plan of 
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management for the reserve published in 1999, in the late 19th century it was open 
to grazing. Then round about the turn of the century it was enclosed. For much of the 
following hundred years the reserve was used for experimental tree and other 
plantings, including many exotic species. During the Second World War it was a 
garden providing produce for Government House and defence personnel and for 
general sale. In the 1950s the flatter northern area was used for trialing beans and 
coffee varieties. A forestry and nursery depot was sited there in the 1960s until it was 
moved to its present site off Anson Bay Road in 1986. Much of the reserve was 
planted with Norfolk Island Pines and with eucalypts in three locations in the 1950s 
and 1960s. The latter have been harvested as they reached maturity. Whilst a public 
purpose has usually been specified for each reserve on gazettal this indicates the 
main use intended at the time and a reserve can be managed for any appropriate 
purpose. The wording of the 1997 legislation showed clearly that the current 
emphasis is on environmental conservation, the objects of the Act being stated as to 
protect and conserve public reserves so as to –  

a) promote the conservation of the natural environment and landscape 
beauty of Norfolk Island ; 

b) promote the conservation of the heritage of Norfolk Island 

c)  reserve the way of life and quality of life of the people of Norfolk 
Island. 

In 1968 both Turner and Westerman stressed the importance of the reserves, the 
latter saying that further acquisition of land to add to the reserves was required. 

In 1980 most of the reserves were placed on the Register of the National Estate, 
reinforcing the focus on heritage protection. 

The 1985 Development Plan, noting the importance of the reserves to the tourist 
industry, said the primary planning objective was natural landscape conservation and 
stated that the reserves would become the responsibility of the Legislative Assembly 
and that management plans would be prepared for all reserves consistent with the 
Development Plan's conservation philosophy. 

The federal national parks agency appears to have had only an advisory role in 
relation to the public reserves and care of the Mount Pitt area and Philip Island has 
taken up most of its time. The review which it was to have made of the reserves was 
not completed. It is believed that it may have drafted some reserve management 
plans but these were not sighted.  

The Public Reserves Act, 1997 was aimed at improving both the administration and 
management of the reserves, especially since they appeared to be considerably less 
well managed than the National Park. Their overall condition can only be described 
as degraded. In many there are a hotch potch of land uses often poorly 
differentiated. The Commonwealth Grants Commission reporting in 1997 described 
the standard of general conservation and environment protection services as below 
that on the mainland. 
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The Norfolk Island Government agreed in April, 1996 to prepare plans of 
management for the reserves and this was a major feature of the legislation passed 
in February, 1997. The Act was assented to in June, 1997. It provides for 
management plans to be prepared as soon as possible and the 1997/98 Norfolk 
Island Annual Report suggested that a plan of management would be prepared for 
each of the 20 public reserves within the following two years. 

The new Act left the basic control of the reserves unchanged. They remain Crown 
land and are under the care and control of the Administrator. Most of the costs of 
management are met by the Norfolk Island Government. However, the 1997 
legislation gave management responsibilities to a Conservator of Public Reserves (a 
new position) who heads the Norfolk Island Parks and Forestry Service. The 
Administrator may give the Conservator directions (not inconsistent with a plan of 
management) and the Conservator is required to manage each reserve in 
accordance with the management plan and give advice to the Administrator and the 
Executive Member (ie the relevant Minister). The new legislation also made provision 
for community involvement in the development and review of the management plans. 
Submissions from the public are invited when notice of preparing a plan is given and 
on the draft once it has been prepared. Approval is by the Legislative Assembly and 
finally by the Administrator. Variations (revisions) follow the same process except 
that the Executive Member can make a variation and present it to the Assembly 
without first inviting submissions. The plans do not have a set life span (before 
review) but the Minister in 1999 spoke of there being an annual review in which the 
community would be encouraged to contribute. 

The Parks and Forestry Service also has management responsibilities for the 
Forestry Zone in the National Park, the control of roadsides, noxious weeds and the 
tanalith plant and the number of persons employed on the public reserves and 
expenditure on them are not separated out. Expenditure on forestry, livestock and 
noxious weeds by the Norfolk Island Government in 1995/96 was $276,000 and 9 
permanent staff were employed in the Service. The yearly budget for the reserves in 
2000 was some $30,000. 

The conservation value of the reserves will become clearer once plans of 
management have been prepared for each. In the meantime the main sources of 
information about the value of the sites is the survey report of Gilmour and Helman 
on quality plant communities outside the National Park. The official 'statements of 
significance' in the Register of the National Estate (RNE) data base regrettably say 
little about their heritage value. 

Considering the reserves in regional groups but not including those in the Kingston 
Arthurs Vale Historic Area (see Chapter 16) the following are their main features of 
nature conservation value in the reserves (all on the RNE except Ball Bay and 
Headstone): 

East Coast 

Quarantine (9.9 hectares) 

Coastal landscapes 
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Cascade (22.6 ha) 

Mixed coastal pine –  white oak forest. Coastal landscapes. 

Two Chimneys (Point Blackbourne) (NE 14 ha) 

Park-like areas of pine –  white oak forest. Wedgetailed Shearwaters, Tropic Birds, 
White Tern colony. 

Bucks Point (3.4 ha) 

Coastal pine –  white oak forest. Population of rare Norfolk Island Euphorbia. Seabird 
habitat. 

Ball Bay (20.7 ha) 

Recent Crown lease addition connects Reserve to Bucks Point. 

West Coast 

Bumbora (5.5 ha) 

Pine –  white oak coastal forest and rare Norfolk Island Euphorbias population. 

Point Ross (7.95 ha) 

National estate site is referred to as Crystal Pool Reserve and Escarpment (14 ha). 
Seabird nesting ground. Shearwaters and Tropic Birds. Most extensive area of flax 
on Island. 

Hundred Acres (Rocky Point) (22.24 ha) 

Largest area of coastal pine –  white oak forest on Island, the result of planting and 
natural regeneration during the 80 plus years the area has been protected against 
stock. Some relatively undisturbed areas of coastal scrub. Habitat for 
Mathewsoconcha bellii, an endangered endemic land snail. Nesting ground for 
Shearwaters and Whitecapped Noddies. Highest wildlife conservation values of any 
reserve. 

Headstone (9.85 ha) 

Selwyn (21.2 ha) 

Pine –  white oak coastal forest. Nesting ground for shearwaters. 80 metre high cliffs. 

Anson Bay (4.4 ha) 

Pine –  white oak coastal forest. Uncommon strand and coastal cliff communities. 
Cliffs rise to 98 metres. 

Other –  Nepean Island (10 ha) 

Seabird nesting ground. 
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Progress with the development of management plans has been much slower than 
intended. Nearly three and a half years after the Public Reserves Act, 1997 came 
into force only one plan –  for the Hundred Acre Reserve had been finalised. Spurred 
on by the requirements of the Land Initiative, activity was stepped up during the 
second half of 2000. Draft plans have been published for the Stock, Bumbora and 
Middleridge Reserves and initial or preliminary plans have been produced for the 
Anson Bay and Ball Bay Reserves. Several reserves have been discussed at public 
meetings. The aim in late November 2000 was to produce a draft of some 
description for each reserve by the end of the year.  

The Stock Reserve which covers only 0.65 hectares is an area of swamp known as 
Mission Pool which was reshaped by bulldozer in 1996. The Reserve was created to 
provide a permanent watering point for stock grazing the roadsides in this part of the 
Island but the draft management plan notes the potential for the restoration of native 
wetland habitat and states that this will depend upon whether stock are allowed to 
continue to graze the roadsides. 

The management plan for the Hundred Acre Reserve states that the primary aim of 
management is the establishment and maintenance of native forest habitat based on 
the pine –  white oak forest. Another objective is for forestry, based only on Norfolk 
Island Pine, to continue in the flatter northern area. There is no discussion of a 
coastal footpath linking with other reserves, or of boundaries in relation to the 
possible acquisition of other areas of land.  

In the 1988 strategy it was concluded that the usefulness of the reserves was limited 
by their accessibility to stock and by the lack of coordinated management. It was 
also noted that a review of the reserves had been commenced by Peter Coyne of the 
National Parks and Wildlife Service some years earlier and that management plans 
were to be prepared. 

Unfortunately, there is a degree of scepticism amongst conservationist critics about 
the motives for the new arrangements for care of the reserves and the development 
of the management plans. It is felt in some quarters that the main aim was to 
respond to the charges of reserve neglect, getting the house in order so that the 
Norfolk Island Government's bid for control of the National Park and other Crown 
land would no longer have a credibility problem. 

Concern has also been expressed that the use of the procedures for consultation 
have been largely tokenistic or cosmetic exercises with little or no notice being taken 
of submissions on the plans of management. The response to the suggestion that 
there could be an advisory committee similar to that for the National Park and 
Botanic Garden was that while the idea was not precluded it was thought that this 
would not provide an appropriate mechanism, since one advisory committee would 
not reflect the community interest in different reserves and separate committees for 
each would be unworkable. The possibility of having two or three committees for 
regional groups of reserves (for example one each for the west and east coast 
reserves) does not appear to have been considered. With nature conservation as the 
primary value having a single advisory committee with a membership which includes 
representation of Parks Australia would be likely to see conservation values upheld 
and coordination improved (including between the reserves and the National Park) 
and is therefore a logical step.  
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The public reserves have considerable conservation potential both as individual 
reserves and as a whole. In the latter category is their capacity to form the nuclei of a 
single coastal reserve. This of course requires the reserves to be joined. However 
the single major reserve management plan published to date does not discuss the 
possibility of boundary extension. It will be interesting to see whether this subject 
continues to be ignored in other plans. This topic is discussed further in the section 
on the coastal zone. 

The public reserves also have the potential to do more to protect types of 
environment not found within the national park, to conserve actual and potential 
seabird habitat, to contribute more than they currently do to visitor enjoyment, and to 
spread the impact of visitors to the advantage of the integrity of the Island's natural 
environment as a whole. 

Involvement of the federal parks agency in providing advice on public reserve 
management has not been encouraged by the Norfolk Island Government for many 
years and in the present climate of tension over the control issue appears to be even 
less welcome. This is regrettable because there is much that Parks Australia could 
contribute.  

As far as land use is concerned the present approach of no overall plan for the 
reserves is likely to produce a patch work quilt approach with conservation taking 
second place in several reserves. The presence of stock on many reserves 
continues to impede rehabilitation. Soil erosion and landslips are resulting from 
deforestation and the lack, in many places, of counter measures. Forestry remains 
an important use in several reserves. A few plantings with native hardwoods have 
occurred from time to time and community groups, including the school, Land Care 
and Green Corps, have participated, the latter two with Commonwealth funding. 
However, most plantings are plantation-like in character and results have often been 
negated by the failure to provide follow-up treatment. 

Clearly, whilst there have been major advances as far as the making of 
arrangements for improved management of the public reserves is concerned 
resources are still inadequate and their implementation has a long way to go 
particularly if it is accepted that the primary value is for nature conservation. 
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CHAPTER 15 –  COASTAL PROTECTION ZONE 

Professor Butland summed up the views of many when he wrote that the single most 
important scenic asset is the coastline. The only serious rival is the forest and its 
trees. When these combine as in the stretches of cliff top scenery graced by mature 
Norfolk Island Pines or White Oaks the result is both magnificent and distinctive. 

There are many benefits to be gained from protecting the coast and equally many 
penalties to pay for its neglect and mistreatment. Most of the coastline comprises 
high cliffs and the zone is subject to strong processes of erosion. Poor land use can 
speed up the erosion processes and ill sited developments can be affected by it. The 
forest vegetation originally extended to the edge of the cliffs and was valuable as a 
break against salt laden wind when clearing began in the interior. For obvious 
reasons this zone also is of very high value as sea bird habitat. For the European 
settlers access to it has always been important for fishing from the shore and rocks 
and increasingly over the years for enjoyment of the stirring scenery. 

In 1794 Superintendent King forbade the cutting of vegetation along the cliff tops. He 
considered that it was important to leave a shelter belt around the coastal fringe, the 
first of many to suggest that the coast be treated as a special area for protection of 
the public interest. 

In 1856 with the convict era over and at the beginning of a new phase of settlement 
the convict administrators took care to protect the coastline. Captain Fremantle's 
proclamation of June 24th of that year stating that the whole of the coastline was to 
be reserved as public property was a clear contemporary indication of the 
importance attached to the zone. 

For the next hundred years the coast played a very important role in the life of the 
community. A traditional part of the Norfolk Island way of life was walking along the 
cliffs, fishing from rocks and picnicking along the headlands. Access for such 
activities was widely accepted and the activities took place on all coastal areas not 
just the public reserves. As tourists began to arrive, usually staying for several 
weeks, they naturally took part. 

The great growth of tourism which began in the 1960s and continues was also 
accompanied by an increase in wealth of some landowners and by the arrival of 
wealthy new settlers. While the coastal areas were now important for many more 
people there were now interests which wanted to use the coastal areas for house 
building regardless of the impact on the public interest. The new situation required a 
strong government policy and its firm application if the public interest in the coast as 
described by Butland was to be protected. 

The late 1960s was also the beginning of a new era of planning and conservation, 
partly as a response to the new pressures on the environment. Not surprisingly all of 
the people who arrived from mainland Australia or New Zealand to give advice on 
these matters made suggestions about the protection of the coast. 

Turner in 1968 suggested the need to extend the reserves because the existing ones 
gave public access to only one sixth of the coastline and added that it would be to 
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the advantage of the Island if a strip of coastline in public hands was zoned 'rural' 
and a footpath constructed so as to link as many reserves as possible. He then gave 
some examples of how this could be done. His aim was to ensure that this land was 
used only for rural purposes such as grazing and that public access was not 
impeded which would be the case if it was barred by housing development. Clearly, 
zoning and the development of a through footpath had the potential to be strongly 
complementary measures. 

In the same year Westerman of the National Capital Development Commission, with 
a brief to report on possible courses of action for planning, made a specific 
suggestion for the coast saying the entire foreshore to a minimum of 200 feet (61 
metres) from the top of the cliffs and more where appropriate ... should be acquired 
gradually. He envisaged that certain sections of the acquired land would be leased 
back to farmers with conditions on maintenance, structures, public access and rural 
use. No structures other than fences would be approved. 

The first plan for the Island developed by Ray Coldham of the New Zealand firm of 
Harrison and Grierson and Partners in 1972 (referred to as the 'Coldham Plan') also 
recommended an approach which combined the zoning suggestion of Turner and the 
acquisition proposal of Westerman. The plan proposed that a coastal strip of varying 
depth but generally not less than 50 feet (15 metres) from the top of the cliff shall be 
designated as "Proposed Reserve" which would prevent any building thereon which 
would destroy the visual character of the Island. It was explained that the intention 
was for walking access to be available at the top of the cliff or a suitable elevation 
but that use of the land would remain in the hands of the owner until the land was 
acquired. In the case of freehold land acquisition was to take place as a condition of 
consent to a subdivision of land. For leasehold land the coastal section would be 
reserved when the land came up for renewal. In both cases on the plan the status 
would be changed from 'proposed reserve' to 'reserve' after acquisition had occurred. 
It was a sound proposal since it would have given owners a clear and fair warning of 
the acquisition intention and, if applied, prevented the loss of values through house 
building. A better variation would have been to not wait until subdivision applications 
were made or leases came up for renewal but to set up a fund for the systematic 
purchase of key parts of the designated coastal sections. 

The width of the Coldham plan's proposed coastal reserve was a problem, and as if 
to underline this the 1976 Royal Commission on Norfolk Island recommended that 
the Commonwealth complete the reservation of a coastal strip, around the entire 
Island, not less than 100 metres from the edge of any cliff or 150 metres from the 
high water mark of the shore, whichever is the greater. 

Regrettably, neither the Norfolk Island Government, nor the Commonwealth moved 
on this proposal. The Norfolk Island Council rejected the Coldham Plan in November, 
1973 and in October, 1974 drew up its own version of the Plan for recommendation 
to the federal Government (Norfolk Islander 16/11/74). The local plan proposed 
similar limits on house building but rejected the reservation idea. 

The Commonwealth did not formally adopt the Coldham Plan but reluctantly decided 
to use it as a guide. In spite of this houses were allowed to be built close to the cliffs, 
impairing the scenery, blocking access for walkers and disturbing seabird nesting 
areas. In one instance when birds attracted by the bright lights of a new cliff top 



 108

house became a nuisance the solution suggested was to destroy the nesting ground 
as an erosion hazard and an attempt was made to block the burrows. That the 100 
metre zone was sensible for protection of nesting areas was underlined when the 
Australian Heritage Commission used this limit when in 1980 it placed the Anson 
Point Nesting Ground on the Register of the National Estate. 

Altogether in the 14 years 1974-1988 eight houses were constructed in such 
locations. An example was Forrester Court, sited on the cliff tops east of Cascade 
which created a visual intrusion on the view from the Cascade Jetty and Prince Philip 
Drive. Another controversial house on the western rim of Ball Bay involved action by 
the owners against the local Minister in the High Court. 

In the early 1980s Harrison and Grierson and Partners were again engaged to 
produce a development plan (subtitled 'A Conservation Strategy' and subsequently 
referred to as the 'Harrison Grierson Plan'). In the first part of the Plan dated 
October, 1983 (not published), reflecting the plan philosophy that Conservation 
should be the policy which underlies this Development Plan, it was proposed that a 
cliff easement be invoked around the perimeter of the Island preventing any building 
within 100 metres of the cliff top. The easement, it was said, while preventing 
building or development in this conservation strip may continue to be grazed or used 
for other rural/pastoral purposes. By what mechanism the easement was to be 
established was not explained. 

One of the reasons why this 1983 draft was not published was the 100 metre strip 
proposal. In Parts 4-7 of the Plan, published in November, 1985, the conservation 
strip was narrowed down so that it was now not less than 50 metres in width from the 
cliff or coastline applicable to all property within which no building other than an 
accessory building may be erected. Such accessory buildings were not to intrude 
into the natural character of the landscape and were to be category 2 applications 
(involving public notification/submissions, etc). One of the aims of the measure was 
to prevent buildings being sited on the cliff in places conspicuous from public 
vantage points. The landward boundary of the conservation strip, defined as the 
'coastal amenity line', was shown on a plan map (plan B) with the notation that a 
supplementary plan was available for inspection in the office of the Chief 
Administrative Officer. This was described as being a detailed plan but an inspection 
of it showed that it was no more detailed than plan B.  

So, not only had the narrower 50 metre line been endorsed but the mixed planning 
control combined with reservation approach had been abandoned in favour of a pure 
zoning and development control approach. However, like the Coldham Plan before it, 
the Harrison and Grierson Plan was not formally adopted. 

Three years later the 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended that the 
establishment of a perimeter coastal reserve a minimum of 100 metres from the cliff 
line or break of slope was necessary, stating public ownership offers the best 
conditions for the management of the land for public access and it should be the long 
term aim to reserve all land in the coastal protection zone as recommended by 
Coldham. 

In March, 1996 the National Capital Authority was commissioned to prepare a 
statutory plan for the Territory. The resulting Draft Norfolk Island Plan, published in 
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January. 1997, noted that loss of coastal values was often incremental where there 
is no strategic coastal policy and that there were concerns on Norfolk Island that 
amenity had already been lost and will remain under threat unless a strategic view is 
taken, public access is maintained but controlled ... and intrusive development not 
allowed. 

The Plan continued the approach of relying only on planning controls. It included an 
'Environmental Protection Area (Coastal Protection)' (see Map 1) covering all land 
between the cliff edge and high water mark and land 50 metres back from the cliff 
edge. All uses in this zone would be in the category of ordinarily prohibited (category 
3). It also provided that building will be discouraged within 100 metres of cliff line or 
break of slope when the building can be seen from the sea or a public reserve and 
that such building applications can be the subject of a mandatory Preliminary 
Assessment under the environmental impact assessment provisions of the Plan. 

The planning objectives of these measures were given as: to prevent development 
which would adversely affect, or be adversely affected ... by coastal processes; to 
protect areas of habitat significance; to protect the visual amenity of the coastline by 
preventing building being located on the cliff edge in places where they are 
conspicuous when viewed from a public vantage point; and, to promote the 
conservation of the heritage of Norfolk Island. The first objective was new.  

Given the earlier observation in the Plan that there was public concern over loss of 
coastal access the omission of this was significant. The Coldham Plan's intention of 
providing for public access along the coast, stressed as important in the 1988 
Conservation Strategy, had gone missing, scared off by a Norfolk Island Government 
which appeared to not give a high priority to maintaining the traditional rights of 
Norfolk Islanders to access the coast. Similarly there was an absence of concern 
about the visual amenity of coastal areas not visible from the public reserves or the 
sea. 

The precise answers to how these matters were equated would provide much useful 
information about the values of the members of the Norfolk Island Assembly, the 
willingness of the Commonwealth to act firmly, and the long term adequacy of 
development control as the main protective strategy. 

Some indication of how sensitive the matter of the extent of the controls was with the 
Norfolk Island Government was given by the addendum which it attached to the front 
of the draft plan which said that whilst the Government agreed with the need for the 
zone and the objectives it was not inclined to accept that use in this zone should be 
placed in the ordinarily prohibited (category 3), preferring instead that such uses be 
in the (more flexible) category of may be permissible with consent subject to more 
detailed consideration (category 2). 

The Statutory Plan approved on 23rd April, 1997 involved a compromise of the 
original proposal and the position of the Norfolk Island Government. The draft had 
been altered so that whilst the construction of any building and uses other than 
agriculture, pasturage and farming activities in the Environmental Protection Area 
(Coastal Protection) –  50 metres from the cliff line or break of slope –  would be 
category 3, more intensive farming requiring the construction of feed lots, pens and 
other enclosures would require consent. Any proposed use in the coastal protection 
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area which was the same as a use in the adjacent area which was a category 2 or 1 
(permissible with consent) use would be treated in the same way providing it did not 
require the construction of a building. 

The conservation policy part of the Plan under the heading of Natural values 
(coastline) significantly stated that Protection of the coastline for scenic amenity, 
public access and recreation, and wildlife habitat will be given high priority in 
decisions taken under this plan (my emphasis). It also provided for building to be 
discouraged within 100 metres of the cliff line or break in slope where the building 
can be seen from the sea or any public reserve. 

The July, 1999 publication of the Norfolk Island Climate Change Vulnerability 
Assessment Case Study by consultant Jason Watkins drew further attention to the 
erodability of the coastal zone. It presented the results of vulnerability studies of 
three Island coastal study areas. The setting up of a Climate Change Working Group 
to be responsible for ongoing monitoring and risk assessment and development of a 
plan of strategic response was recommended. Watkins suggested that because of 
the hazards of future cliff erosion, some of which might be identified by risk 
assessment carried out as part of a Preliminary Assessment, it may be appropriate 
for development authorities to apply a development condition to the planning 
consent. Under this the developer may have to carry out early removal of the 
structure and rehabilitation of the site. Watkins also made suggestions about the use 
of marker pegs at about 10 sites around the Island at about 50 metres from the cliff 
edge to gather information on erosion rates. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy reported on the unsatisfactory situation in which as 
every year went by, as more houses or other buildings were built near the cliff line, 
the beauty of the coastline was further diminished and public access was either 
blocked or made more difficult. Butland in 1974 had commented on the situation 
whereby residents and visitors were deprived of access to the coastal area. 

Assuming that the potential for access to and along the cliffs is protected within 
public reserves and in the National Park the maintenance or establishment of the 
means for walking along the cliffs from one reserve to another and to the National 
Park is clearly urgent. The 1988 Strategy reported on the problem of the blocked 
access between the Point Blackbourne (Two Chimneys) and Bucks Point Reserves. 
In spite of housing developments and associated fencing there was still the chance 
to acquire a narrow block to secure a walking connection between the two reserves 
from the end of Martins Lane to Two Chimneys Reserve. Twelve years later The 
potential access is completely fenced off. It is not that the Norfolk Government were 
oblivious of the need and the opportunity. In 1990 the then Forestry Officer 
recommended that something be done to secure this access, but nothing was done.  

In its 1986 submission on the Harrison and Grierson draft Development Plan the 
Norfolk Island Conservation Society argued that planning for walkways should be 
started while there were still opportunities and so that they could be taken into 
consideration when subdivision applications were considered. Harrison and Grierson 
had asked for suggestions on walkways but the matter was ignored both in the 
Development Plan and the Norfolk Island Plan of 1997. The opportunities keep 
occurring but there is no Government policy or fund to take advantage of them. In 



 111

2000 an opportunity to secure an unfenced area providing access to the Steels Point 
area from Stockyard Road was missed. 

Walking around the coastline is becoming less of a pleasure as more and more 
fences (increasingly electric fences) are built and since there is a feeling of being a 
trespasser. In its endeavour to get something going the Norfolk Island Conservation 
Society with funds from the Australian Bicentennial Authority developed a short 
scenic trail on the Bucks Point Reserve. Although less than a kilometre in length the 
track was allowed to fall into disuse after slumping occurred near the cliff. Public 
access through a turnstile was blocked off even though the top section of the track to 
a viewing point could have been kept open and maintained with reasonable security. 
The opportunity exists for it to be now extended through the Crown lease area 
recently added to the Ball Bay Reserve. 

The situation with regard to housing development close to the coast is that between 
1988 and 1997 five houses were built within 100 metres of the cliffline or break of 
slope. One was within the 50 metre zone and two auxiliary buildings (one of them the 
Pistol Club at Anson Point).Since the Norfolk Island Plan commenced in June, 1997 
no houses have been built in the 50 metre Coastal Protection Area and only one in 
the 50 –  100 metre zone. The situation at 2000 is that there are four houses on the 
brink of the cliffs and another two further back but within 50 metres. 

The quarter of a century of procrastination over the introduction of a statutory plan 
bought time for those who wanted to build in the critical coastal zone at the expense 
of the public interest. Any sound planning strategy for the coast needs to meet all of 
the different needs including primarily: protection of scenic beauty; protection of 
wildlife habitat; avoidance of erosion and the effects of erosion; and public access to 
and along the coast.  

The Westerman Report/ Coldham Plan/ Royal Commission approach of reservation 
of the entire coastal strip was abandoned in the 1985 and 1997 plans presumably 
partly because of the development which had occurred. It has to be remembered 
also that what was finally adopted in both cases was what the Norfolk Island 
Assembly and Government was prepared to accept. 

The present and future residents of Norfolk Island, the visitors and the people of 
Australia would be ill served if this continuing unsatisfactory situation was accepted. 
Methods need to be found to undo the loss of scenery and to restore the freedom of 
access. 

The protection of the long term public good requires collective action by permanent 
community institutions. The joining up of the existing public reserves by acquisition of 
intervening areas offers the greatest long term security of tenure as shown by the 
recent acquisition of lot 47C to join up the Ball Bay and Bucks Point Reserves 
Protection by development control is far less secure because of the discretions 
which invariably exist and their uneven exercise and because plans and policies are 
more easily changed to undo conservation measures. The Australian Conservation 
Foundation in its submission of February, 1997 on the draft Norfolk Island Plan 
submitted that it should designate the 100 metre zone as 'proposed reserve area for 
future acquisition' as had been done on a larger scale on the coast of New South 
Wales ('Coastal Protection Scheme'). 
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The earmarking of special funds for coastal measures is very important. The 
Commonwealth has been unwilling to provide funds because the Norfolk Island 
Government collects land-related revenue. In May, 1997 Territories Minister Warwick 
Smith advised ACF that in these circumstances he could not commit funds for 
acquisition. 

If purchase is beyond the financial means of the Norfolk Island Government then the 
Commonwealth Government with its greater public resources should play a major 
role in acquiring the land for reservation as recommended by Justice Nimmo. Since 
time would be required to effect acquisition section by section the status of the 
coastal protection zone would need to be changed to proposed reserve. This would 
be buying time to act in the community interest, the opposite of what happened in the 
25 years of delay between 1972 and 1997. 

How wide the reserve should be will depend upon the circumstances of what it is 
needed for at each point along the coast. For public access the best route for a 
walking track should be identified for the entire coastline (for existing as well as 
proposed reserves) having regard to the interests of the walkers, the interests of 
landowners, habitat protection, and avoidance of erosion. This is likely to be located 
in the 50 metres closest to the sea or break of slope where there is relatively level 
land. For protection of seabird nesting colonies this is likely to be wider. The 100 
metre boundary selected for the Anson Point Nesting Ground site is a pointer. 

Once the area of land required for the reserve has been identified it can be given the 
status of proposed reserve. Giving the land this status in the Plan is the crucial step. 
It is the approach which was used very successfully from the 1970s in New South 
Wales. Known as the 'Coastal Protection Scheme' land along the coast was 
identified for acquisition (some 14,400 hectares in two years) with other areas inland 
designated for protection through development control measures. The Scheme built 
on several years of coastal survey work and involved the public exhibition of the 
proposals and the making of provision for objections and other representations.  

As to how the earmarked land is acquired for the reserve, including the source of 
funds, a variety of measures are available to be used, in some places in 
combination. For Crown leases it would be appropriate for the Commonwealth to 
provide the funds. For freehold areas Government funding could be supplemented 
by funds raised by the local Norfolk Island Open Space Conservation Fund. Other 
measures which could play a complementary part are conditions on leases, 
covenants, and heritage agreements as well as planning controls. Where the full 
width of land cannot be purchased at an early date a right of way for the round the 
Island walking track needs to be established if necessary by legislation similar to 
Britain's Access to the Countryside Act which guaranteed and codified ancient rights 
of way. The fact that there are private landowners on Norfolk, such as the owners of 
Simons Water, who allow public access (on a "walkers welcome with care" basis) 
shows how public access can be compatible with other land uses. 

In conclusion while there have been some improvements in coastal protection over 
the last twelve years the measures introduced are still inadequate to redress the 
neglect and consequent losses of the last twelve years. The best ideas have been 
rejected and others watered down. The potential benefits of conservation combined 
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with positive action are too important to be buried by an attitude of indifference or the 
claim that 'its too late'. It is never too late to strive for the best possible outcome. 

Although a compromise the Norfolk Island Government took a big step forward in 
adopting the Coastal Protection Area because it accepted the principle, expounded 
by the National Capital Authority, that there are values or interests in the zone which 
transcend private interests. It also finally recognised its value for public access. The 
advances it has made can be built only if it is realised now that to make the most of 
the public interest more needs to be done. 

The European settlers began well with their recognition of the special importance of 
the Norfolk Island coastline and its reservation in the nineteenth century. This vision 
was not matched by the people of the second half of the twentieth century and the 
situation has been allowed to slide. The current system is not meeting modern needs 
and the time has come to make up the lost ground. 
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CHAPTER 16 – KINGSTON  AND ARTHURS VALE HISTORIC AREA 

Along with the Norfolk Island Pines the best known feature of the Norfolk Island is its 
historic buildings. These are mainly the buildings and remains of the second convict 
settlement which lasted from 1825 to 1856 but they are set in a cultural landscape 
which dates back to the first modern settlement of 1788 to 1814. As the products of 
these phases they are relatively well preserved but, as several commentators and 
the 1988 plan of management for the area pointed out, what makes the unique 
history, the landscape and the built remains more significant is the lack of any 
substantial development since 1855.  

The Kingston Arthurs Vale site is of international importance for the understanding of 
a significant phase in human history a point underscored by the proposal that it be 
included in an Australian convict places world heritage nomination. 

Unlike the built relics of the first settlement, which are today to be found only as 
either archaeological remains or as footings in some later buildings, those of the 
second settlement are both substantial and reasonably intact. The interest and 
significance of the site is enhanced by its use for a Polynesian settlement from a 
period several hundred years earlier, by the post 1856 occupation of it by the mixed 
race settlers from Pitcairn Island and by the continued use of the buildings for Island 
administration purposes to the present day.  

Three settlements –  at Cascade, Longridge and Kingston –  were occupied during 
the period of the second settlement. Those at Kingston were by far and away the 
most substantial. There are 27 buildings or groups of buildings at Kingston which 
have been restored, most of them having been built with local limestone in the 
Georgian Style of the day. In 2000 there are four museums at the site: the Pier Store 
Social History Museum in the Old Commissariat Building of 1825; the Archaeological 
Museum in the New Commissariat Store of 1835 at Quality Row; the Maritime 
Museum in the former Protestant Chapel located within the Prisoners Barracks of 
1828; and the No. 10 Quality Row Museum in the house of the Foreman of Works of 
1844. All were opened in 1988. 

Most of the buildings were roofless by the 1960s but had their walls standing to full 
height. Restoration of these and the stabilisation of ten ruined buildings and 
perimeter walls began in the 1960s. The buildings comprised convict barracks and 
gaol and military and civil accommodation, most of the latter being arranged along a 
street known as Quality Row. 

The Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area (KAVHA) covers 250 hectares of which 78 
hectares is public reserve. The balance is either leasehold or freehold. The 
settlement is located on the coastal plain inland of Emily and Slaughter Bays. Behind 
the hills rise steeply to the Plateau but the steep slopes of the escarpment is broken 
by two valleys –  Arthurs Vale (Watermill Creek) and Stockyard Valley (Town Creek). 
Both the slopes and the valleys are part of KAVHA. The KAVHA viewshed which 
takes in all the land visible from a number of key points covers 300 hectares. 

The main contribution of the first settlement to the present day landscapes of KAVHA 
was the clearing of the land of its forest for farming. These farms and gardens were 
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continued during the second and third settlements and so are a clear reminder of the 
impact of European settlement on a largely natural landscape. For half a century 
until 1908 the Pitcairn Islanders of the third settlement phase occupied buildings at 
Kingston while others were used for administration and shipping purposes. The 
remainder were allowed to become ruins. As a whole during this period and over the 
next 50 years the settlement gradually fell into disrepair. This process was assisted 
in some cases by stone being removed for use as building materials elsewhere and 
by fire. In 1908-09, following the end of the Pitcairners occupation of the buildings, 
six buildings were destroyed or damaged by fire. 

The land on which the buildings of the second settlement was located was retained 
in public ownership and became known as the Kingston Common Reserve (now 30 
hectares). 

The steady decay of the settlement was halted in 1962 when the Commonwealth 
began to provide funds for restoration. By the late 1960s the Kingston area was 
already a major attraction for visitors. Turner in 1968 noted that whilst some 
restoration had been done much more remained to be done and recommended that 
the National Trust of Australia be requested to provide advice on the preservation 
and restoration of the second settlement buildings at Kingston and Longridge and on 
the conservation of the landscape settings which he said was equally important. By 
this stage a survey of all the buildings and ruins had been made by Marshall Clifton 
and D.A.L. Saunders.  

Turner also suggested that the Government should purchase some land north and 
east of Quality Row and zone the rest 'rural' and that there should be strict control 
over the removal of sand and the quarrying of limestone in the adjacent Point Hunter 
Reserve (31 hectares). 

Westerman, in the same year, made similar points, and said that the reconstruction 
and preservation of the buildings could be reinforced by the creation of historic 
environments. Measures suggested were: the planting of the slopes overlooking 
Kingston to frame the area and stabilise the soil; the prevention of further building 
unless consistent with the historical character of the area; and the removal of non-
conforming buildings. His proposed plan included the creation of historical zones at 
Kingston, Longridge, and the St. Barnabas Chapel area (part of the Melanesian 
Mission which had its headquarters on Norfolk Island from 1866 to about 1920) and 
the reconstruction of the dam in the Watermill Creek. 

Turner's suggestion concerning obtaining expert advice was taken up and in 1971 
the Australian Council of National Trusts produced its report The Historic Buildings of 
Norfolk Island. Their Restoration, Preservation and Maintenance. It included a five 
year plan of restoration for Kingston. 

In 1973 the federal Government, accepting the principle that the restoration of the 
historic buildings on Crown land was an Australian Government responsibility, 
committed itself to providing further funding. It pledged $1.3 million to be spent over 
6 years on the implementation of the programme recommended by the National 
Trust. The work was to be directed by a Commonwealth Interdepartmental 
Committee set up for the purpose. Over the six year period $1.6 million was spent on 
the restoration. 
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Butland, commenting on these moves by the federal Government in 1974 said it was 
appropriate because the legacy of the Island's history was a totally Australian one. 
He argued that no area of Australia had such a concentrated collection of ruins of the 
1788-1856 period as Norfolk Island's Kingston area. 

Interestingly, although commending work already done on the Quality Row buildings 
and the 5 year plan, Butland was very unimpressed with the appearance of the sites 
at Kingston and Longridge which he described as being one of almost complete 
abandonment. His own ideal was the tidy and well interpreted sites prepared by the 
British Office of Works which provided, he argued, a glaring contrast with the 
situation at Kingston. He said the site had a tremendous advantage in not being 
encumbered with dozens of confusing later buildings and that the whole of the 
Kingston settlement could become a model colonial site attracting international 
recognition. As to who would be the loser if the area was not preserved, restored and 
protected against commercial and other development he quoted Australian Council 
of National Trusts Chairman J.C. Moore, who said that if these things were allowed 
to happen Australia as a whole will have lost a vital link with the past. 

The five year programme was based on a policy of returning some of the buildings to 
productive use. Also, in line with the aim of keeping the Kingston landscape as close 
as possible to its 1856 condition, the lease of the Paradise Hotel, a modern building, 
was resumed and a new 5 year lease was given prior to demolition (which occurred 
in 1987). 

By 1974 the Norfolk Island Council had accepted the idea of historical zones but had 
not yet formed a view on which areas should be included for protection (Norfolk 
Islander, 16/11/74). The official delineation at Kingston occurred in 1980 when the 
site became a 'designated area' for the purposes of the Building Ordinance, 1967. It 
included freehold and leasehold land as well as Crown land, including the reserves. 
The inland perimeter was based on the 90 metre contour and the northern boundary 
of some of the leasehold areas. In the same year the area was listed on the Register 
of the National Estate. 

In 1981 the Kingston and Arthurs Vale Historic Area Management Plan (April, 
1980),prepared by a federal working group, was published by the Department of 
Home Affairs and Environment with the recommendation that it be adopted by both 
Governments through appropriate legislation. The plan established objectives, 
policies, plans, and guidelines for the area. Included also were landscape, museum 
and archaeological reports and an interpretive plan. Annual maintenance and 
running costs were estimated at $50,000 and it was expected that the building 
programme would cost an additional $1 million to complete. The management plan 
was subsequently endorsed by both Governments. Surprisingly, and contrary to the 
advice of the Australian Heritage Commission (Yencken 1981), the plan included a 
proposal to build a new hotel at the end of Quality Row. 

The 1980 management plan provided for a 5 year review period. A four volume 
revision by Clive Lucas Stapleton and Partners of Sydney was published in 1988. It 
provided new statements of significance for the building and landscape elements, 
proposed new conservation policies and a schedule of implementation measures 
(including working documents referring to each element in 14 different areas for use 
on a day to day basis when carrying out activities and works) and reviewed progress 
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with the implementation of the 1980 management plan . Remarkably, little was said 
about the building materials which had been used for the settlement.  

Whilst the first plan was found to have been successful in many ways, including 
protection from unsympathetic development, reconstruction of many buildings and 
sympathetic use of buildings, it was found that it had not prevented deterioration of 
many significant smaller buildings and not substantially addressed the landscape 
conservation issues and the interpretation of the place to visitors. The chief criticism 
was that there had been an emphasis on building reconstruction at the expense of 
giving the site a context (physical and interpretive). 

In contrast with the earlier criticism of Butland the 1988 plan declared that the 
ruinous character was now considered part of the significance of the place. Although 
noting that some elements were substantially intact, most of the surviving items, it 
said, are now ruined, heavily altered or reconstructed. The maintenance of the ruins 
as ruins was necessary to preserve the character of things that have gone on here 
long ago. 

The 1988 document contained a more detailed conservation set of policy proposals 
than its predecessor. Included as policy points were: maintenance of the site as a 
conservation area; protection of the setting against inappropriate works and 
activities; conservation and interpretation to the public of all fabric in existence before 
1945 (1945 being considered to mark the Island's change of economy from an 
agricultural basis to a tourist destination for Australasia); no buildings of substantial 
size to be built; existing ruined places to remain as ruins; other places on Norfolk 
Island associated with the place to be identified, assessed and have conservation 
policies formulated and implemented; no substantial new vegetation planted except 
limited plantings for soil conservation purposes; and protection of the land and 
scenery from visual intrusion. The report included a map concerning the protection of 
the setting showing land and sea areas to be protected from inappropriate activities 
and visual intrusion (considerably more extensive than the historic area).  

It was recommended that the Volume 1 of the report be adopted as the Conservation 
Management Plan and that the three part volume 2 should provide the guidelines for 
the operation of the management body. Revision at seven year intervals was 
suggested. A new revision began in 1998/99. 

In 1988 the Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments agreed to share 
funding of the management and the works, and a joint board –  the Kingston and 
Arthurs Vale Management Board (comprising two representatives each of the 
Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments) –  was established by means of a 
Memorandum of Understanding in 1989. By 1988 some $4 million had been spent on 
the project. 

In the early 1990s the Commonwealth began to investigate a nomination of 
Australian convict places for inscription on the World Heritage list. A 1995/96 
consultants' report by Pearson and Marshall Study of World Heritage Values Convict 
Places concluded not only that Kingston was eligible for world heritage listing in its 
own right and as an element of a series (serial) nomination, but that it was essential 
as an illustration of the significant relevant theme in global history of transportation 
as a strategic tool of colonialism. At a referendum held in 1998 the majority of 
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Norfolk Island residents voting were against the inclusion of Kingston in the 
nomination. The Commonwealth then decided not to include Kingston in the 
nomination if it went ahead. Since this matter is of general importance for the future 
of heritage protection on Norfolk Island it is examined in more detail in the Chapter 
18. 

In the Norfolk Island Plan of 1997 KAVHA was identified as a separate area for 
planning purposes with the objective of ensuring that development is consistent with 
the 1988 management plan, its revisions and other area plans developed by the 
KAVHA Board. Any planning consent for KAVHA and the visual setting of KAVHA is 
to be given only by the KAVHA Board. Map 5 in the Plan Report shows the viewshed 
defined as areas visible from 8 viewing points. The statutory plan provides that 
development in the Rural Area which can be seen from the public vantage points is 
subject to special consideration to ensure that it does not detract from the visual 
setting of KAVHA. The plan refers to detailed consideration being given to the siting 
of buildings and to appropriate landscaping. 

In 1995, in another step which demonstrated concern for the future of KAVHA, the 
Norfolk Island Land Review Working Group whilst recommending a conversion of 
most Crown leasehold land from a 28 year to a 99 year term proposed that because 
the Commonwealth may want to resume land in KAVHA an exception should be 
made for the site so that any resumption would not be made more costly. 

The situation today is that although a great deal has been achieved in the 
identification of significance, reconstruction, management, protection and 
interpretation for visitors, to the point where the site is considered worthy of 
nomination for inscription on the world heritage list, the outcome of the referendum 
result shows that there are obstacles to achieving the level of care warranted by the 
nature of the site. Local people have reservations, or at least doubts, about world 
heritage status for Kingston and by endorsing a consensus approach to decision 
making on the matter the current Commonwealth Government has indicated that 
there are limits to the extent of its own level of care.  

Much of what has been achieved to date has resulted from Commonwealth funds 
and expertise. If the federal Government was to hand over ownership and control to 
the Norfolk Island government as recently requested a lower standard of 
management would be likely. 

There are a number of other danger signs. One is the 1998 request of the Norfolk 
Island Government to the Administrator that the KAHVA viewshed protection be 
removed from the statutory plan because of unintended consequences. The 
Administrator referred the matter to the Department of Territories and it is now under 
consideration as part of the review of the Norfolk Island Plan.  

Recent building activity in prominent locations suggests that the integrity of the 
viewshed is now in jeopardy. The presence of freehold and leasehold land interests 
in KAHVA is likely to foster calls for its local ownership and control. 

The Commonwealth Grants Commission in its 1997 report on Norfolk Island noted 
that there were indications that the Island residents undervalue the tourist potential 
of KAVHA. However, the fact that the Norfolk Island Government would like to gain 
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title and control may be partly responsible for the vote against world heritage 
nomination. Inclusion in the nomination would mean that the Commonwealth would 
have to retain the overriding responsibility. 

The Grants Commission said the area was of national as well as local importance 
and that the Commonwealth should continue to be involved. It noted that unless the 
federal grants continued ($392,000 out of a total expenditure of $639,000 in 
1995/96) or the Norfolk Island Government used more of its revenue raising capacity 
for the purpose the current level of service would decline. The current level of 
funding is as agreed in the MOU. The Commonwealth takes no revenue from the site 
to help make up for its expenditure. 

As noted in the section on soil, plantings on the hills behind Kingston have been 
effective in limiting soil erosion. Some of the plantings are over 90% Norfolk Island 
Pine whereas mixed pine hardwood plantings would be more in keeping with the 
sites natural vegetation. Unfortunately, the pines are planted in plantation-like rows. 

As with the National Park, the coastline, and the Crown lands the main need is to 
resolve the issue of ownership in control in a manner consistent with its national 
significance so that Kingston can make an optimum contribution to heritage 
conservation and human understanding of history. 
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CHAPTER 17 –  THE RURAL AREAS 

The clearing of the forest to create farms and gardens started at the very beginning 
of European settlement and over most of Norfolk Island's history much of the 
population has lived in homesteads dispersed throughout the rural areas. For the 
greater part of this time many of their inhabitants were closely associated with 
farming. Since the 1960s there have been two major changes. First, the decline of 
agriculture means that most rural dwellers no longer gain their livelihood from 
primary production. Second, a clear distinction has developed between the 
burgeoning township of Burnt Pine and the rural or countryside areas, where some 
farming continues with the potential for more. 

The scene of the oldest agricultural land use in Australia and strongly associated 
with the history of Pitcairn settlement which began in 1856, the landscapes of the 
rural areas of Norfolk Island have long had significant local and national cultural 
heritage values. With the development of the tourist industry their importance 
increased still further. 

The interest and beauty of the rural landscapes derives essentially from the nature of 
the place, principally from the way the natural environment has been adapted for 
farming in two hundred years of rural living. The characteristic effect includes 
relatively small fields, unobtrusive dwellings and roadways, the presence in many 
places of groups of forest trees, and vistas to forested valleys and hills. The feel of 
the place is essentially one of 'we are in the country'. The harmony which has 
developed is a delicate one which can easily be spoiled by intrusive development.  

Heritage is a dynamic concept and the dual use of the land for agriculture and 
appropriate tourism can be not only compatible but reinforcing. As with historic 
buildings it is best if there are sustaining modern uses. In this case the use of the 
rural areas for agriculture –  a working landscape not a museum piece –  can 
contribute to the pleasure of visitors and at the same time protect the quality of life of 
residents. The potential these areas have for providing more of the food consumed 
on the Island has already been discussed in Chapter 7 dealing with agriculture This 
potential is also threatened by uses which interfere with farming. 

The integrity of the rural areas is primarily threatened by the spread of low density 
building development for residential and tourist accommodation purposes. The types 
of measures devised to protect rural values from these pressures and their 
effectiveness are the main topics discussed in this Chapter. 

The rural areas of Norfolk Island like most cultural landscapes are the incremental 
product of many phases of history. Facets of them can be traced back to the earliest 
days of agriculture mainly between 1788 and 1806 when farms were established by 
free settlers over most of the Island. Farming was continued along similar lines by 
the military and privileged convicts during the period of the second settlement after 
1825 and by Pitcairn settlers after 1856 when the land was parcelled out into 159 
fifty acre lots and when other areas were retained as the property of the Crown. 
Inheritance resulted in most cases in these lots being split so that by 2000 there 
were over ten times as many freehold lots. Farming in the form of mixed subsistence 
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and cash crop enterprises remained the main basis of the economy until tourism 
began to dominate in the 1960s.  

At this stage it was simultaneously discovered that the rural areas had a wider value 
as cultural heritage and that these values were threatened. One of the main threats 
was that clauses in the Land (Subdivision) and Building Ordinances both of 1967 
allowed subdivisions for the benefit of relatives and house building 'as of right'. 

As with so many other aspects of Norfolk Island conservation it was Professor 
Turner who, in 1968, was one of the first to note the rural values and the threat to 
them. He declared that Norfolk Island was on the brink of unplanned development. 
The possible loss of rural values was elaborated on by Butland (1974) who identified 
the factors as being: a stagnant economy; a dominant tourist industry; unpredictably 
rapid population growth; and personally motivated development of the landscape. It 
was, he said only the benign climate, the attractive coastal scenery and the relatively 
dispersed population which tended to mask the situation. 

The first outline of an approach for keeping rural values was developed by 
Westerman in his planning report of 1968 which included a draft policy plan and a 
policy diagram. His basic policy was that rural land should be used to maximum 
capacity consistent with the maintenance and enhancement of the natural vegetation 
and that development control of freehold land was required to prevent unsightly 
development. Other key prescriptions were: subdivision and building for residential 
purposes to be permitted only in town areas; no development other than rural 
development in rural areas unless there was no acceptable alternative; prevention of 
subdivision into uneconomic holdings; and encouragement of amalgamation of 
holdings. As already mentioned in the Chapter 10 on tourism Westerman suggested 
that to limit the proliferation of tourist development a number of approved 'tourist 
centres' (appropriate sites for which were suggested) should be allowed in the rural 
areas. 

Westerman's main tool for implementing these policies was the establishment of a 
rural zone under the Building Ordinance, 1967 in which subdivision into holdings of 
less than 5 acres would not generally be approved, in which residential building 
would be discouraged unless required for farming purposes and in which 
encouragement would be given to amalgamate uneconomic holdings. He 
recommended that the minimum sizes for subdivision be implemented by regulations 
made under the Subdivision Ordinance. 

Westerman also considered the leasehold grazing leases which accounted for about 
half of the rural areas, recommending that the lease terms should be reviewed to 
prevent unintended development.  

The concept of a rural zone was repeated in the 1972 Coldham Plan with the main 
aim being to retain the rural character of the Island and to avoid indiscriminate 
fragmentation. The associated Code of Ordinances defined the predominant and 
conditional uses. The innovatory feature of the plan was the division of the zone into 
'Rural Zone A' with a minimum subdivision level of 5 acres and 'Rural Zone B' with a 
2 acre minimum. 
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The division reflected a geographic split in lot sizes between the west and north 
where larger lot sizes dominated on leasehold land (Rural A) and the smaller lots of 
the largely freeholded east and south east (Rural B). In spite of the reduction in the 
standard for the latter areas Butland commented favourably on the plan which he 
saw as aiming to create a viable rural, agricultural and pastoral economy, a thriving 
landscape contributing to a marked aesthetic improvement. 

Whilst urging the protection of the rural areas as distinct entities neither Westerman 
nor Coldham put much emphasis on specific measures for protecting rural areas for 
their scenic beauty but awareness of the importance of the relative tranquility offered 
by the Island was growing. The Department of the Capital Territory in its submission 
to the Royal Commission enquiry into Norfolk Island (August, 1975) said all reports 
affirmed that the scenic unspoilt serenity of the Island was at risk from ill conceived 
subdivision, unwise land use and inadequate control of the design and siting of 
buildings; the number of residential-sized blocks would detract from the rural aspect 
if built on.  

On their second attempt to develop an acceptable plan Harrison and Grierson and 
Partners again tried to tackle the problem of the fragmentation of lots and the 
unregulated control of house building, saying that the unfettered right to build a 
house means that they can be sited at random without thought for the relationship of 
one building to another and to the landscape. Their final report –  The Norfolk Island 
Development Plan (1985) –  said the protection of views was of such significance 
that special powers were required to prevent them suffering intrusion by buildings. 
The scale and intensity of building was also identified as an issue. The potential for 
damage was considerable because out of 1,859 portions, 1,000 were not built on. 

In the new plan the term 'Rural Zone' was replaced with 'General Development Area 
(GDA) but a distinction was still made between the A and B sectors with minimum 
subdivision levels of 2 and 1 hectares respectively. The resistance of the Norfolk 
Island Government to planning exacted a further slide in standards with the north 
eastern sector being moved from Rural A to Rural B. The higher limit for the western 
A zone was rationalised by reference to the larger properties, the Crown leasehold 
and it being one of the localities noted for its rural character and views, much visited 
by tourists. It was held that the B zone was, on the other hand, was already more 
closely sub divided. 

The plan stressed the importance of control of subdivision, with every application in 
the GDA being a category 2 application involving consideration of consistency with 
the plan and its effects on natural beauty and views from roads and outlook points to 
places of public interest and/or exceptional natural beauty. 

It was noted that there were boarding houses in the GDA providing an alternative 
style of tourist accommodation. Whilst it was believed that these should not be a 
problem provided siting was sensitive, it was felt that large scale establishments 
should be excluded and that such units should be limited size to ones taking no more 
than 10 guests. 

The 'special policy area' which was identified, the only one at this time, was the 
Steels Point Clay Area, located in three main areas, whose purpose was to protect 
the Island's best soil area for agricultural use. 
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There was at least one organisation on Norfolk Island which was concerned to obtain 
a higher level of protection for the cultural landscape than that which was tending to 
result from the negotiations between the planning advisers and the Norfolk Island 
Government. In its April, 1986 submission on the draft Development Plan the Norfolk 
Island Conservation Society pointed to the fact that the large blocks in the western 
part of the GDA (zone A) were 12 to 20 hectares in size and said that the proposed 2 
and 1 hectare levels for the two zones (A and B) were both inappropriate. Norfolk 
Island, the Society argued, being very small needed higher levels so that the 
contrast with the urban area could be maintained. 

A major part of its solution was to suggest six landscapes within the GDA which it 
said should also be recognised as 'special policy areas' for their landscape values. 
These would have a minimum subdivision level of 4 hectares and more stringent 
standards for building control. Selected as the most significant of the rural 
landscapes each were different in character. 

The Australian Conservation Foundation in its submissions on the plan of 
September, 1985 and September, 1986 made similar points, saying that special 
landscape zones should be identified and protected and thought given to how the 
Register of the National Estate could be used further to protect conservation values 
on private land. 

These suggestions for protection of broad acre landscape values by zoning were 
ignored in the final version of the Plan in favour of an approach which provided for 
the establishment of an 'Official List of Protected Areas, Places and Objects' which 
the Executive Member would need to take into account when dealing with 
subdivision applications (not granting approval that threatened any listed item). 

The further attempt to develop an acceptable plan, The Norfolk Island Plan of 1997, 
revived the zone term 'Rural Area' which the report section said covered 2,149 
hectares or 77% of the Island (see Map 1). Because of the contribution this area was 
said to make to the island's landscape beauty the primary planning objective was 
declared to be to preserve and enhance the visual amenity ... and reduce the 
environmental impact of dwellings and other developments. 

These were familiar aims but the language used in the plan report and the statutory 
plan suggested that there had been an advance in the planners' recognition of the 
broad acre landscape values. In the section on 'Area No 3 –  Rural' the statutory plan 
listed 9 conservation values, described as attributes of the natural environment 
and/or cultural heritage which are valued and should be protected, including: Island 
character; rural landscape character and amenity; and plant and animal communities 
including remnant vegetation and significant trees. Similarly, the formal objectives of 
the zone included: to preserve and enhance the visual amenity of the area and 
reduce the environmental impact of dwellings and other development; to provide for 
the restructuring of old and inappropriate subdivisions; and to promote the 
conservation of the heritage of Norfolk Island. 

Included in the list of uses which may be permissible with consent subject to more 
detailed consideration is tourist accommodation up to a maximum of 5 units; and two 
dwellings on any site. 
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Amongst the matters to be considered in any subdivision application under the 
Planning (Subdivision) Code is the effect of the proposal on the ecology of the land 
proposed to be subdivided, adjacent land and the general character of Norfolk 
Island.  

The Code retained the 2 hectare minimum size for Rural A but reduced the standard 
of the Development Plan for Rural B to 8,090 square metres (2 acres –  the same as 
the Coldham Plan). However, in both zones this was to be exclusive of any land in 
the Environmental Protection Area along the coast. 

The allocation of areas into the A and B zones was returned to that of the Coldham 
Plan, the north east area being restored to Rural A. 

Going back now to the forces which shaped the plan (which unlike its predecessors 
was adopted by the authorities), in their submissions both the ACF and the Norfolk 
Island Conservation Society again pressed for the areas of highest rural landscape 
value (now numbering 8) to be given special protection including a minimum 
subdivision level of 4 hectares. These areas had been more precisely defined and 
publicised in the Conservation Society's 1988 Conservation Strategy. The two new 
areas were to protect landscapes at Duncombe Bay and Mission Road. The ACF in 
its submission suggested that the protection could take the form of either special 
zones or overlays. In 1996 these areas, along with a ninth covering the balance of 
the coastline, were nominated for the Register of the National Estate (see Map 2 and 
Chapter 18). Details of their cultural and natural values are contained in the RNE 
data base. For instance the Western Area (number 6 on Map 2) is one of the few 
places left where large pines add majesty to the landscape. In 2 (Ball Bay) and 3 
(Steeles Point) groves of white oaks on the open pastoral land add beauty to the 
scene. 

The 1997 plan was prepared by the National Capital Authority (NCA) acting as 
consultant having been commissioned to do the work by the Norfolk Island Joint 
Land Task Force (a joint federal and Norfolk Island Government body). Treating the 
1988 Conservation Strategy as a major source document the NCA at the outset 
prepared a map the proposed protective zones which included the 8 Landscape 
Conservation Zones recommended by the conservation groups as well as a 100 
metre coastal protection zone. It is understood that these were discussed with 
members of the Legislative Assembly but not proceeded with because they were 
unlikely to be acceptable. The Norfolk Island Government withdrew its original 
agreement for them to be placed on public exhibition. 

The reason why the zones were not pursued beyond placing them on a map for 
discussion was the subject of correspondence between the NCS and ACF and the 
authorities (the Minister for Territories and the Administrator). The main point made 
in reply was that effectiveness of having a higher subdivision standard for the special 
landscape areas had been negated by the extent of the subdivision which had 
already taken place. The ACF responded by pointing out that a minimum level of 4 
hectares, or even 2 hectares, would have a significant effect, preventing further loss 
of landscape values through closer settlement and that even in Rural B the fact was 
that there were many lots over 2 hectares and some over 4 hectares. In reality some 
were about 8 hectares and one was about 20 hectares. 
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What was also made clear from the correspondence with these authorities and the 
NCA was that the NCA's role was purely advisory. The consultant's brief stated that it 
had to obtain the endorsement of both Governments for its proposals. As a result the 
decisive factor was the negative attitude of the Norfolk Island authorities towards the 
proposed higher rural landscape protection standards and the Commonwealth 
Government's compliance, not the professional opinion of the consultant. 

Instead of taking the special area protection approach for the rural landscape values 
the Norfolk Island Plan (approved in April, 1997 and commenced on 1st June, 1997) 
adopted the alternative course of the heritage register which, following on the 
Development Plan recommendation for this measure, had been provided for in the 
Heritage Act, 1996. The production of this register had not been included in the NCA 
consultancy brief and it had not been completed by the end of 2000. 

As to the contention of the authorities that the effectiveness of any higher subdivision 
level for the proposed landscape protection zones had been negated by the extent of 
the subdivision which had already occurred the facts speak otherwise. In the two 
proposed landscape conservation zones in Rural B, now subject to a 0.8 hectare 
minimum subdivision level the situation is as follows. In the Steels Point landscape 
area 75% of the freehold lots are over 2 hectares and 18% are over 4 hectares. In 
the Bloody Bridge landscape area a third of the freehold lots are over 2 hectares, 4 
are over 4 hectares and 1 over 8 hectares. A higher minimum level of, say 2 
hectares, would then have had a substantial effect in preventing further 
fragmentation of lots. Obviously it would not have applied to the lots already under 2 
hectares except to provide some sort of policy guidance for lot amalgamation. 

The situation in Rural A, where there is more leasehold land, and in the case of 
leasehold areas in Rural B, is less urgent because the present policy of the 
Commonwealth is not to allow further subdivision. However, this is policy and not a 
statutory planning decision. Hence it can be changed more easily. The proposed 
transfer of title from the Commonwealth to the Norfolk Island Government arising 
from the Norfolk Island Land Initiative poses an obvious threat given the latter's 
resistance to higher minimum levels for both A and B zones. Most lots in A are over 
2 hectares and many are over 8 hectares so that a considerable amount of further 
fragmentation is possible. The larger Crown lease areas of Rural A which have been 
used in the past to justify the lower protection standards in Rural B would most likely 
be cut up for profit, eliminating the main protection for Norfolk's rural landscape 
values. 

In 2000 the Planning Board gave permission for 0.4 hectares to be transferred from 
lot 3D (originally 3.8 hectares) to lot 3X (originally 1.6 hectares) bringing its size up to 
a level (2 hectares) which will permit an application for two lots. The land is in the 
proposed Steeles Point Landscape Conservation Zone. With either a 4 hectare or a 
2 hectare minimum no subdivision would have been possible. Now, providing other 
requirements can be met, there appears to be the potential for subdivision of the two 
portions into 5 lots. 

These worrying possibilities need to be viewed against a trend of continuing 
fragmentation of lots. The Development Plan of 1985 noted that there were 1,859 
freehold and leasehold portions. By the time of the Norfolk Island Plan there were 
1,950 portions of which 900 were not built on.  
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The number of tourist units in the rural areas is also growing. In 1997 there were 
(according to the Norfolk Island Plan) 36 units in 5 establishments in Rural B and 57 
units in 10 establishments in Rural A, a total of 93 units. In 2000 equivalent 
information could not be obtained but in both Areas the numbers were believed to be 
considerably increased. 

From the 1960s the zoning of land as 'rural' has been seen by planners as the main 
means for maintaining the farming and conservation values of the non urban areas. 
Landowner concern about limitations on freedom to develop the land caused a long 
delay in the adoption of a plan and the finally the adoption of a relatively low 
standard.  

The response of the conservation groups, alarmed by the deteriorating situation in 
the freehold areas and the possibility of the leasehold areas going the same way, 
has been to seek special protection for the most important areas. The fact that this 
also has been resisted, even for the leasehold areas where there is a no subdivision 
policy, is another strong indicator that these areas are not safe from fragmentation in 
the mid to short term. 

The 1997 planning measures are not up to the task of dealing with the very strong 
pressures for development in Norfolk Island's rural areas. A more positive 
perspective would recognise the benefits for all of providing a higher level of 
protection at least in the eight special landscape areas identified by the conservation 
groups. Zoning for these values is a measure of proven effectiveness in other parts 
of the world, the most notable example being in England and Wales where 'national 
parks' and 'areas of outstanding landscape beauty' have been highly successful in 
maintaining rural landscape values for half a century. These areas exist primarily to 
maintain the characteristic landscape beauty which in most cases is the beauty of 
areas used for farming. It operates by maintaining the land for rural purposes such 
as farming, preventing development for industrial and residential purposes and 
taking positive action to improve public enjoyment of the land. The aim is not to 
return the land to its natural state. The circumstances are very similar to those in the 
rural areas of Norfolk Island. 

There are other alternatives. The first and most logical of these is to treat the whole 
of the rural area of Norfolk Island as having outstanding landscape beauty and to 
apply to it a higher minimum subdivision level of, say, 8 hectares. This is the 
minimum applied to the 'environmental rural' zone in Victoria, the limit for 'rural' being 
40 hectares. It would require a complementary policy of locating new residential 
development and other development not related to agriculture in the urban Central 
Area and expanding this Area if necessary. 

Another, weaker, alternative is to use overlays for the protection of special features. 
Some of the overlays used to protect rural values around Melbourne include 
'vegetation protection', 'environmental significance', and 'significant landscape' 
overlays. Such overlays are used to guide planning decisions. They can protect 
areas of significant vegetation, such as high quality vegetation remnants, on private 
property. Overlays are unlikely to be adequate on their own. The Environment 
Protection Biodiversity Conservation Act, 1999 makes provision for the making of 
'conservation agreements' and 'conservation orders'. Overlays, agreements, orders, 
etc can, of course, be used in combination with other measures including a zoning 



 129

approach involving higher minimum subdivision levels, with specific policies such as 
those relating to native vegetation restoration and encouragement of agriculture and 
with the listing of features of heritage value. 

The heritage list approach is discussed in more detail in Chapter 18 but is unlikely to 
be of much value for protecting rural scenery unless it includes the major broad acre 
values needing protection and has teeth. The 1996 proposal that the 8 special 
landscape areas considered by the NCA be placed on the Register of the National 
Estate became bogged down in discussions between the Australian Heritage 
Commission and the Norfolk Island Government. They may need to be re nominated 
if the federal legislation is amended in 2001 as proposed (see Chapter 18).  

Another possible approach is the use of environmental covenants. There is already 
provision for these to be developed for Crown lease areas but little use appears to 
have been made of it. Permanent covenants (running with the title) can be applied to 
private lands by a sympathetic land owner, but it is best if there is some central body 
to help draw them up and provide advice and supervision. Yet another possibility for 
leaseholders is rent relief for carrying out specified protection work. 

The obstacles to providing a higher level of protection for rural values and how they 
might be overcome are discussed in more detail in the Chapter 18. 

In conclusion the main threat to the rural values is the same as that noted in the 
1960s and 1970s, the intensification of low density development (residential and 
tourist) creating a kind of subtopia, urbanising the countryside out of existence. While 
the threat is the same the situation is more serious, first because of the incremental 
losses of four decades, and second because with the growth of tourism there is more 
at stake. It is doubtful if there is anywhere which has more to gain from keeping its 
rural areas rural than Norfolk Island. 
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CHAPTER 18 –  OTHER HERITAGE PROTECTION  MEASURES 

Whilst the main approach used for community conservation of heritage values is the 
publicly owned conservation area or reserve, such as the National Park and the 
Public Reserves, there are a number of other possible measures which can 
complement it. Perhaps the best known of these is the conservation of items by 
means of including them on a heritage register or list. Proposals to establish such a 
register have a long history on Norfolk Island.  

Another possibility is the establishment of a government or private trust or fund to 
acquire land for conservation. Again there have been proposals for such a body for a 
long time on Norfolk Island. One of the most important approaches is that of private 
land owners conserving their own properties, either on their own, or in concert with 
neighbours. Measures which can assist this method and bring the wider community 
into the action include entering into conservation agreements or covenants and the 
provision of grants, loans or rate/rent rebates to assist agreed conservation work. On 
Norfolk Island covenants are best known for their use on leased Crown lands. The 
inclusion of environmental conditions in the terms of leases is another conservation 
mechanism which can be used. Another approach, that of planning overlays aimed 
at the protection of specific features such as natural vegetation, water courses or 
heritage values, has already been mentioned in the section on the rural areas. 

In general, measures which have strong community backing in the form of 
legislation, and the provision of public funds are desirable because they promise long 
term security beyond the life of particular generations or individuals. Public support 
and the practice of heritage protection by individuals is likely to flow most strongly 
from the development of heritage protection as a community ethic. 

Heritage Registers 

The heritage of any place is most particularly the heritage of the people who have 
the closest connections with it but with the growth of education and tourism there has 
developed a wider understanding of its nature and importance and a wider stake in 
its future. It is now clearer than ever before that important heritage areas on Norfolk 
Island are also the heritage of all Australians and that some if not all of the places 
are also of international significance. Inclusion on a list at a particular geographic 
level indicates which community has an interest in the place. Hence the account 
which follows covers the efforts to include parts of Norfolk Island on local, national 
and international heritage lists. 

The history of these efforts appears to have much to teach about us about the extent 
to which the different parts of the community value heritage, about the effectiveness 
of the heritage policies, programmes and policies and about the obstacles and 
opportunities for future progress. 

The Register Of The National Estate 

The decisive move in Australia in the provision of legislative recognition for the 
concept of a national estate was the 1975 passage of the federal Australian Heritage 
Commission Act. It followed an intense period of community action aimed at trying to 
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preserve nationally treasured parts of the environment in some cases from 
destruction by state and local governments. In many cases these efforts were 
initiated locally but gained the support of a large number of people across the nation. 

The Act defined the national estate as those places, being components of the 
national environment of Australia, that have aesthetic, historic, scientific or social 
significance or other special value for future generations as well as for the present 
community. It did not differentiate between different geographic levels of significance 
(local, regional, national), all were considered to be part of the national environment 
of Australia. 

Under the legislation a Register of the National Estate (RNE), a protective inventory, 
was established of places, natural and cultural, which met this definition. Basically its 
function was to alert the authorities to the existence of the values, to provide 
guidance for national estate funding, and to constrain federal actions which might 
adversely affect the values. Section 30 of the Act required Commonwealth Ministers 
(the action Minister not the Environment Minister) or authorities to take no actions 
which might adversely affect a listed place unless they were satisfied that there was 
no feasible and prudent alternative. If there was no such alternative only such action 
as would minimise the adverse effect was to be taken. Actions included the making 
of a grant and the issue of an approval. On Norfolk Island it applied to the actions of 
Commonwealth officials. The Australian Heritage Commission (AHC), the body set 
up to administer the Act, had to be informed about any proposed action that might 
significantly affect the national estate value of a place on the Register and have 
reasonable time to consider the action and comment on it. 

The listing process provided for anyone to nominate a place on the Register, for the 
advertising of the intention to list or not to list and for the consideration of objections 
and comments to any proposed listing. By 2000 the list totalled some 13,000 items 
with some 7,000 nominated but not assessed. 

In October, 1980 sixteen Norfolk Island places were placed on the RNE. A further 
place was added in September, 1982. Eleven of the places were public reserves 
including: Mount Pitt; Philip and Nepean Islands; and the Cascade and Quarantine 
Reserves incorporating the Phillipsburgh first settlement site. There were also four 
historic sites: the Kingston Arthurs Vale Conservation Area; Longridge and Cascade 
agricultural second settlement sites; and the Melanesian Mission's St. Barnabas 
Church. Cascade, Longridge and St. Barnabas are all on freehold land. The other 
two sites, the Anson Point Nesting Ground and the adjoining Anson Bay Poll 
Shorthorn Stud in the north west of the Island are on leasehold land and were listed 
because of their impressive coastal scenery and the nesting sites they provide for 
the Wedge-tailed Shearwater. 

In 1982/83 there were four nominations of either Norfolk Island or the Territory of 
Norfolk Island, including two nominations from NSW conservation groups and one 
from Norfolk Island. A fourth proposal by the AHC itself was for the Territory of 
Norfolk Island less the Burnt Pine area. All were rejected. In discussions with the 
AHC about the latter, the so-called 'doughnut proposal', the Norfolk Island 
Government considered that listing would mean that it would have to refer 
development proposals to the AHC for advice. 
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The Commission suggested a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) which would 
delegate the responsibility to the Norfolk Island Government but made it a condition 
for such an arrangement that Norfolk Island had satisfactory conservation measures. 

Nearly two decades later the MOU had not been signed. The position is that under 
section 30 of the Act the Administrator is required to inform the AHC and give it an 
opportunity to consider and comment on any action which might have a significant 
adverse effect on a place on the RNE. 

The sites placed on the RNE in the 1980s were non contentious since most were 
public reserves on Crown land. Only one, the Anson Bay Poll Shorthorn Stud, had 
been nominated by its owner. 

By 1987 there were six other nominated places still awaiting assessment: Aunt 
Amy's and Clothing Club; Cascade Station; Longridge Agricultural Settlement 
Extension; Orange Grove; Queensborough Site; and Phillipsburgh and Cascade 
Landing Site. Added to these were the following three nominations made between 
1987 to 1996: HMS Sirius Shipwreck; Crown Lease 51B; and the Norfolk Island 
Botanic Garden. By 2000 not one of these nine nominations had been progressed to 
the point of being placed on the RNE. Seven of the places had not been assessed 
two of them (51B and the Botanic Gardens) being deemed not assessable (usually 
meaning that there is insufficient information available to progress the nomination). 
The Commission in 1997 decided to list Aunt Amys and Clothing Club but because of 
strong objections by the owner it decided to defer listing until further consultation with 
the Norfolk Island Government and landowners was undertaken. The 
Queensborough site is under assessment. 

The decades taken to make minute or no progress with the later nominations 
contrasts starkly with the ease with which the earliest nominations were placed on 
the Register. The change of tempo had nothing to do with the values of the 
nominated places and a great deal to do with the inability of the Australian Heritage 
Commission to perform its task in a hostile community environment. 

The negative attitude of many landowners and the Norfolk Island Government 
towards the RNE was dramatically demonstrated by its attitude to a new series of 
nominations submitted in 1996 by a mainland environmental organisation. These 
comprised the eight areas proposed for special landscape protection in the 1988 
Conservation Strategy and the parts of the coastline, 100 metres back from the cliff 
or break of slope, not already on the Register. 

Although they contained important natural features the nominations were submitted 
primarily for their cultural significance. It was claimed that these were unique 
representatives of Australian agricultural landscapes from the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries, the equivalent areas from the contemporaneous Port Jackson 
settlement having been long since destroyed by urban development. At the time of 
nomination the same areas were believed to be under consideration as protective 
zones in the Norfolk Island Plan. Nomination meant that the places gained the status 
of 'Indicative Places'.  

Because of the complicated landownership of the nominated sites it was left to the 
AHC with the Norfolk Island Government to liaise with the landowners, public 
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notification of the nominations being in any case a part of the normal process 
established under the Act. 

AHC agreed that the 9 nominations had high associative values with KAVHA and 
initially the Commission intended to decide whether to enter the nominated places on 
the Interim List (triggering public notification) early in 1997 in the normal fashion. 
This did not happen. 

During 1997 technical evaluation of the nominations commenced and AHC advised 
that community liaison would take place later in the year. The Norfolk Island 
Government was given details of the nominations by AHC and in September the 
Administrative Officer for Lands raised queries about particular lots which appeared 
to suggest that landowner contact was imminent. 

By August, 1997 the attitude of the AHC towards timely processing of the 
nominations had undergone a change. The Commission was now wanting to 
proceed quietly while talking to the Administrator and the Norfolk Island Government. 

In May, 1998 the nominator asked for the nominations to be assessed urgently, 
saying that the sites were at the risk of damage, and that the reported issue of 
progress by Norfolk Island in developing its own procedures and register was 
irrelevant to our right to have our national estate nominations assessed in the normal 
way. 

The Commission's reply confirmed that it was continuing technical assessment of the 
nominations but also said that it was working with the Norfolk Island Government to 
help finalise the local heritage system. In November the nominator asked to be given 
a date by which the nominations would be assessed for interim listing. In December, 
1998 it was advised by AHC that it had agreed to forward the 9 nominations to the 
Norfolk Island Government for comment and for assistance with community 
consultation and that it would provide the Government with a proposed 
timetable/schedule for the assessment process. Three months later the Commission 
advised the nominator that it was developing a work plan for completing the 
outstanding assessments in 1999. In April this became a strategy but by July the 
Commission was planning a more extended research programme for the evaluation 
of the long overdue nominations. 

On November 11th, notwithstanding the fact that the Norfolk Island Government had 
known about the nominations for over two years and had agreed to participate in 
community consultation a year previously, the Administrative Officer of Lands wrote 
to each of the landowners with properties in the nominations. The letters stated that 
the nominations appeared to have been made by a private Norfolk Island body in 
collaboration with the AHC in the non disclosure to the owners of the intention to 
nominate and of the register processes. 

Explaining what the nominations meant, the letters went on to say once the 
nomination reached the interim listing stage it may prove difficult for it to be removed 
if the owner did not favour listing and that listed portions would be likely to be subject 
to the same level of scrutiny by the AHC, including scrutiny of building work 
applications, as the KAVHA Board applied to KAVHA. The letter did not explain the 
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objectives and processes of the RNE including the role of the Norfolk Island 
Government. 

Less than a week after the letters were sent out the Legislative Assembly passed a 
motion to calling for it to oppose the nominations and that any land on Norfolk 
thought worthy of heritage recognition be evaluated by the Norfolk Island authorities 
after adequate consultation with owners. At a public meeting called by the Assembly 
the campaign of opposition began. A similar motion to that of the Assembly was 
passed unanimously. Other motions called for the lodgment of a petition with the 
AHC and the federal Environment Minister, and the conduct of a media campaign 
against the nominations. A major complaint of those attending was the failure of the 
nominator to act courteously and advise the owners before making the nomination. 
Letters from residents published in the local newspaper, The Norfolk Islander 
indicated that in spite of two decades of the existence of the national estate in the 
Territory its concepts were poorly understood. Points made included the claims that: 
the concept of the nominations involved a landscape in which human society plays 
no part (the very opposite of the intention); that it would destroy the Islanders sense 
of identity with the land; that the places nominated had no national estate attributes; 
that they were already on the interim list; and that the only motive for the nomination 
was to widen the coastal protective zone. 

The AHC and the Norfolk Island Government had both failed in their community 
consultation plan and the effect of the letters and the public meeting was to foster 
anxiety and ill will. 

In an effort to mend some of the damage done the Executive Director of the AHC, 
Bruce Leaver, wrote a letter to The Norfolk Islander which deplored the omissions in 
the letter to landowners and said the Commission had held back on the assessments 
to allow the consultation and joint assessment to take place. Going further he said 
the joint approach formed part of the transfer of powers from the Commission to 
Norfolk Island. In a second letter, also published in the newspaper, Leaver said the 
Commission preferred that any obligations on the Norfolk Island Government and 
private landowners be managed through the implementation of Norfolk Island 
heritage legislation and regulations. 

The last minute disclosures of the nominations to landowners may have been aimed 
in part at affecting the outcome of the meeting of the AHC in late November, 1999, 
which was due to consider a range of options including placing some of the 
nominations on the interim list and agreeing to a programme of further research on 
others. 

Whether this was true or not it appears to have been taken into account because the 
policy of the AHC after the November meeting was not to assess the nominations for 
the time being and instead to put resources into implementation of the Norfolk Island 
Register and in due course assess the nominations for the Norfolk Island Register 
jointly with the Norfolk Island Government. 

There was no mention of any future consideration of the nominations for the RNE 
and if this was the intention the Australian Heritage Commission had walked away 
from its statutory responsibilities in an External Territory where over half the land 
was owned by the Commonwealth. In spite of lack of progress in its attempts over 
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several years to work cooperatively with the Norfolk Island Government and that 
Government's apparent manipulation of the public against the Commission the 
Commission was determined to keep trying. At no stage had the Commission 
indicated that the nominations may not have national estate value. The only 
explanation given to the nominator for its approach was the special situation on 
Norfolk Island. Hence politics had intervened to defeat what was meant to be an 
objective process and a large and, in the eyes of the Australian Conservation 
Foundation, an important part of the national estate on Norfolk Island, remained 
officially unrecognised and unprotected. 

In June, 2000 The Norfolk Islander reported the existence of yet another draft 
Memorandum of Understanding between the Norfolk Island Government and the 
Australian Heritage Commission covering a cooperative approach on heritage 
matters with the initial focus to bring the Territory's own heritage legislation into 
being. By January, 2001 there was still no MOU. 

It would be plausible to explain the negative attitude of the Norfolk Island 
Government towards the RNE as representing, in the main, an opposition to the 
Commonwealth and to any extension of its role, but the long standing lack of 
enthusiasm for a local heritage list shows there were other factors at work.  

In mid 2000 the federal Government announced its decision to proceed with major 
changes to the legal and administrative arrangements for the protection of the 
national heritage. On 30th June, 2000 the Environment Minister announced that it 
would introduce amendments to the Environment Protection and Biodiversity 
Conservation Act, 1999 to establish a new regime to identify, conserve and protect a 
list of places of truly national significance. The Australian Heritage Commission Act 
was to be repealed and the Australian Heritage Commission replaced by an 
independent statutory body, the Australian Heritage Council.  

In late 2000 the Government introduced three bills to give effect to the changes. If 
they are passed are not likely to take effect until late 2001, One of the bills (The 
Environment and Heritage Amendment Bill (no 2), 2000), proposes the introduction 
of a mechanism for identifying 'National Heritage Places' that are of outstanding 
national heritage to the nation as a whole (Minister's second reading speech) and for 
providing them with a statutory form of protection, involving a rigorous and efficient 
assessment and approval process for actions that are likely to have a significant 
impact on the national heritage values of a place on the National List. The bill also 
provided for the establishment of a single list of 'Commonwealth Heritage Places' 
that are of significant heritage value. The criteria for both lists are to be provided in 
regulations. The bill requires the Minister to make a written plan of management for 
each national and Commonwealth heritage place. 

The clear implication is that the new national list would be far more selective than the 
RNE. The original intention was for the Commonwealth heritage list to be made up 
initially of Commonwealth lands on the RNE but in the case of Norfolk Island this 
possibility would be removed where the lands are transferred to the Norfolk Island 
Government. The RNE is to remain as a resource inventory and transitional 
arrangements will protect RNE places which are not included on the new lists. The 
new legislation also promises important additional provisions relating to reporting, 
monitoring, assistance, and voluntary conservation agreements. 
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These developments raise many questions for the protection of nationally important 
heritage areas on Norfolk Island. As has been shown the national estate 
identification process had slowed enormously leaving some of the most important 
sites unassessed, including the oldest agricultural areas in the nation. Given the 
woeful record of the local Government in this field the prospects for effective heritage 
protection seem poor if the Commonwealth restricts its role to national heritage 
places. 

The Norfolk Island Register 

The idea of a local list developed out of the first planning exercises of the 1970s. 
Included in the Code of Ordinances developed by Coldham in 1972 was a proposal 
for a Register to be kept by the Administrator of any place of historical or scientific or 
natural beauty intended to be preserved. The Code provided for owners and 
occupiers of the places to be notified that the lands had been registered and were 
required to be preserved and for no person without the written consent of the 
Administrator to destroy, remove or damage an object or place on the Register.  

The proposal was elaborated in the 1985 Norfolk Island Development Plan. The list 
was now to include places of 'cultural interest'. Significance, it was said could rise 
from such things as associations with a well known local person or family; 
associations with the early settlement of Norfolk Island or other historic event; 
uniqueness; landmark value and importance as a tourist attraction, but only sites of 
exceptional significance were to be listed, and then only the exact site and its 
immediate environs should be formally listed. It was declared that official listing of 
significant trees, stands of pines and areas of rainforest had already commenced 
and formed part of the Plan ('Plan F'). 

The nomination process for additional places included nominations by individuals, 
governments and voluntary bodies. The evaluation criteria were set down and, in 
addition to significance and condition, included: the importance of the item to the 
future well being of Norfolk Island and the significance of the item outside Norfolk 
Island; the effect on the owner of the land; the views of the owner. 

The Australian Heritage Commission in an April, 1986 submission criticised the 
criteria for failing to give more weight in the evaluation to the worthiness of the 
heritage values than the views of the owners, saying it was the Commission's view 
that this open-ended consideration of personal impact and attitude will inevitably be 
to the prejudice of publicly perceived heritage values. It suggested that the process 
of assessment of the heritage values be separated from the consideration of 
personal attitudes and perception of economic and other disadvantages. 

The process for deciding which items to list included: consideration by the Planning 
Board; notification of the proposal to the owner, the convening of a public hearing; 
the making of recommendations to the Executive Member; and endorsement by the 
Legislative Assembly. 

The protective system proposed in the Development Plan provided for planning 
development applications relating to items on the official list to be dealt with as 
Category 2 applications which required consideration of the reason for listing and the 
effect on the item and for a mandatory public hearing. Where the land subject to an 
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application was on the list the Executive Member was not to grant a subdivision 
approval that in itself threatened any listed item. 

AHC congratulated the Norfolk Island Government for its moves to set up the listing 
system and said it recognised that there were special circumstances at play ... which 
may make this degree of overt public participation necessary and expressed the 
hope that development applications affecting listed places would receive as much 
public canvassing of views as did the nomination itself and that the Norfolk Island 
Government would nominate for the Register of the National Estate those places 
which it put on its official list so that the Commonwealth can ensure the wider 
recognition of the value of those places. 

Such views as these were blind to the realities of the situation in this small 
community where Planning Board hearings have proved unsatisfactory for gleaning 
community views on proposals. Such meetings are usually stacked by the 
proponents and citizens who speak out are frequently victimised for their efforts. 
There is little chance of the proposed heritage system working well in such 
intimidatory circumstances. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy also commended the initiative but said it did not go 
far enough. It suggested that other measures would be needed such as the special 
rural landscape zones (see Chapter 17). 

The first attempt at implementing the Development Plan list proposal was the 
provision for the establishment of a Register of Places of Historical Significance in 
the Environment Act, 1990. It provided for a new concept of developing management 
plans for each place on the Register. 

The 1990 Act Register provision was too narrow in concept and twenty four years 
after a comprehensive list was first proposed it finally gained legislative backing with 
the passage in November, 1996 of the Heritage Act, 1996 –  an Act for conservation 
of the heritage of Norfolk Island. It provided for the setting up of a draft and final 
register and a pending nominations register. The Legislative Assembly was given the 
task of giving final approval to the items on a draft register, and making any 
subsequent alterations. Heritage was now defined as the archaeological, historical, 
aesthetic, architectural, scientific, natural or social heritage of Norfolk Island. 

In May, 1998 AHC reported that Norfolk Island had established a Heritage 
Conservation Advisory Body and that a consultant was discussing regulations for the 
proposed heritage legislation. 

In October, 1999 the Legislative Assembly approved the Norfolk Island Heritage Act 
Implementation Program which included: a public information program; procedures 
for nominations; procedures for acceptance of the nominations as a draft register 
and for the Legislative Assembly’s determination of a final heritage register. The 
Foreword to the document said Norfolk Island's heritage nurtures and emphasises 
the community's sense of place and identity and is a characteristic of our deeply felt 
connection with earlier times. The responsible Minister described the program as 
intended to be a living document, and to develop and grow with the advent of time. 
The problem is that time is running out for the land and heritage of Norfolk Island. 
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The implementation programme was timed to commence in September, 1999 and to 
conclude in March, 2001. Nominations were to commence in March, 2000. The 
document named four main suitability criteria with which to determine heritage 
significance: historical, aesthetic, technical/research, and social, and listed two 
principal degree criteria –  representativeness and rarity. 

Whereas the nomination procedures for the Register of the National Estate did not 
involve the disclosure of the name of a nominator the Norfolk Island process 
provides that where the nominator is not the owner of the nominated place the owner 
will be notified in writing that the nomination has been made and given the name of 
the nominator. In a small and close knit community the lack of anonymity is a major 
deterrent to nominators and most likely means that many sites of heritage value will 
not be nominated. 

Progress with the implementation program has been slow in spite of pressure from 
the Australian Heritage Commission which was urging progress at the local level to 
make up for its failure to assess the 1996 nominations for the Register of the 
National Estate. The Australian Heritage Commission Annual Report 1998/99 
reported that the Norfolk Island Heritage Act had not come into force as work was 
continuing on the preparation of regulations but that the Commission was working on 
the preparation of the Norfolk Island Heritage Register.  

In late 1999 the Norfolk Island Government appointed a Cultural Affairs Adviser part 
of whose job was the identification of natural and built items for inclusion in the 
heritage register. In June, 2000 The Norfolk Islander published news of the draft 
MOU but it was not available to the public and the regulations for the Heritage Act 
had still not been finalised. By the end of 2000 the heritage regime had still not been 
finalised.  

World Heritage 

Reference has already been made in Chapter 16 to the Australian Government 
proposal to include the Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area in an Australian Convict 
Places world heritage nomination, the 1998 referendum on the subject and the 
Commonwealth's decision not to include the Norfolk Island site in the nomination. 
The detailed events associated with this significant matter also throw light on the 
attitude of the residents of Norfolk Island to heritage protection and other matters 
including the desire for self government. 

The Convention Concerning the Protection of the World Cultural and Natural 
Heritage was adopted by the General Conference of UNESCO in November, 1972 
and came into force in December, 1975. Australia became a State Party in August, 
1974 and by December, 1999 there were 158 State Parties to the Convention. The 
Convention provides for the establishment of a World Heritage List, a list of 
properties of "outstanding universal value" which make up the world's natural and 
cultural heritage. By December, 1999 630 sites (480 cultural, 128 natural and 22 
mixed) had been inscribed. 

That Norfolk Island was a potential candidate for the world heritage list was obvious 
from an early date in its history. In 1982, in a progress report titled The National 
Estate in 1981, David Yencken, the first Chairman of the Australian Heritage 
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Commission (1975-1981), wrote that because of its historic sites and natural beauty 
Norfolk Island together with Philip and Nepean Islands deserved to be considered in 
its entirety as a potential world heritage site. 

He was not alone in this view but the expert study which established the justification 
for a nomination was that by Pearson and Marshall, Study of World Heritage Places, 
published in 1995. They took the position that not only did the Kingston site have 
world heritage values in its own right but that it was essential to a nomination on the 
Australian convict places theme. 

In 1997 the attitude of the Norfolk Island Government was that it wanted to quantify 
the benefits, including possible increases in tourism, before deciding its position on 
the nomination. Up until May, 1998 the proposed convict places world heritage 
nomination included KAHVA and a marine section including the site of the HMS 
Sirius shipwreck. At this stage the Norfolk Island decided to initiate a referendum on 
the matter. A public meeting held in April indicated that there was concern about the 
ramifications of listing, residents expressing their suspicions that land would be taken 
and that there would be stricter controls in the KAVHA viewshed, even though this 
was not a part of the proposal. 

For the May, 1998 referendum on the question 'Do you want the Kingston Arthurs 
Vale Area to be nominated for world heritage listing?' Yes' and 'No' cases were 
distributed. The yes case stressed the benefits in terms of tourism, additional 
Commonwealth funding, the increased appreciation of values, and the cultivation of 
local pride and explained that there would be no changes in land tenure or 
management arrangements. The no case argued that listing would result in the 
Commonwealth retaining effective control through the World Heritage (Properties 
Conservation) Act; that the people of Norfolk Island could not withdraw the area and 
attendant controls from listing once inscribed, that it would apply to Norfolk Island in 
its entirety, that the controls would extend beyond even the viewshed, that the Island 
accommodation situation could not take a large increase in tourist numbers, that 
there may be pressure for the Norfolk Island Government to provide more funding, 
and that listing would ignore the Polynesian and Pitcairner associations. 

A representative of the Commonwealth World Heritage Unit endeavoured to correct 
the incorrect assertions in the no case stating that the nomination would not apply to 
the whole Island, that the two other settlement phases would be acknowledged, that 
control would remain in the hands of the KAVHA Board, that there was approval for 
650 accommodation units, and that there was no suggestion that the Norfolk Island 
Government would have to provide more funding, The nomination was supported by 
the Norfolk Island Conservation Society which produced a statement stressing the 
importance of a shared approach to conservation and exploding some of the myths 
of the no case. Submitted and accepted as a paid advertisement for publication in 
The Norfolk Islander it failed to appear. Surprisingly, in the light of Norfolk Island's 
historic connections with Lord Howe Island, little notice was taken of the effect of 
world heritage listing there, including the impact on tourism. 

The referendum outcome was: 'No' 626 and 'Yes' 276 and 'Informal' 72. The 1999 
draft Australian Convict Sites world heritage nomination comprised 3 sites in NSW, 3 
in Tasmania and 1 in Western Australia. In spite of the claimed indispensability of 
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Norfolk Island not a word was said about its omission in the nomination document. 
Norfolk Island's attitude has weakened the overall nomination proposal. 

The primary reason for the exclusion is not a lack of worthiness but the negative 
attitude of the majority of those voting combined with the policy of the Howard 
Government not to include any area in a nomination if a State opposes it. In this 
context the Government treated Norfolk Island like a State notwithstanding the fact 
that Norfolk Island is an External Territory, and that much of the area that would be 
involved in a nomination is owned by the Commonwealth. 

The weakened nomination has not been lodged with UNESCO yet because the NSW 
and Tasmanian Governments have an issue concerning who is to fund any work 
necessary to bring the integrity of the sites up to an acceptable standard (deferred 
maintenance). This is not an issue which would arise in the case of KAVHA where, 
as a result of years of mainly Commonwealth funding the required standard has 
already been reached. 

The delay could provide a breathing space for reconsideration of the inclusion of 
Norfolk Island in the nomination. Failing that there is scope for it to be added to an 
inscribed site at some time in the future. In addition to Lord Howe Island the example 
of the convict sites on the Tasman Peninsula (included in the draft convict sites 
nomination) and the attitude of local people to both places are of relevance to such 
reconsideration. 

Heritage Fund 

The difficulties experienced with the protection of heritage areas, particularly on the 
coast where the need is most pressing, has led to proposals for the establishment of 
a fund for land acquisition and to which private citizens could make donations. 
Institutions of this kind have operated successfully in other parts of Australia, in New 
Zealand and most parts of the western world for decades. 

Westerman in 1968 seems to have been the first to suggest the establishment of a 
conservation trust to advise on the preservation of heritage assets. In Norfolk Island 
the main promoter of such a body has been the local Conservation Society. The 
need was highlighted by the sale of a critical piece of land at Bucks Point. Located 
on the slopes above Ball Bay the land not only had high scenic and wildlife values 
but was a potential link in an improved coastal reserve system. The land came on 
the market in 1996 but efforts to persuade the Norfolk Island Government to put up 
all or most of the money for the purchase failed. Four years later when the same 
piece of land was again for sale (at two and a half times the former price) the Norfolk 
Island Open Space Conservation Fund Inc was formed. Incorporated in April, 2000 
its objective is to preserve, protect and enhance open space areas and zones ... any 
land or landscape with features of aesthetic, recreational, scenic, social or scientific 
value or interest. In mid 2000 the Fund commenced its fund raising activities the 
immediate aim being to purchase the Bucks Point lot. In July, a few hours before the 
Legislative Assembly was scheduled to vote on a contribution for the purchase, the 
owner sold the land to an Island builder. 
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Such bodies as the Open Space Fund can engage in a wide variety of conservation 
activities including land ownership, the acquisition of land for addition to public parks 
and reserves and the entering into covenants and similar agreements. 

Covenants and Agreements 

Covenanting is another heritage protection measure which has worked successfully 
in the Australian States and overseas. Agreements are entered into with private 
landowners to protect key features. Such covenants are usually permanent, running 
with the title. A property can be purchased by a trust or fund and then resold with a 
covenant attached.  

On Norfolk Island there is provision for the Commonwealth to arrange covenants or 
lease conditions aimed at protecting the environment on the Crown lands it owns. 
These cover almost one third of the Island. In spite of there being a strong case for 
the use of these controls to protect heritage values, especially remnant native 
vegetation, little has been done. In 1995 the Norfolk Island Land Review Working 
Group recommended stricter enforcement of lease covenants as being necessary in 
relation to the recommended granting of longer term leases. The Working Group 
reported that breaches of lease covenants, particularly those relating to land 
maintenance, were common. It suggested the appointment of a Crown Lease 
Inspector, fines for specific breaches (e.g. $20,000 for actions affecting a place on 
the heritage register) and lease forfeiture for persistent breaches. In 1987 the Norfolk 
Island Conservation Society recommended that an inventory of significant 
environmental features on Crown land be drawn up and that on renewal or transfer 
protection of these features be included in the covenants. The idea was 
recommended by the 1990 Review of Norfolk Island Crown Land Administration but 
the subsequent Land Review Working Group although seeing some merit in the idea 
but considered that the proposed local register would suffice as long as it included 
environmental features. The idea of using such an inventory for the covenants 
appears to have been dropped. 

Conclusion 

After three decades of minimal progress with heritage protection outside of KAVHA it 
is timely to reflect on the reasons. 

While the people of Norfolk Island profess respect for heritage their actions do not 
match their words. There are two possible explanations for the reluctance to 
embrace firm measures: first a belief that collective action is unnecessary; second, a 
concern that restrictions would unduly conflict with higher priority objectives, 
particularly personal freedom to develop land. Both appear to be important factors on 
Norfolk Island. added to them is the desire for self government and the perception of 
heritage protection proposals as outsiders' ideas which can also make that goal 
more difficult to achieve. Reform is delayed or sidelined when the different levels of 
Government cannot agree or blame each other for the lack of progress. Forced to 
act by the conditions laid down by the Commonwealth for greater autonomy, it 
seems improbable that an unenthusiastic Norfolk Island Government will deliver 
anything other than protection for small sites. 
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A heritage protection system provides a framework for collective decision making 
and action is something individual Norfolk Islanders could contribute to and benefit 
from as happened at KAVHA and on Lord Howe Island. Much of the heritage which 
could be protected is part of a continuing tradition –  a living history. A heritage place 
is always more interesting and more secure if it has a modern and a future use. Put 
another way these dynamic uses are the most powerful forces for preservation, 
giving the features of interest an extended interest and life. In the case of Norfolk 
Island's historic agricultural landscapes thriving agricultural activities (working 
landscapes) are the ideal. 

In many parts of the world where land has a high amenity value landowners welcome 
the certainty afforded by heritage protection. It maintains their quality of life and 
liberates them from the fear of inappropriate development by their neighbours.  

In the current situation the Commonwealth is tending to put progress with heritage 
protection in the 'too hard basket' surrendering the field to the local interests when 
what is needed is a strategic approach which allocates responsibilities according to 
whose interests are most at stake in a comprehensive cooperative operation 
employing several measures in combination. There was no good reason for it not to 
go ahead with the RNE nominations when their cultural landscape importance in 
scenic and early agricultural landscape terms had been so clearly demonstrated. 
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POPULATION, DECISION MAKING, LAND 
MANAGEMENT AND PLANNING 

CHAPTER 19 –  POPULATION 

The total population of the Territory at the census of 6th August, 1996 was 2,281. 
This included a permanent population of 1,470, an itinerant population of 302 
(making up an ordinarily resident population of 1,772) and a tourist and visitor 
population of 409. The equivalent figures for 30th June, 1981 were: total population 
2,175; permanent population 1,289; itinerant population 560 (ordinarily resident 
population 1,849); and tourists/visitors 326. Thus there was an increase in the 
permanent population of 14% (0.93% per year) and a decline in the ordinarily 
resident population of 4%. The ordinarily resident population fluctuated between 
1981 and 1996 reaching a peak of 1,977 on June 30th, 1986. The size of the 
permanent population had increased substantially between 1978 (1,698 ordinarily 
resident) and 1986 –  1,977 ordinarily resident (16% or 2.0% per year). Thus the rate 
of growth recorded at the end of the 1970s slowed considerably in the 1980s and the 
first half of the 1990s. In June, 1996 46.8% of the permanent population was of 
Pitcairn descent. The preamble to the Norfolk Island Act recognises the special 
relationship which these people have with the Island. 

Since 1995/96 the Norfolk Island Annual Report has not provided population figures. 
The Immigration Office estimated that on 21st September, 2000 there was a 
permanent population of 1,339, an itinerant population of 617 (making up an 
ordinarily resident population of 1,956), and a tourist population of 917. There are 
difficulties in interpreting the trends because the number of members of the 
permanent population who are off the Island (up to 10%) at the time of counting 
varies from year to year as well as seasonally.  

The size of the population had been an issue on Norfolk Island since the beginning 
of the tourist boom in the 1960s when serious thought had to be given to a 
population policy and the nature of the controls needed to give effect to it. Between 
1914 and 1927 the population was relatively stable, growing only from 746 at the 
former date to 853 at the latter (see figure 1b). Then it expanded as a result of the 
banana boom, reaching 1,231 in 1933 For the next 28 years the permanent 
population slowly declined. By 1961 it was 764. Then occurred what Professor 
Butland in 1974 called a population explosion. In 1966 the resident population was 
997 and in 1971 –  1,422. There were widely differing views on what was best for the 
future as exemplified by the different opinions of Westerman and Butland. 

Westerman (1968) took the view that a considerably expanded population was 
necessary if the people of the Island were going to be able to afford a reticulated 
water supply, a sewage system, an attractive town centre, a better range of services 
and higher quality tourist accommodation. 

He assumed that provided there was no curb on the tourist industry, immigration of 
workers and businesses, the population would reach 4,000 to 6,000 by 1980 with the 
advantages outweighing the disadvantages, but said the desirability of further 
growth, with a resident population of 10,000 by the turn of the century being not an 
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impossibility, was open to question. He felt that though there were the means to limit 
the rate of growth it was doubtful whether the pressures that would be building up 
could be resisted in the long run. 

Professor Butland was contracted by the Department of Capital Territory to prepare 
a report on the impact of increased residential and tourist population of Norfolk 
Island at different population levels. More positive about the prospects for 
constraining growth than Westerman, he said completely different conditions had 
been generated by the development of the tourist industry. In his 1974 report –  Long 
Term Population Study of Norfolk Island –  he recommended that policies should be 
devised to limit residential population to a maximum of 2,000 by 1983 coincident with 
a maximum of 20,000 tourists in the same year. This implied a 3% annual increase 
in the ordinarily resident population Butland felt that a subsequent growth rate of 3% 
would be too high because it would over-tax the Island's capacity to maintain its rural 
environment. He therefore suggested that once the figure of 20,000 tourists her been 
reached it would be better to contain the residential growth to an annual rate of 2%. 

Butland regarded the Island's low population base as a great advantage allowing it to 
plan its population, building a model community that would become the best little 
island in the world. He complemented these remarks by warning about the dire 
consequences of continued extrapolated growth foreseeing that developments 
required would spread like a cancer destroying the island it once served. The most 
important factor, he considered, was the nature of the resource base which led him 
to the critical matters of the tourist industry and the ceiling capacity of the industry's 
recreational resources –  the coast, the reserves and the countryside. Butland 
considered it a real possibility that an unplanned tourist industry would be allowed to 
destroy the Island's attractiveness, acting, as far as population was concerned, in the 
same way as the boom and bust previous economic solutions. He counselled that a 
better way was to plan the growth of the tourist industry and relate the size of the 
residential population to it. 

Before 1967 there were few restrictions on immigration since the population was 
largely declining or static. The Immigration Ordinances of 1967 and 1968 established 
a control system which included the main categories of entry including: tourists 
(temporary entry for up to 30 days); itinerant workers (up to six months); and persons 
wishing to become permanent residents. Quotas were established for the latter. 

These measures were overwhelmingly supported by the Norfolk Island electorate at 
a referendum of 4th December, 1968. The case which the majority of Islanders 
supported stated that the means had to exist to achieve properly controlled 
development. In the early 1970s an Immigration Committee was set up to advise the 
Administrator on population. 

In 1972 Coldham suggested that Norfolk Island adopt a policy of a maximum annual 
increase in population of 3%. Two years later the Island Council adopted Butland's 
figures for tourists and population but not his time scale. In 1976 the Norfolk Island 
Royal Commission endorsed a Council policy that the population limit of 2,000 could 
be reached by 1980 but said it should be regarded as an absolute upper limit until 
there was clear evidence of the need for a change. 
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In 1980 of the 334 electors who gave evidence to the Legislative Assembly Select 
Committee on Tourism 67% favoured a future population smaller or about the same 
size as the then current population and 25% favoured a moderate increase. Only 7% 
favoured a larger increase. 

The Immigration Act of 1980 which came into force in 1984 repealed the Immigration 
Ordinance of 1968. Under the new law temporary entry permits could be granted for 
up to 12 months and reissued and general entry permits were granted for five years 
and six months and the holder could after five years apply to be declared a resident. 
The issue of general entry permits could be subjected to an annual quota 
established by resolution of the Legislative Assembly. The Immigration Committee 
now became a statutory body. 

The 1985 Development Plan pointed out that the proper use of the quota provisions 
required an assessment of the Island's capacity for growth and the establishment of 
clear long term objectives. In October, 1986 the Legislative Assembly agreed. 
Deciding it needed a clear population policy a Select Committee on Population was 
appointed. In its submission the Norfolk Island Conservation Society suggested that 
determination of the best use of the Island's natural resources would help determine 
a desirable population level and that until there was adequate management of 
natural resources no increase in population should be even considered. 

In March of the following year the Select Committee made 18 recommendations. In 
addition to proposing rigid controls on tourist numbers (which it saw as the key to 
controlling population growth) it called on the Assembly to formally adopt the view 
that continued rapid growth in population would reduce the quality of life of residents 
and lessen the Island's attractiveness as a holiday destination and that therefore it 
needed to establish controls and policies to prevent continued rapid growth. Other 
recommendations concerned monitoring the number of temporary entry permits and 
introducing new controls if these exceeded 560. None of the recommendations were 
adopted. 

In December, 1993 the Legislative Assembly adopted Butland's 1974 recommended 
policy of containing growth to an annual rate of 2%. The growth rate for 1996 to 2000 
was 2.6% (the data for the two dates is though is not strictly comparable). No 
attempt had been made to use the quota mechanism to achieve the 2% level. 

In 1996 one of the main policy objectives of immigration policy, as quoted in the 
official document Immigration into Norfolk Island: A General Guide, 1996, was to 
bring about a gradual and controlled increase in the population ... to a level that 
creates and sustains a healthy economic activity for the benefit of all concerned. It 
was part of this policy statement that a review of economic and population trends be 
conducted at least biennially and submitted to the scrutiny of the Assembly. 

Both the Norfolk Island Plan and The Commonwealth Grants Commission's 1997 
report pointed to the aging of the population between 1986 and 1996. The 
Commission also noted the high turnover of the population with stability resulting 
from the fact that generally immigration matched emigration. 

While there have been no major reviews of population policy since the 1987 
Legislative Assembly Committee enquiry there does appear to be an enhanced 
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awareness of the connection between the various aspects of policy. The Norfolk 
Island Land Review Working Group in its May, 1995 report said, for instance, that it 
was clear that land, immigration and population policies are interdependent. The 
Norfolk Island Plan of 1997 recommended that both the Island's population and 
tourism policies should be developed in the context of the objectives of the planning 
legislation and the conservation values and planning objectives identified in the Plan. 
The Commonwealth Grants Commission in 1997 noted that the Island's special 
immigration laws were designed to keep population in line with the Island's physical 
and economic capacity, commenting that this seemed to be a reasonable policy 
objective. 

The current situation appears to be that the permanent population has plateaued 
with an annual long term increase of about 1% although the apparent recent 
increase to 2.6% deserves close scrutiny. However, there are still major options. 
Projections in the Norfolk Island Plan show that an annual growth at the 2% rate 
would add about 800 people over 25 years; a number equivalent to the entire 
population of most of the period from the mid the 1850s to the 1960s. The key is 
planning, and in particular the maintenance of a high quality environment. This would 
ensure a healthy tourist industry and a diverse range of employment opportunities.  

 



 148



 149

CHAPTER 20 –  GOVERNANCE  AND ENVIRONMENT 

The discussion of the issue of population has shown how closely related it is to 
economic development, land use and planning. Determining a long term policy for all 
four aspects requires a combined vision and strategy for the future of the Island, one 
in which a major question to be answered is what standards should be adopted for 
land and environmental management. Since the economy is so closely related to the 
tourist industry and the future of tourism is, in turn, dependent on the attractiveness 
of the Island environment, a very strong argument can be made for the standard 
being very high. Clearly the resident population can benefit from this as well as 
visitors unless there is a price to pay for achieving it which is too high. The other 
important element in the equation is environmental and heritage conservation which 
requires consideration of who are the stakeholders in both the intra and inter 
generational sense. This provides an additional reason why the standard of care and 
protection should be of the highest order. 

A major factor affecting the determination and standards of land and environment 
management is governance. Governance, including the division of responsibilities 
between the two tiers of government operating on Norfolk Island and their 
effectiveness, is both the expression of the stage reached in resolving the issues 
referred to above and a factor determining the achievability of higher standards at 
any point in time. 

Norfolk Island has since 1914 been an External Territory under the authority of the 
Commonwealth of Australia. Generally, Commonwealth legislation does not apply to 
Norfolk Island unless expressly so provided in the individual Acts. In 1979, exercising 
its power to make laws for the Territory, the Commonwealth Parliament passed the 
Norfolk Island Act, 1979. This provides the basis for the Island's internal 
administrative, judicial and local law making systems.  

The new Act replaced an Advisory Council with an elected 9 member Legislative 
Assembly and provided for the Assembly to appoint Executive Officers with specified 
designations. Currently there are 4 such officers who make up the Executive Council 
or Government. In spite of Norfolk Island's very small size the 1979 legislation gave 
the Assembly and the Norfolk Island Government a wide range of powers, making 
them to some extent comparable in their functions to their counterparts in the much 
larger Australian Capital Territory and the Northern Territory. 

The arrangement is not exactly comparable to that in the Internal Territories because 
in the case of Norfolk Island the Commonwealth retains the responsibilities for some 
major aspects of government, including land administration and environment, which 
in the ACT and NT are exercised locally. More comparable is the Commonwealth's 
continued administration of Kakadu and Uluru National Parks in the Northern 
Territory, a decision taken to ensure a national standard of management for 
nationally important areas.  

In many ways the Commonwealth's relationship with the Norfolk Island institutions is 
comparable in Australian mainland terms to the relationship which a Government of 
a state has with a municipal government within its boundaries, except that the 
Norfolk Island Government has some functions in areas such as health and 
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education which on the mainland would be state functions. The Commonwealth has 
most of the federal responsibilities it has every where in Australia. With the absence 
of an actual state tier of government in Norfolk the Commonwealth performs the de 
facto state functions. From this perspective it seems strange that the Commonwealth 
is currently considering transferring to the Norfolk Island institutions both its state-like 
functions and some of its usual federal functions. It would seem that only exceptional 
circumstances would justify a surrender of responsibilities which would put at risk 
wider regional and national interests.  

As is the case with many municipal councillors, the members of Norfolk Island's 
Legislative Assembly and the various associated committees are landowners and 
tend to represent that interest well. There is no bar to members of the local public 
service being members of the Assembly which creates an additional potential for 
conflict of interest. 

Many of the Norfolk Island laws in matters such as planning and land administration 
provide for on the ground local control in fields where the Commonwealth still retains 
overriding responsibility. The Norfolk Island Government collects all the revenue from 
Crown leasehold land for instance. In some fields, for instance heritage protection, 
there is both local and Commonwealth legislation. This makes for a very complicated 
situation but mechanisms for cooperation have been developed or are being 
developed and their effectiveness is crucial. The chief of these is the position of 
Administrator. Although appointed and paid for by the Commonwealth this person is 
an independent statutory officer who chairs the Executive Council, and acts in 
accordance with the instructions of the federal Minister in some matters and on the 
advice of the Executive Council in others. The other main mechanism for cooperation 
is the periodic intergovernmental meetings between the members of the Assembly 
and the federal Minister for Territories. 

The preamble to the Norfolk Island Act, 1979 states that it is the Commonwealth 
Parliament's intention that Norfolk Island achieve, over a period of time, internal self 
government as a Territory under the authority of the Commonwealth. Internal self 
government is not defined. Provision was made for formal reviews of progress at 5 
year intervals but these have not occurred on a regular basis. The views of Island 
residents about Norfolk Island's future status range from support for full political 
independence to support for closer political integration with the rest of Australia. 

In 1979 Norfolk Island was given legislative responsibility for a wide range of 
functions the Act including several matters which are components of land planning: 
building control, coastlines, foreshores, wharves and jetties, recreation areas, 
forestry, and roads, footpaths and bridges. All of these are listed in schedule 2 of the 
Act and are areas where assent to legislation is by the Administrator on the advice of 
the Executive Council. For schedule 3 items, which include health, social security, 
immigration and customs, assent is by the Administrator on the instructions of the 
Commonwealth Minister. For other areas local legislation requires the assent of the 
Governor-General. The Governor-General, in addition, can override laws passed by 
the Assembly or amend local laws. The Commonwealth retained and still retains 
overall control of land administration (including land use, planning, environmental 
protection and conservation), the sea and the sea bed (including control of fishing, oil 
and gas activities). The federal government also has responsibilities for 
environmental policy areas governed by federal environmental legislation, including 
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fishing, protection of endangered and migratory species, assessment of impacts in 
relation to Commonwealth actions and land, and the identification and protection of 
the national heritage. Since 1979, as part of the self government process, both 
education and public works have been placed in schedule 2, meaning that matters 
relating to these functions can be assented locally without reference to the 
Commonwealth Government. 

In addition to these various roles the Commonwealth owns some 2,000 hectares or, 
over 50% of the Territory of Norfolk Island, including 51.8% of Norfolk Island itself. 
The Commonwealth portion of the Territory is made up of: Crown leasehold –  1,010 
hectares; Public Reserves (including Nepean Island) –  237 hectares; the National 
Park and Botanic Garden (including Philip Island) –  650.5 hectares; and Public 
Roads and Vacant Crown Land –  135.8 hectares; a total of 2,033.3 hectares. The 
area of freehold is 1,700 hectares, making a total area for the Territory of 3,733.3 
hectares so that the proportion of Commonwealth Crown land by this reckoning is 
54%. 

During the 21 years since the 1979 Act stated the Commonwealth Parliament's 
internal self Government intention the Norfolk Island Government has persistently 
pressed for the transfer of administrative control of additional functions in the land 
management and environment protection fields and for the control of the marine 
areas. 

The Commonwealth's response to the demands has been cautious. Essentially its 
position has been that there will be no transfers until certain legislative and 
administrative arrangements are in place. Generally it has not asked whether the 
transfer is appropriate in term of a functional division of responsibilities based on the 
nature of the resources to be managed (ie of national or local importance). It is only 
in the last decade that the Commonwealth appears to have begun to perceive a 
rationale for deciding which functions should be carried out by the Commonwealth 
and which locally. In the meantime the existence of proposals for transfer has tended 
to be a factor holding back progress with the development of conservation and 
heritage measures in the Territory. How this has affected specific aspects has been 
examined in the chapters dealing with the various land use zones.  

It is clear that the concern of the Norfolk Island Government about the ramifications 
for future Commonwealth control of decisions on various proposals (seen by the 
local government as likely to either delay the transfer of powers, or result in a 
consolidation or extension of Commonwealth powers and therefore running counter 
to self government aspirations) has been at least partly responsible for the blocking 
of national and world heritage listing proposals for key parts of the Norfolk Island 
environment. Similarly, the finalisation of a plan of management for Philip Island and 
a revised plan of management for the Norfolk Island National Park were also 
delayed. On the other hand, the Commonwealth's transfer conditions and the need 
of the Norfolk Island Government to meet them became a factor which resulted in 
the task of producing plans of management for the public reserves finally being 
commenced. The development and approval of the long postponed statutory plan 
(funded by the Commonwealth) seems also to have benefitted from these pressures 
in that after almost 30 years a plan was finally approved, albeit with an outcome 
which in many ways subordinated the protection of the national interest to local 
interests. 
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With no other option the Norfolk Island Government has grudgingly accepted the 
Commonwealth's conditions for transfer but has not abandoned its desire for control 
of most if not all facets of environmental management regardless of its own limited 
financial and managerial capacity and the national order of significance of many of 
the places to be managed. Over the last two decades, helped by the poorly resolved 
policies and lack of will of the Commonwealth, it has been able to defeat most new 
proposals aimed at providing appropriate protective measures for features of 
national and international importance. 

In its submission to a Senate Committee inquiring into the application of the 
Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Bill, 1998 the Norfolk Island 
Government listed the following items of local environmental legislation: Bird 
Protection Act 1913; Noxious Weeds Act 1916; Spear Guns Act 1971; Migratory 
Birds Act 1980; Endangered Species Act 1980; Fish Export (Control) Act 1984; 
Norfolk Island National Park and Norfolk Island Botanic Garden Act 1984; Protection 
of Moveable Cultural Heritage Act 1987 (amended 1996); Environment Act 1990; 
Crown Lands Act 1996; Planning Act 1996 and Public Reserves Act 1997. 

Other local legislation relevant to environmental protection includes the Tree 
Preservation Act, 1985; the Norfolk Island Building Act, 1967 and the Subdivision 
Act, 1996 which provides for the Planning (Subdivision) Code mentioned below. The 
Code which provides for minimum subdivision levels for Rural A and Rural B zones 
was approved when the latter Act was amended in June 1997. 

The key document in the above list is probably the Planning Act, 1996. Different 
aspects of the three decade long saga which led to the passage of this Act and to 
the adoption of The Norfolk Island Plan one year later have been mentioned in the 
individual land use chapters. A 'saga' it was because the move for a plan began with 
a report by the National Capital Development Commission (Westerman Report) in 
1968. This report was meant to advise on how a plan should be prepared but in 
addition to principles and processes, the call for the production of a policy plan as 
well as a statutory plan and suggestions for matters to be dealt with as regulations 
under the Land (Subdivision) and Building Ordinances of 1967 it made a number of 
policy suggestions. The first attempt to apply them was the 1972 plan developed by 
the New Zealand planners Harrison, Grierson Partners (Coldham Plan) in 1972. It 
took the form of a draft planning statement and code of ordinances. It was not ratified 
by either the Commonwealth or Norfolk Island Governments and therefore had no 
formal standing. The Norfolk Island Council rejected it by a 5 to 3 vote at a special 
meeting on 24th November, 1973 and instead, recommending that planning control 
be entirely in its control, adopted its own plan (Norfolk Islander 16/11/74) and 
resolved to establish a Planning Control authority to incorporate the existing Building 
Board. Council rejected a proposal by the Minister for the Capital Territory for the 
development of a town planning ordinance which would provide a framework for 
development planning. Some aspects of the Coldham Plan were taken into account 
by the Commonwealth when decisions were made under the Land (Subdivision) 
Ordinance 1967 and when in 1974 amendments to the Ordinance were made which 
introduced grounds for objection to applications including provision for sewerage 
disposal, and the effect on the ecology of the subject land, adjacent areas and the 
character of the Island. 
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A further attempt was made to develop an acceptable plan in the early to mid 1980s 
when the same firm, now Harrison and Grierson Consultants, produced the Norfolk 
Island Development Plan (A Conservation Strategy). The first volume (parts 1-3), 
dated November, 1983, was not released to the public. Several of its proposals 
including a 100 metre coastal protection strip and special protection for the areas 
with the most fertile soils, did not find favour with the Norfolk Island Government and 
Assembly. A new, watered down version, in two volumes, dated May and November, 
1985, was released in 1985. Notwithstanding the changes the outcome was the 
same as in 1972. The plan was not adopted by either Government but the 
Commonwealth once more used it as a basis for making decisions on subdivision 
applications. The Environment Act, 1990 in part established a statutory planning 
scheme but it appears to have been poorly drafted and has been only partially 
brought into effect. Instead, in 1994, a working group –  The Norfolk Island Land 
Review Working Group, paid for by the Commonwealth, was appointed to report to 
the Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments on the introduction of a 
comprehensive land planning, land use and management system for the Territory. 

Out of the work of the working group there emerged a joint task force, a planning act 
and a statutory plan. The latter was finally delivered under the 1996 Planning Act 
when the Norfolk Island Plan was adopted in 1997. The stated objects of the 
Planning Act, 1996 (Section 3) have a strong environmental orientation, including: 

(a) to promote the conservation of the natural environment and 
landscape beauty of Norfolk Island; 

(b) to promote the conservation of the heritage of Norfolk Island; 

(c) to preserve the way of life and the quality of life of the people of 
Norfolk Island; and 

(d) to ensure that human health and safety, and the amenity of Norfolk 
Island, are promoted by the activities subject to planning approval. 

The Act also stated (7(2)) that the Plan was to promote the objects of the Act by 
indicating conservation values, planning objectives and development standards. 

The consultant for the development of the new plan was the planning agency for the 
national capital, now with the name of National Capital Authority (NCA). The 1997 
report of the NCA had three parts: a planning report providing background 
information on the proposals, including values and issues; a draft statutory plan; and 
a draft planning (subdivision) code. 

The NCA endeavoured to follow the conservation lead of the Planning Act objectives 
and acknowledged as major source documents the 1985 Development Plan subtitled 
A Conservation Strategy and the 1988 A Conservation Strategy for Norfolk Island 
produced by the Norfolk Island Conservation Society. 

The NCA's work was commissioned by the Norfolk Island Joint Land Task Force 
which had been established by the Commonwealth and Norfolk Island Governments 
at Commonwealth expense. Notwithstanding official statements that the NCA's final 
recommendations constituted its expert opinion its brief made it clear that its role 
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was advisory and the procedures of consultation with the Norfolk Island Government 
and Assembly were similar to those used in the development of the 1985 plan with 
the result that in instances where an idea or proposal elicited a strong negative 
response on the part of the Norfolk Island politicians it was generally not pursued by 
the consultant and did not form part of the final plan. 

As described in the chapters on the Coastal Protection Zone and the Rural Area this 
resulted in a what finally emerged from the process being less than a high standard 
approach to these vital parts of the Norfolk Island environment. 

The Plan states that its overall aim is to ensure that the planning process promotes 
the ecological sustainability of Norfolk Island and spells out the cultural and natural 
values. The cultural value of the island landscape is described as being derived from 
prehistoric settlement, Pitcairn settlement, and the rural landscapes and built 
environment which now characterise the island. The conservation of the natural 
environment it is stated contributes to the conservation of global biodiversity, the 
maintenance of the island biodiversity, life style and life-support systems (eg water 
supply) and is an important part of the resource base of the tourist industry. 

The Plan provides a section on conservation policies which are to apply in the plan 
under the headings of: Natural Values (Flora, Fauna, Habitats), Natural Values 
(coastline); Waste Disposal; and Cultural Heritage. The last mentioned policy 
includes a reference to the Norfolk Island Heritage Register provided for in the 
Heritage Act 1996. 

In its report the NCA recommended the production of a strategic plan in addition to 
the statutory plan, a recommendation later echoed by the Commonwealth Grants 
Commission in its 1997 report on Norfolk Island. The concept was similar to that of 
Westerman (1968) who had described his proposed separate policy plan idea as 
being a broad long term plan indicating intentions in graphic or descriptive form or a 
combination of the two,...in essence ... a statement of principles showing how the 
various land and development purposes are related to each other in a long term 
contexts. The NCA said their strategic plan would integrate all strategic policies, 
integrating land use policies with policies on such issues as immigration, tourism, 
and motor vehicle imports within the overall framework of ecologically sustainable 
development objectives. This, it was said, would require a number of background 
studies to be made on some key matters including: hydrology (water supply); 
protection of and enhancement of remnant vegetation and eradication of weeds; and 
cultural heritage assessments including an assessment of cultural landscapes and 
archaeological zones. Other than the limited heritage studies no work has been done 
on these studies and thirty two years on there is still no strategic plan. The statutory 
plan commenced operation on 1st June, 1997. 

A document with the title Norfolk Island Strategic Plan 1998-2003 by John Howard 
and Associates was published in April, 1998. Although described as a plan to map 
out Norfolk Island's future it was essentially concerned with the reform of Island 
institutions in the context of a vision of full self government and did not deal with the 
substance of land use policies. 

Part 4 of the statutory plan of 1997 sets out the procedural requirements for 
environmental impact assessment stating that the process supports the objects of 
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the 1996 Planning Act. The stipulated format includes a description of any feasible 
and prudent alternatives to a project. No reference is made to the assessment 
provisions of the 1990 Environment Act which appears to have been superseded by 
this move.  

The conduct of environmental impact assessment is an important aspect of planning 
and decision making. These techniques, used in Australia since the 1970s, have the 
potential to improve the information base on which decisions are made. Normal 
components of the approach involving preparation of an environmental impact 
statement are: 1) study and report on positive and negative effects of a proposal and 
its alternatives on both the physical and social environment; 2) provision of advice to 
the public; and, 3) involvement of the public in the information gathering process. 
The consideration of the effects on the social environment through this process is 
significant as is the usual obligation to provide information on alternatives including 
the alternative of taking no action. 

On Norfolk Island since 1988 there have been a number of proposals where 
environmental impact assessment had the potential to play an important role 
including: the resealing of the airport runway; the building of an amphitheatre near 
Mission Creek; the stabilisation of the Cascade Cliff; construction work on roads in 
the National Park; and decisions on a crushing plant proposal. What was done in 
each case provides insight into the standard of governance on the Island. 

The airport pavement upgrading proposal of 1991 involved the expenditure of $3.5 
million. There was public concern when it was realised that the work would provide a 
capacity for the use of larger aircraft (B737 –  300 series) and more frequent flights 
with possible ramifications for the number of tourists visiting the Island. In contrast 
with the first airport upgrade little information was provided to the public on 
'commercial in confidence grounds'. No EIS was prepared since the Norfolk Island 
Government, which owns the airport and is the authority of Australia for the purpose 
of the federal act, concluded that the proposal did not constitute a matter likely to 
affect the environment to a significant extent. 

In 1994 a proposal for the construction of a 400 seat amphitheatre at Mission Creek 
was submitted to impact assessment under section 26 of the Environment Act 1990, 
the only time this provision has been used. 

The 1998-1999 proposal to stabilise Cascade Cliff had public safety as its main 
objective but a secondary aim was making available a future source of rock 
aggregate. The project was completed in 1999-2000 by means of a $3 million 
interest free loan by the Commonwealth. There were a number of uses to which the 
material extracted as part of the stabilisation work could be put including stock piling 
for future use. Possible adverse affects included damage to the conservation values 
of the Cascade Reserve from the dumping of overburden. The Australian 
Conservation Foundation (ACF) called for the proposal to be subject to full 
environmental impact assessment under federal law and a section 30 reference to 
the Australian Heritage Commission. The Commission commented and the Cascade 
Reserve was not used for dumping. The proposal was the subject of a mandatory 
preliminary impact assessment under Norfolk Island legislation but the federal 
Environment Protection Group advised that the size of the project did not warrant an 
EIS or a PER (preliminary environment report). 
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A major proposal considered during 1998-2000 was the repair and upgrading of 
three roads in the National Park. Some 150 metres of the pavement had been 
damaged in the severe storms of July, 1998 and the main object was to repair the 
damage so that they could be returned to use. Although the work was officially 
described as repairs when information about what was proposed began to become 
informally available it became clear that the parks agency intended to take the 
opportunity to carry out major upgrades the roads at a cost of $3.5 million provided 
by the Commonwealth. Not only did the proposed work involve major disturbance of 
roadside areas along the Mt. Pitt and Duncombe Bay roads (including the removal of 
3,800 tonnes of overburden, the use of 20,000 tonnes of crushed rock and the 
construction of walls in cuttings up to 13 metres high) but, in the case of the 
Duncombe Bay upgrade, it would have the effect of creating a two way road allowing 
access by 40 seater buses. The Mt. Pitt reconstruction involved widening for two way 
Coaster bus access to the summit, destruction of forest and 45¹ batters. Project 
documentation by the Snowy Mountains Engineering Corporation (SMEC), a 
tenderer for the work, used the term upgrade. It was apparent to many, including the 
ACF and the Conservation Society, that the works were inappropriate to the small 
scale and atmosphere of the Park and threatened to degrade both conservation 
values and the visitor experience. 

An attempt was made by the federal authorities (Parks South) to handle the proposal 
as a park management matter. But the plan of management made no reference to 
the upgrades and the draft revised plan made only a minimal reference to what it 
referred to as repairs. The ACF in its comments on the draft plan submitted that the 
plan should provide that works of this nature be made the subject of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). It was clear from the events that the 
proponent wished to avoid close public scrutiny of what was proposed. The SMEC 
had developed a report on the proposal. This was not only not made public but not 
made available initially to the National Park Advisory Committee. Criticism of the 
proposed destruction of mature trees, of the eyesores which would result from the 
engineering works and of the consequences for enjoyment of the Park were 
widespread. The general feeling of the critics was probably best expressed by Chris 
Nobbs who, in a letter to The Norfolk Islander of 17th July, 1999, said the Duncombe 
Bay road proposal not only corrupts the meaning of a National Park but is out of 
scale with the environment and the Island as a whole. A transparent, genuinely 
consultative, process as provided by the full processes of environmental impact 
assessment, including preparation of an EIS was clearly called for but, for whatever 
the reasons, this proved to be difficult for the authorities to deliver. 

The two conservation bodies conducted a campaign against the developments and 
for a better process. There was public disclosure of the proposal in May, 1999 but 
not full disclosure of the alternatives which had been under consideration. Belatedly, 
the public were invited to nominate their own ideas on options. The conservation 
groups pressed for the adoption of less destructive and less costly alternatives, 
including the use of a one way circular road system on Mt. Pitt and passing bays 
instead of widening on the Duncombe Bay Road. Neither idea found acceptance but 
it was agreed to reduce the proposed width of the Duncombe Bay Road.  

As a result of the urging of the ACF a section 30 reference involved the Australian 
Heritage Commission. The Commission's assessment was however superficial (the 
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word of the proponent about the limited environmental impact was readily accepted) 
and based in part on the misinformation that only repairs for safety purposes were 
involved (not upgrades). The AHC did not follow up the ACF's suggestion that it ask 
for the release of information concerning alternatives under consideration. ACF 
continued to press the Minister for an EIS to cover all three roads and all options but 
with the modification to the Duncombe Bay Road proposal in late 1999 to reduce 
impacts it was clear that if there was to be one it would apply only to the Mt. Pitt 
Road proposal. Execution of the work on all three roads was delayed by the non 
availability of crushed rock with the closure of the crusher at Stockyard Road. 

In January, 2000 the federal Environment Minister accepted the designation of the 
project to reconstruct and repair the Mt. Pitt Road and the Director of National Parks 
and Wildlife filed a Notice of Intent requesting environmental impact assessment 
clearance. This involved expenditure of $1.23 million on option 12 of the various Mt. 
Pitt alternatives. This was described as a minimalist approach. In June, 2000 the 
federal Environment Protection Group determined that no environmental impact 
statement or public environment report was required for the project. It was 
recommended that an Environmental Management Plan be prepared to detail 
environmental and monitoring procedures and responsibilities and to mitigate and 
manage impacts. 

The protests and actions of the public had sent the project designers back to the 
drawing board. There had been a failure on the part of the agencies to comprehend 
either the likely impacts or the reaction of people concerned about the Park and the 
welfare of its visitors. A far more constructive approach would have used the impact 
assessment processes fully and openly from an early stage instead of amending 
plans and procedures only in belated response to public protest. 

Ironically the lack of aggregate for the road work resulted from another bungled 
impact assessment. In May, 1999 because of the effects of noise on nearby 
residents, the Administrator instructed that the crushing plant operated by Island 
Industries be removed from its location in the Ball Bay Reserve and that the site be 
rehabilitated. In 1999 Island Industries proposed the relocation of its crushing plant 
to an adjacent site (49b2) near Stockyard Road which it had purchased in the 1980s 
and excavated. The proponent submitted a mandatory Preliminary Impact 
Assessment. It was reviewed by the Norfolk Island Planning Board as a primary 
industry proposal without consideration of alternative sites following which it was 
approved by the local Minister. There was public concern about the effects (including 
noise and non-respirable dust) and about the absence of an EIS which would have 
been mandatory for other commercial development proposals with similar likely 
affects but which the Norfolk Island Government had deemed was not necessary in 
this instance. The case also highlighted the lack of a provision in the Norfolk Island 
Plan of an industrial zone. Because of concern about the dust and the noise, 
especially to nearby households, residents appealed the decision to the 
Administrative Review Tribunal (ART). The proponent had obtained a review of 
environmental factors by a consultant. The ART ruled that a full scientific and 
specific evaluation be made as to the likely effectiveness of conditions in any 
approval of the application and that expert guidance be sought on a monitoring 
regime to ensure that the conditions were maintained. The Norfolk Island 
Government hired its own consultant who has assessed the applicant's review 
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report. The matter is to be re-examined by the Tribunal in January, 2001. No 
environmental impact statement has been prepared and alternative sites have not 
been examined. The application has the approval of the current Minister subject to 
acceptance and implementation of a regularly monitored Environmental 
Management Plan. In the interim a crusher was allowed to operate temporarily for six 
months at Cascade. The attitude of the Norfolk Island Government appears that the 
studies and proposals which resulted from the intervention of the Administrative 
Tribunal are more than sufficient to make up for the lack of an EIS. This completely 
overlooks the potentially invaluable role of the formal environmental impact process, 
properly developed and administered, in providing information on alternatives such 
as Cascade and a site near the airport. Professor Garth Everson, one of the expert 
witnesses at the first ART hearing, suggested the commissioning of an Island wide 
study to determine the site most suitable for a crusher zone. 

All of these cases show a reluctance by both governments to take advantage of the 
environmental impact assessment process. There appears to be a particular 
hesitation about the commissioning of EISs. As a result alternatives are rarely 
objectively examined and the contribution which the public can make to improved 
decision making is foregone. Officials appear to view impact assessment 
requirements as an irritant rather than a chance to get a better outcome. The 
Commonwealth appears to apply mainland standards when deciding whether a 
proposal is of sufficient scale to justify full assessment so that proposals that can 
have a major consequence for a small island are discounted. 

For another insight into the approach being adopted to the governance issue it is 
worthwhile examining the main inquiries into land and environmental management 
which have occurred since the last conservation strategy for the Territory was 
produced in 1988. 

In 1990 the Department of Arts, Sport, Environment, Tourism and Territories 
(DASETT) carried out a Review of Norfolk Island Crown Land Administration 
producing a report with this name. A summary of the Review recommendations is 
included, with edited comments, as an attachment to the Report of the Norfolk Island 
Land Review Working Group. The Department pointed out that while the underlying 
principle of the Norfolk Island leasehold system had been to make land available to 
people who could not afford freehold land the main concern now was to ensure that 
Crown land was effectively managed and fully utilised. Noting the lack of 
fragmentation of the holdings compared with the freehold areas DASETT 
recommended: the retention of the Crown leasehold system; the replacement of the 
Crown Lands Ordinance by new legislation; 99 year leases with exceptions for 
cottage industry leases and KAVHA ((where retention of a 28 year term was 
recommended because it was thought that resumption by the Commonwealth might 
be thought necessary); an environmental review of Crown leases and compilation of 
an inventory of significant environmental features followed by the development of 
special lease covenants (i.e. conditions) to ensure conservation of the significant 
features; strict enforcement of the covenants; no subdivision except where 
necessary for conservation or environmental reasons (the then existing policy); a 
minimum subdivision of 5 acres (2 hectares) for residential development; and a 
policy of encouraging consolidation of blocks. 
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With the exception of the recommendation on longer term leases these 
recommendations were consistent with the conservation potential of the Crown 
leasehold land. The main justifications given for the extension in the terms of leases 
were the improvement of security for the leaseholder and more realistic rentals. Yet 
part of the reason for the shorter terms was that the Minister had felt that this would 
reduce the compensation payable should the Commonwealth need to resume land. 
Even more ironic was the fact that DASETT concluded that it was highly unlikely that 
(except for KAVHA) there will be any need to resume land for Commonwealth 
purposes on the Island. This was at the very time that a strong case was being made 
by the environment groups on the basis of professional advice from consultants and 
the Australian National Parks and Wildlife Service for land at Mission Road to be 
resumed for addition to the National Park.  

A possible reason for this oversight was concern about the loss of revenue from any 
land which was resumed. Essentially, while recognising that there were 
environmental features worthy of conservation on the leasehold lands, the Review 
failed to recognise the full extent of these and that one of the main arguments for 
retaining the leasehold lands was that this was a proven way of retaining their 
important conservation values.  

The Norfolk Island Government at this stage accepted that the leasehold system 
would need to be retained for the foreseeable future. The Review had recommended 
that both the Norfolk Island Conservation Society and the Australian National Parks 
and Wildlife Service be consulted in the development of the environmental inventory 
but when the report reached the Assembly and was endorsed a leaseholder and 
public servant member was successful in his move to have their names deleted from 
the adopted motion, replacing them with in consultation with the community thereby 
taking out of the intended formal process two bodies with the relevant expertise to 
develop recommendations for community discussion. 

In 1991 the Norfolk Island Government nominated 32 matters, many of them to do 
with land use, planning and development, and environment protection and 
conservation, which it considered appropriate for transfer to its executive 
responsibility. These areas were described as responsibility for land, public and 
private (including internal waters, registration of land titles and instruments), 
environmental protection (including parks and reserves and gardens) and 
preservation of historical objects and areas and flora and fauna. 

On 19th January, 1993, Wendy Fatin, federal Minister for Arts and Territories, after 
consultation with her colleague the Minister for the Environment, made a principled 
response to these proposals. Two main points were made: 

* That appropriate legislation must be in place before the 
Commonwealth relinquishes control over land; and 

* That the Commonwealth should retain control of areas which have 
national, as distinct from local significance for conservation. 

With regard to the latter she named the National Park and KAHVA as examples of 
areas of national significance which should be excluded from the transfer process. 
As precedents the Minister mentioned the areas of national significance in the 
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Northern Territory and the Australian Capital Territory which had remained under 
Commonwealth control in the interests of preserving them for the benefit of all 
Australians rather than just Territory residents. 

The Minister said that with regard to the legislation precondition for transfer of other 
functions the onus was now on the Norfolk Island Government to develop and 
implement the appropriate legislative and administrative systems to enable the 
transfers to be effected. As outlined above it was in this climate that the Working 
Group was established and the planning legislation was finalised after three decades 
of procrastination. 

The Commonwealth/Norfolk Island Review of Land Administration Working Group 
was established in June, 1994. One of its terms of reference was whether and how 
responsibility for the administration of leasehold land might be transferred to the 
Norfolk Island Government. In its 1995 Report of the Norfolk Island Land Review 
Working Group (May 1995) it made a number of recommendations which led to the 
passage of planning and Crown land and heritage legislation. The Working Group 
endorsed major elements of the recommendations of the 1990 review including the 
proposal for longer term leases and called for a higher standard of land management 
on these lands. On the subject of Crown land transfer it recommended transfer 
including the responsibility for approving subdivisions and the establishment of an 
Advisory Land Board. It also recommended the transfer to the Norfolk Island 
Government of full responsibility for the public reserves. 

In their submissions to the Working Group the Australian Conservation Foundation 
(ACF) and the Norfolk Island Conservation Society strongly opposed the proposed 
transfer of Crown lease administration and the longer term leases. These points 
were repeated by both bodies when the report was published.  

In its 30th June, 1995 letter to the federal Environment Minister the ACF stressed the 
national conservation values of the coast and rural areas including their roles as a 
buffer zone for the protected areas and as a resource for future park and reserve 
extensions, the value of shorter term leases for protective intervention including 
regular review of covenants, the higher costs of resuming longer term leases and the 
danger of a handover exposing the lease areas to short term political pressures and 
possibly leading to their future freeholding. It pointed out that one of the justifications 
used for the low minimum subdivision levels in the Rural B zone was the existence of 
the larger lots in Rural A leasehold zone. ACF also opposed the complete transfer of 
the public reserves noting the need for an integrated approach. It welcomed the 
proposal to finalise a statutory plan but said this should be accompanied by a 
strategic plan. 

In his reply of September, 1995 the Minister said that there would be no transfer 
before the legislative and administrative mechanisms were in place and had proved 
to be workable. Here assured the ACF that the proposed statutory planning scheme 
(applying to both leasehold and freehold land) would be a crucial element in the 
success of any land administration regime and that this would be supplemented by 
the application and enforcement of appropriate lease covenants. Similar points to 
those made by the ACF were made by the Conservation Society which commented 
that Crown leasehold provided unique opportunities to implement conservation 
strategy goals, protect the land against local politics and provided a basis for 
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Commonwealth funding of conservation projects. In his reply of 19th July, 1995 to 
the Society the Administrator stated that consultation with the community over the 
development of an inventory of significant environmental features on Crown 
leasehold would include seeking advice from the two conservation bodies. 

When the Crown Lands Act was passed by the Norfolk Island Assembly in 1996 the 
federal Minister, Warwick Smith, said that it preserved the status quo in terms of the 
division of responsibility between the two governments but the process 
recommended by the Working Group and by now taken over by the Joint Task Force 
had still not been completed. 

The next major review of the governance question was conducted by the 
Commonwealth Grants Commission. Its Report on Norfolk Island 1997 was 
published in August, 1997. The Commission concluded that given the importance of 
the natural and built environment to the future of the Territory that the standard of 
general conservation, planning and environment protection services was below that 
of the mainland. The Commission concluded that KAVHA, the National Park and the 
sea would probably be better managed as joint responsibilities because of the 
national interests involved. Noting that the extent of the national interest in the 
National Park was one of the matters to be considered it said that it was not simply a 
question of whether the Norfolk Island Government could provide the necessary 
funds and expertise. The Commission said that before discussing an extension of 
self government it would be worthwhile for both governments to examine their 
objectives and consider whether a different allocation of functions might allow them 
to achieve these objectives and meet community needs more satisfactorily. 
Regardless of whether or not reassignment of powers took place, the Commission 
said it was essential for the Norfolk Island Government to develop a long term 
strategic plan. With regard to resources it said the Norfolk Island Government was 
not raising enough revenue to deal with the deficiencies in standard but had the 
capacity to do so. It added that its administrative capacity was below standard. 

In 1998-1999 the governance issue was once more examined when the 
Commonwealth considered the application of the proposed Environment Protection 
and Biodiversity Conservation Bill, 1998 to Norfolk Island. This was considered by 
the Senate Standing Committee on the Environment, Communications, Information 
Technology and the Arts. The Norfolk Island Government in a lengthy submission 
submitted that the Bill should not be applied to Norfolk Island. A majority of the 
Committee found that the Bill which aimed to produce a national environmental 
approach should apply to the Territory. It said that given that there are matters of 
environmental significance on the Island to exclude the Territory would create a gap 
in the national scheme. The subsequent Act included as Commonwealth areas all 
Commonwealth owned land including areas held under lease on Norfolk Island the 
coastal sea and land in a Commonwealth reserve. 

In October, 1998 the federal Territories Minister told the ACF that his Department 
was holding discussions with Norfolk Island officials to expedite the completion of the 
land management regime begun in 1996, including, as a priority, finalisation of codes 
associated with the Norfolk Island land management legislation. 

Not one of the conclusions which various bodies drew during the 1990s about the 
national significance of parts of the Norfolk Island made any difference to the 
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aspirations of the Norfolk Island Government. In April, 2000 a new Chief Minister, 
Ron Nobbs announced the Government's aim was to control land on Norfolk Island, 
including Crown land, KAVHA and the National Park, not just its management with a 
target date of 1st January, 2001. 

A Commonwealth/Norfolk Island Inter-Governmental Meeting held on 9th June, 2000 
discussed the scope of the Crown land transfer. According to the report on the 
meeting in The Norfolk Islander (10th June, 2000) the federal Minister, Senator 
Macdonald, supported withdrawal of the Commonwealth from ownership of certain 
Crown land. Rural residential leases might be able to be freeholded he said It was 
announced that a joint Land Initiative Task Force would update the Norfolk Island 
Plan, implement the local Heritage Act, complete plans of management for the 
reserves, and introduce building, roads and heritage codes. The review of the Plan is 
scheduled to be completed by March, 2001. It is the intention to include a strategic 
section in the Plan.  

In a letter of clarification to the ACF in August, 2000 Senator Macdonald said that he 
had advised the Norfolk Island Government that the Commonwealth reserves the 
right to retain any Commonwealth land critical to the national interest and that the 
Commonwealth Property Principles will guide the criteria for establishing 'national 
interest'. A letter from the Environment Minister explained that these Principles 
provided that there will not be divestment of Commonwealth property where there 
are overriding public interest considerations concerning such issues as ... heritage or 
environmental issues. 

There is to be a review of the progress with the Land Initiative in February, 2001, and 
in the meantime there is a moratorium on lease changes. The Norfolk Island 
Assembly is proposing transfer of Crown land followed by a referendum.  

The situation then is that the Commonwealth is seriously contemplating divesting 
itself of its state-like function of Crown land control in a situation where virtually all of 
it has a nationally important role, surely, at the very least, a premature move.  

The situation in December, 2000 with regard to preparedness for major change is 
that the several of the key initiatives relating to Crown leasehold recommended in 
the reports of 1990 and 1995 have not been implemented, No environmental 
inventory has been compiled and environmental lease covenants have not been 
developed. Similarly, there have been extensive delays in implementing the local 
heritage legislation. How the new federal environment Act and proposed 
amendments relating to heritage protection (replacing the current system of areas on 
the Register of the National Estate with Commonwealth and National Heritage lists) if 
passed, will apply to Norfolk Island is still being worked out. By October, 2000 it 
appeared that a move was afoot to not place Commonwealth owned national estate 
places automatically on the proposed Commonwealth Heritage List as promised in 
earlier official statements.  

At the broader level there is still no separate strategic plan as recommended by the 
National Capital Authority, the Commonwealth Grants Commission, the conservation 
groups, and the Climate Change Case Study Report. As mentioned, not one of the 
studies recommended by the National Capital Authority as being necessary for the 
development of a strategic plan has been completed.  
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The process of consideration at the Norfolk Island Government and Assembly levels 
is affected by the ownership of Crown leases by Members and key public servants. A 
debate in the Assembly on the transfer on 18th October, 2000 saw only one member 
expressing concern that the transfer and probable associated freeholding could lead 
to the loss of the large blocks. There is a constant push in the Assembly for Ministers 
to have wide discretionary powers reducing the impact of legislation. An example is 
where Ministers approve applications which in the Norfolk Island Plan are ordinarily 
prohibited (Category 3) uses.  

The human factor, as always, is important in the struggle to create a better land 
management system. Amongst the interests which have resulted in the demand for 
self-government two closely interwoven forces are at work –  resentment of 
measures which restrict the capacity of the individual landowner to develop his or her 
land and opposition to what is seen as outside control. It is from these sources that 
the main pressure for controls and conservation are seen as originating. 

In terms of its governance capacity the Norfolk Island Government has a number of 
handicaps. Whilst the problem of short terms for politicians is a general one Norfolk 
Island lacks the continuity that derives from having a party system. The limited 
financial resources of the Norfolk Island Government is reflected in the level of 
expertise in its public service. Several of these problems were noted in the Howard 
Report (1998). As the consultations over heritage proposals have shown there are 
also problems with public meetings and referenda where opinion can be swayed 
through the Government use of information. The human factor as it effects the 
Commonwealth is harder to fathom. Its motives for wanting to give up its land 
management role are far from clear. There is a suspicion that its main motivation is a 
desire to rid itself of an administratively difficult task. Whatever the reason the 
Commonwealth has not put much effort into explaining and justifying its land and 
heritage custodianship role on Norfolk Island. Such statements as have been made 
have been in response to attacks, as for instance those on the Heritage Commission 
with regard to the 1996 national estate nominations. This omission contributes to the 
uneasy relationship between the two Governments.  

The period from 1968 to the 1980s witnessed the application to Norfolk Island of a 
wide range of measures designed to protect nationally important conservation 
values. These helped define the Commonwealth role there. For a period during the 
1980s and early 1990s the situation, even though the national role of the 
Commonwealth was still evolving, was one in which the Norfolk Island Government 
pushed for more power and the Commonwealth appeared willing to give ground 
without too much consideration of the principles involved. Whilst the 1990s have 
witnessed a continuing tension between the objective of managing the national 
environment and the desire of the local people to take over the management of the 
environments where these environmental values occur, what has crystallised out of 
the debates of the last decade in the mind of the Commonwealth is that the 
appropriate criterion for determining which level of government should exercise a 
particular function is that of 'national interest', not simply of capacity to fund or 
manage. 

Given this new awareness everything points to a conclusion that it would be 
premature for any transfer of Crown land to be seriously considered without there 
being a strategic plan in place addressing and integrating all aspects of social and 
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economic development, land use, planning and environmental protection and taking 
due account of the interests of both local and national stakeholders. The 
development of a statutory plan before a strategic plan had been developed was 
putting the cart before the horse, and treating Crown land in isolation would be 
equally illogical. In the State of Victoria, for instance, the State Planning Provisions 
make it mandatory for local government bodies to produce a Municipal Strategic 
Statement as the policy basis for the development of a statutory plan. This involves 
prior and separate community consultation on the strategic statement before the 
statutory plan is developed.  

The stage has been reached where now the Commonwealth accepts that there are 
areas of national significance on Norfolk Island for which the Commonwealth should 
maintain control. There is also agreement on the part of the Commonwealth that 
these areas certainly include the National Park, the Botanic Gardens and KAVHA. A 
strong case has been made by the ACF that the whole coastline (to a width of 100 
metres from the cliff top or break of slope), the areas on the Register of the National 
Estate and the areas nominated by the ACF for the Register, sea bird nesting areas 
and the most significant areas of native vegetation and seabird nesting areas are 
also of national significance, or, put another way, are areas where all Australians 
have an interest in how they are managed. Enough is known about these values to, 
at least, give them interim protection until a strategy has been developed and the 
case for Commonwealth retention of Crown land has been properly evaluated. 
Environmental groups are very concerned about the effect which Norfolk Island 
control and ownership would have for the maintenance of conservation values on the 
1,000 hectares of land which is now Crown lease. It is apparent that concern about 
loss of revenues from Crown lease has already obstructed the resumption of land of 
high conservation value for inclusion in the National Park. Control by the Norfolk 
Island Government of land continuing as leasehold could lead to closer subdivision 
with the land being sold to raise more money, damaging both landscape and nature 
conservation values. If the land was freeholded there is no guarantee that private 
ownership would result in any better care than on existing freehold lands and also 
would most likely lead to closer subdivision. Also, if some areas of Crown lease were 
retained under Commonwealth control for their conservation values but not others, 
care would have to be taken to avoid this resulting in unacceptably low standards for 
the areas which were transferred. 

The other problem is the way in which the haggling over transfer continues to have 
an unsettling effect on land and environment management. The obvious conclusion 
is that it would be better to resolve these matters in relation to the questions of: 1) 
who has the appropriate role for each task; and, 2) what cooperative mechanisms 
are needed to make the performance of the tasks as effective as possible. Both 
Governments have responsibilities to their respective sets of electors but it is 
undeniable that there are national as well as local values in the Territory which must 
be identified. Once these questions have been answered and arrangements finalised 
it would seem sensible to agree that apart from any fine tuning they should remain in 
place without review for a long period, say at least 20 years, so ending decades of 
damaging uncertainty. 

The development of a shared vision and effective cooperation measures, in which 
local people have a genuine role in achieving high quality management, harnessing 
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local knowledge, may be the key to resolving the tensions of the last twenty years. If 
self interest and dedication to heritage and environmental protection become one 
and the same there will be no problem. There is at present at least lip service locally 
and nationally that protection of the environment is the fundamental planning 
objective. Past expressions of concern by residents about the effect of the growth of 
population and tourist numbers on the Norfolk Island way of life indicate that there 
may be scope for the development of an community awareness that protection of the 
environment is the solution. The question is whether such a change of outlook is 
possible and whether it can be translated into a genuine will to act in a real 
partnership. 
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PART TWO –  THE CONSERVATION STRATEGY 
CHAPTER 21 –  OBJECTIVES, FACTORS, GOALS  AND  
PRINCIPLES 

Introduction 

The situation on Norfolk Island is potentially very favourable to a community wishing 
to create an exemplary relationship with the environment. The population is small in 
relation to the Island's assets, the residents have a relatively high degree of 
involvement in resource and land management, and the federal government has 
accepted that it has a responsibility to assist, although to what extent is now under 
question. 

The lifestyle which the Islanders have enjoyed over the last quarter of a century has 
depended on two things –  the existence of an effective air transport link and the 
attractiveness of the Island for tourists. Norfolk Islanders are proud of the attention 
their Island receives and it is fundamental that nothing be done which risks damage 
to the tourist industry. In fact Norfolk Island can be made more attractive for visitors 
in a manner which will also enhance the quality of life of residents. 

The inherent compatibility of the interest of residents, tourists, and people overseas 
interested in the Island's unique features, is the keystone for a conservation strategy 
for the area. An example is the way in which action to improve access to the 
coastline will both protect customary usage and increase the enjoyment of tourists. 
Private citizens have a right to enjoy their freehold land but there are ways of 
reconciling the private and public interest. All of this is on the basis that the number 
of tourists can be kept to a level which the Island can comfortably take, otherwise all 
stakeholders will suffer. 

The main way the future of the tourist industry can be secured in the long term is to 
ensure the quality of the holiday experience. The industry will have the best 
prospects if the holiday experience is different to that offered by other areas. This 
means identifying, protecting and presenting the aspects of the Island which are 
distinctive. It also means making the Norfolk Island environment as healthy and 
ecologically viable as possible.  

The prosperity which has been earned from tourism has increased the wealth of 
Norfolk Island's people as individuals and improved community facilities. Now a 
bigger proportion of it could be used to help repair the damaged and neglected 
environment for which adequate funds have not been available for many years. 
Apart from making the Island still more attractive for visitors this would be a good 
form of insurance. If the tourist industry should ever falter, possibly for reasons 
outside the control of the residents, the Islanders would have to fall back on 
agriculture, and fishing. In any case, with conservation of soils and farmland, more 
income and employment could be obtained from these areas by supplying more of 
what is consumed on the Island.  
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Three arguments could be mounted against the need for a conservation strategy or 
long term coordinated plan of action. The first is that Norfolk Island could still attract 
tourists thereby providing a high quality of life for residents even if the environment 
deteriorates as a result of unplanned development. The tourist industry has shown 
no sign of seriously faltering even though some aspects of the environment have 
been deteriorating for many years. Acceptance of such a notion would seem to be an 
unwise risk because it is clear that the more distinctive is its environmental 
attractiveness the greater will be its pulling power especially in a more competitive 
situation. The establishment of the National Park and the restoration of the historic 
buildings at Kingston have already played a part in the success of tourism and could 
do more. We do not know what is the threshold of public tolerance for a degraded 
environment. A loss of amenity could turn away tourists as fear of water 
contamination did in the early 1980s. 

The second contrary argument which could be made is that if there were effective 
limits on the growth of population and tourist numbers there would be no pressure for 
further development and therefore no need for a conservation strategy. All that would 
need to be done would be to improve the procedures for making decisions on 
individual development applications. Our response to this is that the very point of a 
plan is to provide an overall positive perspective and therefore the best possible 
information and guidance for decision making. A strategy makes it possible to 
coordinate a wide range of options; planning for both development and conservation 
in an integrated way. A conservation strategy is broad in scope, being as concerned 
with encouraging appropriate development as with preventing adverse future 
development. 

A third possible argument is that conserving for the future involves too big a price to 
pay in terms of loss of some landowner freedoms. This is a valid argument for which 
the only answer is that a fundamental choice is involved, one between personal short 
term interests and the long term interests of the whole community. 

Objectives 

The broad objectives of the strategy can be summarised as follows: 

* To maintain, restore and enhance the basic life support systems (soil, 
forest, marine life, streams, wetlands and groundwater) and ecological 
processes to achieve as stable and productive a condition as possible. 

* To conserve, restore and enhance the biological diversity of the native 
flora and fauna and to ensure that the plant and animal communities 
are ecologically secure. 

* To ensure that any utilisation of the environment, plants and animals is 
sustainable. 

* To maintain and enhance the environmental qualities which make 
Norfolk Island a distinctive, healthy, safe, pleasant and stimulating 
place in which to live, so that the full physical and social needs of 
residents and visitors are met. 
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If such objectives are met they will: provide for the essential needs of individuals in 
the community; achieve sustainable development; generate economic wealth; 
maintain and enhance community well being; help provide the economic capacity to 
practice resource conservation; and preserve the heritage. Individual and community 
needs include: understanding of the environment and its history; identification with it 
in terms of pride in association; the opportunity to earn a livelihood; and the chance 
to be effectively involved with decision making. 

Whilst the residents have the greatest stake in the future of the Island and their role 
is the key one the rest of the world has an interest and will wish to contribute as they 
have already, so that it is reasonable to aim high. 

Factors Affecting The Achievement Of The Objectives 

Obstacles 

Some of the factors which are obstacles to the achievement of the objectives are as 
follows: 

1. The small size of the Territory making its flora and fauna more 
vulnerable to natural disasters (such as extended drought) and its 
recreational resources (for instance its beaches) more susceptible to 
crowding; 

2. The size of the rehabilitation task. The considerable amount of 
degradation of soil and natural systems which has already occurred 
(including the extent of the weed infestation, the loss of forest canopy, 
and the vulnerability of native plants and birds), the high costs of some 
aspects of rehabilitation (for instance testing of biological controls for 
pests); and the reluctance of the authorities to provide adequate 
funding for activities outside the National Park and KAVHA. 

3. The comparative neglect of agriculture as a result of the rise of tourism 
and the fragmentation of holdings; 

4. The lack of any overall plan to tackle environmental degradation; 

5. The major gaps which exist in the Norfolk Island Plan, and planning 
system, for instance protection of rural landscape values and 
coordination of planning of the public reserves with each other and with 
the National Park; 

6. The lack of clear definition of the role of the Norfolk Island and 
Commonwealth Governments and the way in which the desire of the 
former to achieve self government interferes with the making of 
sensible arrangements and adversely affects environmental protection. 
Mutual interests are often viewed as opposed rather than shared. The 
involvement of the Commonwealth is regarded by some residents as 
an obstacle to self government rather than an opportunity for 
partnership and shared effort. The Commonwealth is often too easily 
distracted from its defence of the national interest;  
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7. The lack of understanding of the benefits of strategic planning; 

8. The difficulty of overcoming conflicts of interest in the conduct of the 
Norfolk Island Government. Because of the small size of the 
community the pecuniary interests of applicants, officials and 
assessors are often closely aligned; 

9. A strong desire of some to put personal profit and increase of material 
wealth and comfort ahead of all other considerations; 

10. Poor recognition by some of the benefits of protecting rural and coastal 
landscape values. Includes lack of understanding of the values and the 
stake in them that others have; 

11. The absence of a clear long term vision for the Island and feelings in 
some residents ranging from apathy and indifference to despair. This 
could impede the implementation of a strategy; 

12. The lack of an understanding that the effect of incremental 
development, often involving small individual developments is gradual 
loss of important values; 

13. The fear of retribution which prevents some citizens from voicing their 
views against environmentally insensitive applications and proposals; 

14. The failure to realise that development and environmental protection 
are naturally reinforcing and not competing objectives; and  

15. The absentee ownership of about one fifth of the freehold land. 

16. The difficulty which those people with an interest in the future of the 
Island who live outside the Island (including tourists) experience in 
having a say on Island environmental matters. 

Factors Which Can Assist 

1. The wide range of resources capable of being utilised sustainably once 
restored; 

2. The survival of many elements of the natural environment (including 
natural processes) and the existence of relatively unspoiled areas of 
rural landscape and coastal environment, making conservation and 
restoration possible; 

3. The relatively favourable population to resources ratio; 

4. The fact that some residents take a strong pride in their local 
environment and way of life, have a good knowledge of it; realise that 
maintaining it requires environmental protection, have an attitude of 
caring, appreciate past achievements and show caution over 
immigration and number of tourists. The beauty and grandeur of the 
environment is capable of stimulating an enduring desire to care for it;  
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5. The widespread understanding that the health of the tourist industry is 
related to the distinctive nature and beauty of the environment so that 
innovations which protect these things can win ready acceptance; 

6. The value placed on the area by tourists as an area offering a 
distinctive and diverse recreational experience and an opportunity to 
learn more about natural and human history. Many regular tourists 
have goodwill towards the environment and its people and could 
contribute more to its protection; 

7. The understanding which exists at the national and international levels 
of the significance of the area's conservation values; 

8. The interest taken in the area by conservation groups including the 
Norfolk Island environment groups and the Australian Conservation 
Foundation; 

9. The ownership of 54.5% of the Territory by the Commonwealth, 
including 887.5 hectares of protected areas (23.8%), and 1,145.8 
hectares of other Crown land (30.7%) making it easier for the national 
interest to be protected whenever it is in Commonwealth ownership; 

10. The small size of the community, which facilitates discussion, the 
tackling of issues and the making of decisions; 

11. The success of existing conservation ventures involving a joint effort by 
residents and bodies representing national and interests including 
KAVHA and the National Park, showing what can be done again; 

12. The potential for a revived interest in agriculture based in part on 
import substitution in a number of fields. 

Goals For Conservation Planning 

The following should be considered as major goals for conservation planning: 

1. Conserve soils; 

2. Conserve ground and surface water and restore and maintain water 
quality and restore and maintain wetlands and streams; 

3. Conserve the biodiversity of plant and animal species and communities 
and their associated natural processes; 

4. Restore and maintain the ecological integrity of the forested areas; 

5. Restore degraded and eroded lands; 

6. Ensure that agricultural and forest areas are used sustainably; 
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7. Develop effective means, including financial measures, to encourage 
and assist landowners to achieve conservation on freehold and 
leasehold lands; 

8. Substantially increase self sufficiency in food and timber; 

9. Ensure that the use of fish stocks is on a sustainable basis; 

10. Improve the quality of the tourist experience based on the major 
opportunities available; 

11. Increase the effectiveness of the National Park and the public reserves 
in their key roles of conserving natural systems, biodiversity and Island 
character, and in providing for understanding and enjoyment; 

12. Conserve the scenic amenity of rural areas and the coastline; 

13. Improve public access to the coastline and improve the track, path and 
road systems for pedestrian and equestrian uses; 

14. Improve the management of land uses which impact on the coastal 
areas including coastal waters; 

15. Conserve valuable elements of settlement and landscape relating to 
Norfolk Island's heritage; 

16. Control the growth of population and tourism so that the Island does 
not become overcrowded; 

17. Resolve the question of the appropriate roles for the Norfolk Island and 
Commonwealth Governments; 

18. Improve the arrangements for cooperation between the Norfolk Island 
and Commonwealth Governments; 

19. Improve the institutions and procedures for planning, encouraging the 
full use of planning measures including, strategic planning; 

20. Improve the quality of life on the Island for all by making the most of 
what the Island has to offer; 

21. Ensure that any development is such that it optimises the quality of life 
of residents and the holiday experience of visitors. 

Strategy Principles 

Apart from the objectives and goals of the strategy detailed above it seems important 
to state what approach has been used since this has certainly affected the content. 
These are explained in principles relating to community decision making, the 
importance of planning and conservation, the role of the conservation strategy and 
the need for a vision. 
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Community Decision Making 

One of the most important questions to be asked anywhere is 'who should make the 
decisions?'. The approach of this strategy is 'all who have a real interest or stake in 
the outcome'. Since the unborn cannot have a say we need to also include a concern 
for their welfare in our definition of interest. Once we were all in that situation. In the 
Norfolk Island context there are three types of stakeholder: residents; visitors; and 
people throughout the world who have an interest in the survival of values and 
features of national and international significance on the Island. 

Collective decisions are made by elected representatives and appointed agencies in 
the three relevant sectors but important daily life decisions are also made by 
individuals and groups and it is from these also that many valuable ideas originate.  

Governments have a special responsibility for ensuring that the community interest is 
placed ahead of individual interests and that today’s decisions do not disadvantage 
future generations. The relevant approach for maintaining opportunities/not 
foreclosing options is 'the precautionary principle'. 

Many tourists have a deeper interest in the environment than currently understood 
and catered for. The experience can be both educational and recreational. 

These comments apply also to the individual actions of residents. People ought not 
to be placed in a position where they can destroy something of value to the wider 
community including future generations. The land and management system must be 
one that can work out what and how things of long term value can be conserved. 
This does involve some possible sacrifice of opportunities for land owners but only if 
their values are different to those of the community as a whole. Hence it is important 
to try to work hard to develop shared objectives and goals in a cooperative 
partnership. The conservation strategy can help. It provides a basis for discussion 
and agreement on a broad framework for long term action. 

Another question springing from the 'who should decide?' question is whether 
Norfolk Island is a special case, one where the above definition does not apply. 

All places are unique and different. Norfolk Island's location and history are important 
parts of its difference. Norfolk Island belongs to the category of places having local, 
national and international values and hence stakeholders. While there are many 
other areas of the world with a similar combination in such a small space their 
reconciliation and harmonisation is a special challenge. Although beyond the scope 
of this document how other places have resolved the issues is of particular interest 
and need to be carefully studied. 

Planning 

This strategy works on the premise that planning is very important. Planning aims to 
make the most of resources over the long term, achieving spatial and temporal 
balance, resolving potential conflicts by means such as zoning. Planning is part of 
the activity of developing rules. Conflicts and loss of resources and values tend to 
occur when the rules are poorly defined or easily circumvented; when some 
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stakeholders are able to benefit at the expense of others. Planning is a positive 
approach to ordering society's use of the environment.  

The introduction of planning on Norfolk Island has been a response to the growth of 
tourism and population. The idea of a plan followed the early growth and the 
anticipation of more. There is no reason why the aim should not be 'best use of 
resources' as well as 'avoidance of harm'. 

The plans which have been developed for Norfolk Island are the combined effort of 
residents and outsiders. Locals have the best 'on-ground' knowledge and outsiders 
(such as Turner, Westerman, Coldham, Harrison and Grierson and Nobbs (who had 
moved away)) are usually well placed to contribute an overview perspective. 

It is essential in the planning of any resource to determine which level of government 
should be responsible. The test is to ask whom the planning is for, who are the 
stakeholders, who stand to lose if the resource is lost or degraded? 

The Importance of Conservation 

Conservation can benefit everyone. It is a positive activity touching virtually every 
aspect of life. To maintain the usefulness of things is common sense but there is also 
a moral obligation to conserve opportunities for the unborn. We of today have a debt 
to pay for the resources and values we have enjoyed which were left by those who 
came before and we can pay that debt by making our own conservation 
contributions. 

Conservation aims to make sure that tomorrow is looked after at least as well as 
today. We enjoy yesterdays plan's today in a continuous stream of benefits 
beginning a long time in the past and stretching out into the future, like the family of 
man over the ages, or a time chain in which we are a vital link. 

We should also acknowledge the mistakes of the past, often made when people did 
things without either understanding or having concern for the consequences. It was a 
different world with smaller population and consumption levels and a lesser 
appreciation of the value of conservation. Now we can do better. 

The past history of Norfolk Island and the advent of the tourist destines Norfolk 
Islanders to be conservators. It is important that the achievements of the past be 
maintained and consolidated and that past mistakes be undone. It is also a time, as 
always, for new initiatives. 

Conservation is not about making a place into a museum. The landscape is 
conserved as a living thing, the character and values preserved but not as a fossil 
and not at the expense of compatible change. 

The conservation strategy combines the values of planning and conservation in the 
community interest. It deals with things separately but does not neglect the 
connections. Whilst pursuing specific objectives and goals such strategies need to 
reflect the community's vision for the area. (national as well as local). 
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The four strategy type documents produced previously for Norfolk Island (the Turner 
special publication (1968), the Nobbs paper (1983), the Harrison and Grierson 
Conservation Strategy (1985), and the Norfolk Island Conservation Society 
Conservation Strategy (1988)) have all stimulated discussion and provided ideas 
which have been taken up. 

The Need For Vision 

Every society needs a dream and so does a lively conservation strategy. The vision 
of this strategy is a high quality environment, viewed positively by and serving all 
interests. It is of an Island environment whose distinctive character and beauty is 
cherished and enjoyed by all. 
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CHAPTER  22 –  PRIORITY CONSERVATION  ACTIONS FOR 
NORFOLK ISLAND 

Part One of this document (Chapters 3 to 20) has described the current state of the 
Norfolk Island environment and discussed and analysed the issues arising in relation 
to each aspect. Part Two uses this information as the basis for its conservation 
recommendations. 

Chapter 21 identified the objectives, goals and the vision for the strategy. The final 
step, in the present chapter, is to make recommendations about the priority actions 
(PAs) needed to achieve the objectives and goals. 

The same division of subject matter is used here as in Part One so that the 
recommendations can be related readily to the previous discussions. Included, is an 
examination of what has been done about the actions recommended in the 1988 
Conservation Strategy. The lists of recommended priority actions include indicators 
for monitoring progress. The initial indicator data collected would provide the base 
line for determining trends in later years. 

The Physical Environment 

A. The Soil (see also Chapter 3) 

Statement 

The volcanic soils of Norfolk Island are prone to degradation especially on steep 
slopes where the vegetation cover has been made less protective by clearing or 
grazing by stock. The importance of the soil for food protection and the possibility of 
more frequent heavy rainfall and wind events in future points to the need for the care 
of the soil to be given a much higher priority than it has at present. There is, for 
instance, no special protection for the most fertile soil areas. There was more 
concern about soil in the 1950s when the focus was on its importance for export 
crops. Any view that it is less important now because of the Island's economic 
reliance on tourism fails to understand how soil protection is fundamentally important 
for all aspects of life on Norfolk Island, including tourism. 

Land use is the solution to improving the care of the soil but this must be based on 
sound information and on its application to the lands most needing attention. There 
has been no survey of soils and land use since 1954. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made five recommendations as follows: 1) 
commission a study of soil erosion, nutrient status and appropriate techniques for 
restoration; 2) develop a soil conservation policy; 3) as part of the policy develop a 
20 year restoration plan; 4) draw up the first of a series of 5 year working plans to 
implement the restoration plan; and 5) protect the Steel's Point Clay areas through 
the Development Plan with a minimum subdivision limit of 4 hectares. 

Regrettably, the only action since 1988 which can be seen as furthering these 
proposals is the innovation of a soil sampling service. Hence all of the 1988 
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recommendations are still applicable and the following actions mainly expand or 
rephrase them. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

A1. Commission a new soil and land use study aimed at gathering  information on 
the condition of the soil (including areas affected by erosion) and rehabilitation 
needs; 

A2.  Develop a policy on providing for soil care and rehabilitation of degraded 
areas; 

A3. Develop a long term overall plan for tackling soil rehabilitation which provides 
for the drawing up and implementation of working plans for each catchment; 

A4. To implement the working plans institute the following types of measure: public 
information and advice; financial assistance for such work as fencing and 
replanting; and legislative controls over actions likely to cause unacceptable 
soil disturbance in defined high risk areas; 

A5. Appoint adequate supervisory staff (including a full time Agricultural Officer); 

A6. Amend the Norfolk Island Plan to provide for protection of the areas with the 
most fertile soil against non agricultural uses. 

A7. Monitor trends at regular intervals using the following indicators: sediment and 
nutrient loads in streams; extent (in hectares) of areas affected by erosion of 
varying degrees of severity. 

See also PAs for Agriculture (D) 

B. Fresh Water and Marine (see Chapter 4) 

Statement 

The Island appears to have supplies of ground water sufficient for a larger population 
and expanded agricultural activities but the exact nature and extent of this resource 
is unknown. Measures are being taken to improve knowledge of the ground water 
resource and expand the storage and use of rain water. 

Since the 1988 strategy the problem of water contamination has been tackled by the 
introduction of a sewerage scheme serving the central area and by more systematic 
monitoring of water quality. Concern remains about the contamination of Emily Bay 
and the West Coast near the sewage outlet. 

Knowledge about the use of water, the dynamics of the ground water resource and 
the potential sustainable yield from this source are all poor. The 1988 Strategy 
recommended the following two priority actions: 1) establish quality criteria for all 
water including deep and shallow (ground) water, streams, and water off swimming 
beaches and 2) introduce regular monitoring of all water for bacteria, sodium, 
phosphorous, nitrogen, suspended solids, turbidity, surfactants, zinc, lead, copper, 
nutrients and macrophytic growth. By 2000 most of these were being monitored in 
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bores (shallow and deep) and streams (irregularly) but not surfactants, zinc, lead and 
macrophytic growth. In Emily Bay the usefulness of the tests is reduced by the 
presence of salt. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

B1. Continue to improve the knowledge of the extent, age and dynamics of the 
ground water resource. Using logging, flow meters and deep drilling investigate 
the time lag between rainfall recharge and storage, the amount of use 
compared with the recharge and the depth of the bottom of the deep 
groundwater. 

B2. Determine as precisely as possible the sustainable yield rate of the ground 
waters. 

B3. Institute controls over abstraction so that the ground water is used at 
sustainable rates. 

B4. Continue to increase the collection of rainwater as planned. 

B5. Institute systematic recording of the amount of water used from each source. 

B6. Institute standards for water tanks and sewerage holding tank construction. 

B7. Direct future development to the sewered area. 

B8. Continue to monitor effects of sedimentation, nutrients chemicals, etc on marine 
areas and trace sources. 

B9. Establish appropriate water quality criteria for all water sources. 

B10. Widen water quality monitoring. 

B11. Institute further measures to eliminate any sources of pollution and siltation 
revealed by monitoring. 

B12. Identify current and future drainage needs as recommended by Watkins. 

B13. Monitor trends using as indicators: sediment and nutrient loads in streams and 
specified marine areas, ratio of rain water and ground water used and ratio of 
new development in sewered and non sewered areas. 

See also PAs for Fish and Other Marine Fauna (D) and Fishing (F). 
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C. Native Vegetation and Native Plants and Animals (see also Chapter 5) 

Vegetation and Native Plants 

Statement 

The vegetation and native plants of Norfolk Island are one of its most distinctive 
aspects, living proof of its isolation and position, and are of great value for 
community identification with the environment, tourism and science. There are some 
47 endemic plant species of which 13 have been recognised as being rare and/or 
endangered. 

These values have been greatly reduced by the extensive replacement of native 
plants and communities by exotics. The battle to maintain the remaining native 
vegetation and plants against further deterioration and to restore it in key areas 
commenced in earnest some 30 years ago and has gathered momentum over the 
last decade and a half. 

The approach adopted has many facets. It involves improvement of knowledge 
through surveys, experimentation and application of a wide range of weed control 
measures, plant propagation and planting, the development and implementation of 
rehabilitation and recovery plans, the elimination of stock access and animal pest 
control. 

The main areas of native vegetation are in the National Park but remnants in the 
other areas including public reserves are also important, in particular because they 
contain communities which do not occur in the National Park. Threat abatement 
rehabilitation and recovery plans are needed for these areas. Some could be added 
to the National Park and the public reserves. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made 8 recommendations on native plants and 
weed control as follows: 1) commission a study of weed species and treatment 
methods for the remainder of the Island; 2) develop a policy for the controlled 
eradication of weeds on Norfolk Island; 3) draw up a series of five year working plans 
to implement the weed control and eradication policy ... closely co-ordinated with the 
soil, forestry and reserve working plans; 4) develop a rescue plan for each rare, 
endangered and vulnerable indigenous plant giving priority to the endemic species; 
5) define crucial habitats which should be added to the National Park, or added to 
reserves where appropriate 6) maintain strict control over the introduction to the 
Island of plants and animals; 7) commission a survey of native vegetation and the 
preparation of a map (including groves of trees and suitable large isolated trees) for 
areas outside the National Park which will identify viable remnants, monitor at regular 
intervals (say 10 years); and 8) extend the list of protected trees to other native 
species on the basis of the results of the survey. 

Of these progress has been made with 4), 5), 6) and 7) but most of the 
recommendations have not been addressed. The study of weeds and treatment 
methods has continued but mainly for the Park. There is no Island-wide policy or 
Strategy. Recovery plans have been developed for endangered species. The native 
vegetation of the Park and the quality remnant vegetation beyond have been 
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surveyed but there has been no follow up to the latter. Aerial photographs were 
taken in 1995 and these might be a valuable yardstick for monitoring trends, 
especially on Philip Island. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

C1. As recommended in the Norfolk Island Plan develop a Territory wide policy, 
strategy and action programme (with working plans) to eradicate weeds and 
restore native vegetation which is closely co-ordinated with policies and plans 
on soil and land use (A1-A2). 

C2. Make special provision (e.g. in the above) for the protection and rehabilitation of 
the remnant areas of vegetation on freehold and leasehold land using a variety 
of methods, including weed eradication, enrichment planting and various forms 
of protection such as agreements, covenants and planning overlays, and rent 
rebates (see also Rural (O) and Other Heritage Protection Areas (P). 

C3. Continue the work of native vegetation rehabilitation and weed control in the 
Park and public reserves (see also National Park (K) and Public Reserves (L)). 

C4. Extend the list of protected trees and enforce their protection more rigorously, 
including through the planning and building approvals system to prevent 
damage to significant trees and their roots. 

C5. On Commonwealth lands complete the listing of endangered species and 
communities and key threatening processes, develop recovery and abatement 
plans for them and establish conservation agreements and conservation orders 
where appropriate. 

C6.  Institute a public information programme concerning the special value of the 
native plants, the problems faced with their protection and restoration and the 
ways people can help. 

C7. Regularly (say every 5 years) review progress of rehabilitation efforts on all 
lands by categories which relate to the extent of freedom from weeds ('weed 
free', 'predominantly weed free', etc) and publish results. this could be done by 
areas (eg National Park, each reserve, remnant vegetation areas, etc.). 

C8. Develop other indicators for monitoring progress including: number of native 
and endemic species, including number listed as extinct, endangered, listed as 
no longer endangered, etc (can be expressed as percentages of total for each 
plant group); extent to which listed endangered communities are afforded legal 
protection of various kinds (eg inclusion in National Park, Public Reserve, 
covered by overlay, management agreement, etc). 

Native Animals 

Statement 

As with the plants the island nature of the environment makes the native animals 
very vulnerable. Only 7 out of 14 endemic native animal taxa have survived. The 



 182

intrinsic and symbolic importance of preventing further losses of these and other 
native species cannot be overemphasised. 

The work involves many facets, including restoration of the native plant cover, and 
eradication and control of exotic competitors and predators. The efforts to date have 
had mixed success but it is clear that work in protecting one species will benefit 
another. Philip Island has great potential to assist these programmes. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made 4 recommendations as follows: 1) continue to 
give high priority to the protection of the Green Parrot; 2) commission the preparation 
of an inventory of critical habitat for endemic birds and sea birds; 3) identify and 
protect through reservation, or conditions on leases, or planning measures, the 
habitats and buffer zones for all sites included on the inventory; and 4) encourage 
research into non-vertebrate fauna to identify endemic species and determine habitat 
requirements. The only one of these to which priority has been given is the Green 
Parrot. Critical habitat identification work has been minimal and little attention has 
been paid to developing such protective measures as management agreements and 
overlays. Therefore recommendations 2) to 4) are still applicable. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

C9. Continue to treat all endemic bird taxa as endangered and develop recovery 
and threat abatement plans for each in which identification of critical habitat 
requirements is a key part; 

C10. Encourage research into fauna other than birds to identify endemic species and 
determine habitat and protective requirements. 

C11. Examine the possible role of various measures such as management 
agreements to complement the role of the Park and reserves. 

C12. Take advantage of the potential of Philip Island to help with the restoration and 
protection of native animal life in the Territory generally. 

C13. As indicators of progress establish and regularly review the status of endemic 
and other native species (based on estimates of numbers/breeding pairs, and 
those deemed to require special management). Can be expressed as number 
of extinct and endangered species as percentage of all species for each taxon). 
Also develop an indicator in relation to the extent to which critical habitat is 
protected by various identified means  

D. Fish and Other Marine Fauna (see Chapter 6) 

Statement 

There has been a considerable amount of research into the marine fauna of the 
waters around Norfolk Island, particularly the Kingston Lagoon, since the 1988 
Conservation Strategy. All the data collected tends to support earlier opinions that 
the shelf demersal fishery is fully exploited but this should be clarified by the survey 
currently underway. Fishing is for local consumption and there are few if any external 
pressures. Control of fish stocks is exercised by the Commonwealth with advice from 
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a local Committee. The development of a draft management plan was agreed to in 
1996. The existing regulation of fishing is voluntary. 

The survey will help with the development policy and with management, including the 
determination of sustainable catch levels, finalisation of a management plan and 
possibly the introduction of legal regulation of fishing. Governance is an ongoing 
issue and needs resolution (see also Chapter 20 and S) since it is interfering with the 
establishment of reserves in the marine environment. 

The main area which has been proposed as a marine reserve is the Kingston 
Lagoon an area which has been described by experts as having internationally 
significant values. Another possibility is a marine extension of the Philip Island 
section of the National Park. 

The marine fauna in Kingston Lagoon has been affected by pollution from terrestrial 
run off and by collecting of fauna. The coral has also been damaged. A marine 
reserve would be justified by the values and the need for better control of threatening 
human activities. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made three recommendations relating to 1) log 
books; 2) determination of sustainable yield; and 3) the investigation of fish reserves. 
1) has been taken up recently for the current survey and there have been several 
investigations which have proposed marine reserves. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

D1. If necessary take further action to protect the Kingston Lagoon from nutrient 
and sediment pollution. 

D2. Establish a marine reserve at Kingston Lagoon. 

D3. Develop indicators for monitoring such as: the number of species; the condition 
of the marine habitat, including number of species. absence of algal blooms, 
sediment and nutrient levels, etc; and proportion of the Norfolk Island Shelf 
covered by management plan(s) and marine reserves. 

For other related Priority Actions see Fishing (F), National Park (K) and Coastal 
Protection Zone (M). 

Land Use and Resource Use Activities 

E. Agriculture (see also Chapter 7) 

Statement 

In spite of the expanded market opportunities presented by the growth in the number 
of residents and tourists agriculture continues to be a relatively neglected activity on 
Norfolk Island. Interest is currently being shown in new export enterprises but there 
is no overall policy or strategy on agricultural development and the extent of the 
contribution a healthy and productive agricultural sector could make to the economy, 
the environment, the integrity of local life and the attractiveness of the Island to 
tourists is poorly understood. Agricultural development should go hand in glove with 
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soil conservation. Good husbandry of the soil would be essential if an effort was 
made to cater for the food needs of the expanding tourist population. 

The low priority given to agriculture and the protection of the rural areas is 
demonstrated by the failure to develop a policy which stems the further subdivision 
of the already fragmented freehold lands, even on the best soils. The minimum 
subdivision level of 0.8 hectare for Rural B and 2 hectares for Rural A would permit a 
much greater degree of fragmentation and there is no guarantee that the current 
policy against further subdivision of what is currently Crown leasehold will hold. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made two recommendations: 1) adopt a policy for 
eventual near self sufficiency in fruit and vegetables, and 2) provide expert advice on 
the best ways of meeting the demands of the local market. Attention was paid to 2) 
with the appointment and activities of the Agricultural Officer and the Primary 
Industries Committee but there is no Agricultural Officer at present. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

E1. Develop an overall policy and strategy on agriculture and stock development 
which focus on: the protection of the resource (see also A1 to A7): the 
development of an objective of complete or near self sufficiency for as many 
fresh food items as soon as possible. Consideration should be given to the 
suggestions of Chris Nobbs, the Commonwealth Grants Commission, James 
Gardiner and Jason Watkins. 

E2. Limit further subdivision in Rural Areas A and B and encourage amalgamation 
of lots.  

E3. Make arrangements for the carrying out and publication of a periodic audit of 
self sufficiency by individual categories of foodstuffs consumed on Norfolk 
Island (including origins, cost, etc). Analyse trends and examine obstacles 
inhibiting import replacement and develop counter measures. Use results as 
indicator of progress. 

E4. Appoint a full time Agricultural Officer. 

F. Fishing (see also Chapter 8) 

Statement 

Fish is a valuable part of the diet on Norfolk Island and the fishery deserves careful 
regulation. There are two main types of fishery in the waters around Norfolk Island: 
an inshore shelf demersal fishery fished entirely from a Norfolk Island base and a 
deep water tuna fishery fished on an irregular basis by non Norfolk Island boats. 
There have been concerns in the past that takes have been at unsustainable levels. 

A new study of the inshore fishery commenced in 2000 should yield valuable 
information for determining sustainable levels. The issues of management control 
are also currently under consideration with a partnership between the federal 
fisheries management agency and the Norfolk Island Government appearing to offer 
the best prospect for sustainable long term management. 
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The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended that priority be given to the keeping 
of log books, the determination of sustainable yield and the investigation of fish 
reserves. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

F1. Institute the periodic keeping of log books. 

F2. Determine sustainable yields for the shelf and deep water fisheries and 
regularly monitor takes. 

F3. Introduce a management plan for the shelf fishery with appropriate regulatory 
measures. 

F4. Develop indicators for sustainable yield. 

For other related actions see also Fish and other Marine Fauna (D). 

G. Timber Resources and Production 

Statement 

Norfolk Island's pine timber was a major resource attracting European settlement. It 
still has an important role to play in the Island's future. 

Interest in its conservation began at the end of the 20th century with the reservation 
of land around Mount Pitt for forestry. In spite of warnings from 1926 that inaction 
could lead to a timberless period the resource was allowed to run down and it was 
1954 before the first working plan was produced. At this time also eucalypts were 
planted to reduce the future need for imports. 

In 1984 the Mount Pitt reserve became a National Park with forestry a permitted use 
in the western sector. Forestry activities have focussed on this forestry area and on 
the public reserves but the timber on the Island's unreserved areas is also potentially 
important. This timber resource was also allowed to run down, especially in the case 
of freehold land. 

An attempt has been made over the last decade and a half to enhance the timber 
resource so that in future it can meet most of the Island's timber needs; a task that 
has been made more difficult by die back disease affecting the pines. Propagation 
and planting are major aspects of contemporary forestry. There is no strategy to 
guide forestry work across the Island although one has been talked about. 

The native trees are amongst the most distinctive features of the Island landscape 
and their amenity value for residents and visitors is undoubted. This being the case 
the restoration of the forest cover brings multiple benefits and few if any 
disadvantages. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy suggested that complete self sufficiency would be a 
better target than aiming to be able to supply a substantial portion of the Island's 
timber needs. Regrettably, no statistics are available to measure progress towards 
the present goal. The Strategy listed four priority actions: 1. Adopt a policy of 
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ultimate full self sufficiency in timber products; 2. Continue the system of 5 year 
working plans, stepping up the rate of planting and giving higher priority to 
hardwoods; 3. Fund proposed private and community tree planting schemes from 
the proposed Norfolk Island Conservation Fund; and 4. Excise the plantation area 
from the National Park and designate it as a forestry reserve in return for 
compensatory areas for the Park and maintain close co-ordination in the planning 
and management of the forest reserve and the National Park. 

The rate of planting appears to have been stepped up (but there are no published 
standard statistics to work out the trend) and the management of the forestry area is 
co-ordinated with the rest of the National Park through the park plan of management. 
Otherwise the recommended actions have not been adopted and are still relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

G1. Adopt a policy of achieving full self sufficiency in timber supply at the earliest 
possible date and develop a strategy and a working plan to give effect to it; all 
three to take account of the amenity value of mature trees; 

G2. Publish the policy, strategy and plan and including details of what the policy 
requires in terms of area of land required for planting, annual cut, target dates, 
etc. and every 2 or 5 years publish a report on progress towards the goal; and 

G3. Ensure that the policy applies to freehold and leasehold land and for these 
areas provide funding for private and community tree planting, giving higher 
priority to hardwoods. 

A recommended action to do with the future of the forestry area in the National Park 
is included in the National Park section (K). 

See also PAs for Native Vegetation and Native Plants and Animals (C) and Other 
Heritage (P). 

H. Tourism and Recreation (see also Chapter 10) 

Statement 

The tourist era on Norfolk Island began in the early 1960s. Forty years on it is timely 
to take stock of the relationship between this new phase and the environment. It is 
the distinctive nature of the Territory's environment including the changes brought 
about by its history which attracts tourists to Norfolk but it seems that not enough 
been done to take advantage of this fundamental fact. 

Essentially the focus in discussion of the relationship has been that tourism might 
overrun the Island and that steps need to be taken to protect the community and the 
environment against damage particularly because that might affect the flow of 
tourists. The idea that places should be protected for their intrinsic values and that 
this will be of advantage for tourism has not figured strongly in the policy debates on 
tourism development in spite of the conservation motivated successes of the 
National Park and KAVHA and the success of that approach on the smaller Lord 
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Howe Island. Even more remote is the idea that exploitation of opportunities created 
by conservation initiatives should figure strongly in tourism development policy. 

Before the 1960s were out people were beginning to devise methods of limiting the 
tourist impact by limiting numbers. Although future limits were set and a moratorium 
placed on accommodation development these measures did not prevent the annual 
number of tourists growing by about 10,000 per decade. The impact of the growing 
numbers was offset by a reduction in the average tourist length of stay from 13 to 7-8 
days. Only the limits on airline capacity brought about by the 1988/89 Pilots Strike 
made any real difference. 

The 1983 Select Committee reflected the prevailing local mood when it said that 
residents were not prepared to give up the economic benefits of increasing numbers. 
The accommodation industry was deregulated in 1995 and the idea of limits was 
replaced with that of a target of 340,000 bed nights or 50,000 tourists by 2005. The 
regular monitoring of the effects of the further growth which was agreed to as part of 
the decision to deregulate has not been implemented and a review of impacts made 
in late 1999 was incomplete in scope. It noted though the lack of an integrated 
approach. 

Environmental protection and tourist development should operate as a natural 
partnership on Norfolk Island but they are carried out today as separate activities. A 
more holistic approach to tourism would be based on the concept that Norfolk Island 
is a place to both cherish and enjoy. 

This would require a proactive policy and strategy which integrated conservation with 
tourist development, in effect setting quality limits to overdevelopment. Even if this 
was the basic policy there would probably still be a need to have complementary 
measures such as ceilings on numbers of visitors, airline seats, beds, and hire cars 
designed to keep numbers under control but more attention needs to be paid to joint 
planning of conservation measures. With a higher quality of tourist experience 
offered the industry is likely to become more diverse and more secure.  

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made four recommendations: 1) determine a limit 
for the annual intake of tourist; 2) determine a policy for placing greater tourist 
industry emphasis on Norfolk Island's unique attractions (rainforests, wildlife, 
coastline, countryside, and marine areas); 3) develop a tourist strategy plan for the 
implementation of the policy referred to in 2) (to include such projects as the 
development of walking tracks and further development of local crafts); and, 4) 
survey the Island's road systems to identify features such as roadside verges which 
need to be maintained, restored or extended (co-ordinated with landscape 
conservation zones). None of the recommendations have been taken up and all 
remain relevant. As explained above it would be desirable for the development of a 
ceiling on numbers or some similar measure to be developed in the context of a 
wider strategy. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

H1. That all concerned accept that Norfolk Island has some truly remarkable 
features and that the planned approach is essential for optimising the protection 
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of the environment, the enjoyment of visitors, the vigor of the tourist industry, 
and the well being of residents. 

H2. Develop a comprehensive strategy for tourism with appropriate policies which 
integrate tourism and environmental policy, putting greater emphasis on 
combining tourist development with environmental initiatives, such as 
combining the protection of the coast with the development of a walking track 
system. The specific recommendations are given in the sections dealing with 
the individual parts of the environment –  see sections K to P. 

H3. In the context of H2, develop indicators for monitoring the success of strategy 
which relate to such things as tourist satisfaction, economic performance, and 
protection of the environment. They could include the proportions of the coast 
and rural areas in protective zones, the proportion of the coast accessible to 
walkers; the ratio of hire cars to the total length of the roads, and the ratio of 
tourists to permanent residents. 

See also PAs for the National Park (K), Public Reserves (L), Coastal Protection Zone 
(M), KAVHA (N), The Rural Areas (0), and Other Heritage Protection Areas (P).  

I. Extractive Industries (see also Chapter 11) 

Statement 

The development of modern transport systems and the growth of the tourist industry 
has brought with it a much greater demand for construction materials. In a small 
Island with high environmental values satisfying this demand without seriously 
affecting amenity is difficult. Location is a serious issue. Government did not 
anticipate the problem partly because the main quarry used during the last 30 years 
at Cascade was in a relatively remote location. 

Now there is a need for Government to catch up in terms of the provision of a better 
legal and administrative regime for decision making and management. No 
recommendations were made on this topic in the 1988 Conservation Strategy 

Recommended Priority Actions 

I1. Pass legislation to regulate extractive industries. 

I2. Introduce a suitable category of zone in the statutory plan for quarries and 
processing plants. 

I3. Develop a strategy for the extractive industry which covers resource 
evaluation, environmental impact assessment, impact minimisation and 
management. 
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J. Waste Management, Transport and Energy Supply (see also Chapter 12)  

Waste Management 

Statement 

For a place whose economy is based on the attractiveness of its environment to 
tourists Norfolk Island's waste disposal system involving the dumping of rubbish over 
the Headstone cliffs into the sea is a disquieting anachronism. 

Whilst some of the opportunities for recycling which are now commonplace amongst 
similar sized communities on the mainland do not exist on Norfolk Island the Island 
tipping method has the potential to damage the tourist industry. Regardless of the 
health risks, and these could be real, the visually repugnant nature of the Headstone 
operation is very bad for Norfolk Island's image. 

The increase in the volume of waste which has occurred in the last four decades is a 
product of the growth of population, tourist numbers the more consumer oriented 
society which has developed with economic success and affluence. 

There is no single remedy because the different parts of the waste stream need to 
be dealt with in different ways but the case for an overall strategic approach is 
overwhelming. Also, since directly or indirectly the growth of tourism is responsible 
for the scale of the problem, some method needs to be found for gaining income 
from this source for subsidising some of the more costly measures. 

Particular needs are the achievement of greater levels of recycling and recovery of 
glass, metals and plastic, some of which need to be shipped back to the mainland. 
The greater use of green waste in agriculture has been suggested and thought is 
being given to the introduction of a vertical composting unit. Consultants Unimelb in 
1994 suggested that there was a potential for a reduction of 35.6% in the volume of 
solid waste sent for disposal. Another major need is a more efficient burning plant. 
Whatever major new initiatives are undertaken there is an immediate need to 
improve the existing system. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy called for review and improvement of the refuse 
disposal system, and for proposals for change to be subject to environmental impact 
assessment. The system was reviewed in 1994 and is being reviewed again but no 
strategy has been adopted and no major new measures have been introduced. 
Therefore the recommendation is still relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

J1. Develop and adopt a formal strategy covering all aspects of waste management 
and subject the main proposals to environmental impact assessment. 

J2. As part of J2. the Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments to consider 
methods of paying the more expensive measures, such as reshipment of motor 
vehicles to the mainland. 

J3. Improve the management of the existing waste management system (collection, 
reuse, recycling, recovery and disposal) by developing or amending guidelines 
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and implementing them in full. Some specific improvements include: a smoother 
operation including more regular clearing of the Top Tip; preventing recyclable 
materials (glass, cans, batteries. etc) from being dumped; stricter adherence to 
rules governing burning; regular meetings of a more representative Waste 
Management Committee; introduction of a mechanical glass cutting machine to 
break down bottles; greater encouragement through education for recycling and 
composting; and minimising the import of plastic material in packaging. 

J4. Develop indicators for monitoring progress with waste management policies 
and measures including: solid waste produced per person (including tourists); 
the proportions of different parts of the waste stream reused, recycled, or 
recovered; the proportion of the waste stream dumped into the sea). 

Transport 

Statement 

Norfolk Island's connections with the outside world are constrained by the lack of a 
harbour and, to a lesser extent, by the small size of the airport. The 76 kilometre 
road network, although mainly sealed, is suffering from increased usage, particularly 
from use by heavy vehicles. If the roads are strengthened and widened to a standard 
more suitable for the larger vehicles the Island will lose part of its amenity. The 
narrow, winding roads are a part of the characteristic beauty of the rural areas and 
the edges have potential for greater use by people travelling by non vehicular 
means. 

There appears to be a reluctance on the part of the authorities to take account of the 
appropriateness of the various options in terms of tourism and the protection of 
amenity. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

J5. Develop a strategic approach to all aspects of transport development which has 
primary regard to the protection and enhancement of the Norfolk Island 
environment. 

J6. As part of the strategic process give consideration to: limits on the number of 
vehicles per person or household and the number of hire cars; the development 
of more opportunities for walking, cycling and horse riding; ways of providing 
more encouragement for the use of smaller vehicles; and, measures to remove 
large buses and limit the size of trucks. 

J7. Monitor and assess the effect of expanding tourist numbers on transport 
infrastructure and cost including the airport, and develop strategies to reduce 
wear and tear. 

J8. Develop indicators for measuring progress with policies and measures 
designed to limit the problems with road traffic and improve the facilities for 
walking, cycling and horse riding (number of vehicles per head of population 
and per kilometre of road, number of tourists per hire vehicle; proportion of 
roads with safe facilities for walking, cycling and horse riding). 
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Energy Supply 

Statement 

There is potential for innovation in energy supply which apart from reducing the 
dependence on fossil fuels would be consistent with Norfolk's appeal to tourists, 
many of whom are environmentally conscious. There appears to be some scope for 
the greater use of solar and wind energy as technology improves and costs fall. 

J9. Review the opportunities for developing solar and wind generated electricity as 
supplementary energy sources using methods which avoid noise and visual 
pollution and problems for bird life. 

J10. Develop indicators for measuring progress in the move towards greater use of 
renewable forms of energy, such as the proportion of various needs met from 
these sources. 

Conservation in Major Land Use Zones 

K. The National Park (see also Chapter 13) 

Statement 

The National Park is the jewel in the crown of Norfolk Island's natural environment 
and the chief hope for the restoration of the rainforest to something like its former 
glory. In the case of Philip Island it is providing the resources and the long term 
management outlook needed to restore a highly degraded environment to a valuable 
environmental asset. It could become a world class model of ecological restoration if 
the federal Government provides sufficient resources. 

The National Park has achieved much in habitat and landscape restoration, the 
protection of endangered species and visitor enjoyment. These achievements have 
owed much to control by a federal agency, funding by federal government and local 
knowledge. 

The National Park is a valuable nature conservation reserve but there are aspects of 
current park land use which are of concern. Arrangements for tapping local expertise 
and views include an Advisory Committee and the consultation procedures of the 
management planning process. 

Persistent demands from the Norfolk Island Government for the transfer of the Park 
to its control, encouraged by the Commonwealth's willingness to keep discussing the 
matter, has had an unsettling affect on management and delayed the revision of 
management plans. An ill advised desire to appease local tourist industry interests 
on the part of federal officers appears to have been a factor in the 1998/99 proposal 
to upgrade Park roads to standards which were inappropriate. 

A worrying feature from the point of view of international and national standards of 
protection for national parks is the presence in the Park of a zone in which forestry 
for timber production is an accepted use. This zone also has conservation values. 
The timber producing capacity of the zone land is a valuable resource for the Island 
and may be needed to achieve a sustainable industry and self sufficiency. The 
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Forestry Zone has been established in the Park in the interests of coordinated 
management and to add a weed free buffer to the conservation zone of the Park and 
to the conservation areas in the Forestry Zone itself. The arrangement is not only 
inconsistent with the national park concept as internationally defined, affecting the 
Park's integrity, but it could act as a precedent for the development of other 
incompatible uses (an outcome which would be more likely if the Park was under 
local control) leading to a down grading of its standing and hence its funding. 

The National Park is of such central importance to the future of the Norfolk Island 
environment that its boundaries should be as good as possible. Areas of rainforest 
on Crown leasehold on the south western edge of the Park would add significantly to 
the types of communities protected if added to it. 

The allocation of funding for the different Park activities has been a problem at times 
with research and land acquisition often being given a low priority or missing out 
altogether. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended 4 priority actions for the National 
Park as follows: 1) identify the additional areas of rainforest adjacent to the National 
Park boundaries which merit National Park protection and management; 2) establish 
a programme for acquisition of areas needing Park protection, giving land owners 
notice of the intention to acquire; 3) add the rocky islets and stacks off the north 
coast to the National Park with a marine component; and 4) review the designation 
of the Philip Island Reserve. 1) and 4) have been acted on, 2) and 3) have not and 
are still relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

K1  Continue to develop and implement recovery and action plans for endangered 
species and ecological processes. 

K2. Continue to implement and step up the rehabilitation strategies, using a holistic 
and multi faceted ecological approach to conservation of biological and genetic 
diversity in the National Park's 19 major catchments and vegetation 
communities. 

K3. In the Forestry Zone: improve coordination with the overall Park management; 
pay particular attention to the rehabilitation of vegetation remnants, and wildlife 
corridors (with weed control a major facet of the work); and develop a special 
plan for the Cord Area. 

K4. Having regard to the need to establish National Park integrity to the highest 
standard and to conserve and develop the Island's timber resources carry out a 
review of the future of the Forestry Zone. This should be in the context of the 
proposed forestry and timber strategy (see G1). Options for consideration 
(depending on the possibilities indicated by the timber strategy) include: 1) 
limiting further plantation establishment in the Forestry Zone; 2) restricting 
forestry operations and the Forestry Zone to a defined area of the current 
Forestry Zone, allowing conservation and biodiversity rehabilitation to expand; 
and 3) designating a plantation compartment as a public reserve in exchange 
for the addition of a coastal area such as Selwyn or Hundred Acres Reserve to 
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the National Park. (see also L1). The overall size of the National Park should 
not be diminished. 

K5. Develop a programme for acquiring land for addition to the National Park giving 
high priority to land north of Mission Road and particularly to portions 175C and 
128e (Pop Rock). See also L1. Contiguity is desirable but not essential. 

K6. As part of the programme in K5: designate Crown lease adjacent to the 
National Park and Botanic Garden as an environmental buffer zone or 
viewshed; retain the land in Commonwealth ownership as in KAHVA (see N1); 
inform land owners of the intention to acquire; develop interim protective 
covenants; and for areas targeted for acquisition adopt a policy of not renewing 
the leases, not extending the terms of leases and not converting to freehold. 

K7. Include marine areas in both the Mount Pitt and Philip Island sections of the 
National Park. 

K8. Ensure that there are separate adequate Park funding allocations for 
environmental rehabilitation, endangered species programmes, land acquisition 
and research. 

K9. Develop suitable indicators for measuring progress including proportion of each 
original plant community protected in National Park, amount of land earmarked 
for acquisition added to Park and length of Park coastline with a marine 
component.  

See also PAs for Native Vegetation and Native Plants and Animals (C) and Timber 
Resources and Production (G), and Public Reserves (L). 

L. Public Reserves (see also Chapter 14) 

Statement 

The public reserves are the longest established conservation measure on Norfolk 
Island. Today mainly located on the coast they are what remains of a concept of 
reserving the whole coastline in the public interest. They serve a variety of public 
purposes, including recreation, forestry, commons and conservation. 

With the growth of the tourist industry the importance of conserving the coastline has 
been rediscovered. Several of the reserves contain important remnant vegetation 
areas and sea bird nesting sites. Unfortunately the standard of management over the 
last 30 years has not matched their community value. 

Since 1997 the reserves have been managed by the Norfolk Island Parks and 
Forestry Service and a management plan is being prepared for each reserve. There 
is no overall plan or policy for the reserves and their management for the variety of 
accepted purposes is not well coordinated. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended three priority actions concerning the 
public reserves: 1) the Norfolk Island Government to request the completion of the 
review of reserves ensuring that the brief covers recommendations on the 
rationalisation of reserve boundaries. The results to be coordinated with the 
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recommendations from the surveys of critical plant and bird life areas; 2) develop a 
programme for acquisition of additional areas for the reserves and give early notice 
to land owners of the intention to acquire; and 3) review the designation of the Philip 
Island Reserve. With regard to 2) a start has been made with the addition of a Crown 
lease potion to the Ball Bay Reserve. The third recommendation has been acted on 
and 1) is still relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

L1. Carry out a review of the public reserves to: examine the desired primary 
purposes of each; determine whether some would perform better if included in 
the National Park (eg Hundred Acres and the contiguous Anson Bay and 
Selwyn Reserves, see also K4); develop an overall policy and plan for the 
reserve system to include the need for improved boundaries; examine the need 
for a reserve staff separate to that for forestry; examine the need for an 
advisory committee to assist with coordination matters including the extension 
of the reserves, walking tracks including links between the reserves, 
rehabilitation programmes and the better coordination of the various reserve 
uses, including forestry, stock and recreation with conservation objectives. 

L2. Develop a programme for acquiring land to add to the reserves. As part of the 
implementation of the programme inform landowners of the acquisition 
intention, negotiate interim protective covenants and for areas targetted for 
acquisition adopt a policy of not renewing leases, not extending the terms of 
leases and not converting to freehold. 

L3. Develop plans of management according to recognised national standards for 
protected areas (such as ANZECC Guidelines) with plans containing clear 
statements of management objectives and identification of funding 
requirements. 

L4. Develop suitable indicators for monitoring progress, including number of 
reserves with current management plans, proportions of reserves dedicated to 
various purposes, including forestry, conservation, etc. and extent of 
rehabilitation/soil stabilisation. 

See also PAs for Native Vegetation and Native Plants and Animals (c), Timber 
Resources and Production (G), National Parks (K), Coastal Protection Zone (M) and 
Other Heritage Protection Areas (N). 

M. Coastal Protection Zone (see also Chapter 15) 

Statement 

The coast is Norfolk Island most important single asset, a point recognised at many 
times during its history. The first line of defence against wind and erosion and 
traditionally an important recreation resource it has gained an enhanced importance 
with the growth of tourism. 

Unfortunately, as its value has increased its condition has been allowed to 
deteriorate. Housing development has intruded on scenery, interfered with wildlife 
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and blocked public access. In so many cases the private interest has been put 
before the public good. 

In 1997 the first steps were taken to reverse the downward trend. The Norfolk Island 
Plan created a 50 metre coastal protection zone to prevent further building and 
established a policy of giving high priority in this area to the protection of scenic 
amenity, public access and recreation and wildlife habitat. These measures could be 
the start of a new era for coastal protection. The 50 metre width is inadequate in 
many places and the words of plans and policies can be changed. 

What is needed is an adequate width for the zone, a form of protection with greater 
certainty and positive action to develop an access system which gives the coastline a 
more important role in the recreational life of residents and visitors. For the width 100 
metres is more realistic. Reservation offers the greatest long term security of tenure 
for the protection purpose and a walking track which takes in the whole coastline will 
spark the imagination, help diversify the tourist industry and provide a focus for the 
whole coastal protection project. 

The challenge is great because the results of decades of neglect which need to be 
overcome. Fortunately they can at this stage still be overcome. The cost of not 
moving positively now will be the loss of major long term opportunities. 

The development of a modern coastal protection system as a living thing is a major 
long term project involving considerable capital input and requiring close cooperation 
between the Norfolk Island and Commonwealth Governments as well as 
contributions from citizens. The people of Norfolk Island will be reinvesting in a 
traditional aspect of their way of life whilst the Commonwealth will be helping to 
create something for all the people. 

The role of the public reserves is well understood and the obvious solution for much 
of the coastline is to extend the reserves, joining them up to create a single Norfolk 
Island Coastal Reserve of a stature similar to that of the National Park. Since this will 
take time interim protection will be necessary to supplement the protection provided 
by the planning scheme. This can take many forms according to the circumstances, 
including the wishes of landowners. The walking track –  The Great Norfolk Walk –  
will require great care in planning, skillful execution and cooperation and good will 
from many. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended four priority actions as follows: 1) 
determine a boundary for the coastal protection zone not less than 100 metres from 
the top of the cliff line or break of slope except where there is an existing building. 
Publish statements to explain the purpose of the zone; 2) make provision in the 
Development Plan for no new development to be allowed in this zone (including 
accessory buildings); 3) on renewal or transfer of a Crown lease reserve the section 
within the coastal protection zone; and 4) for freehold land establish a programme for 
the purchase of lands within this zone for reservation. Where there is prospect of 
immediate purchase acquire a covenant from the owner to prevent development, 
provide public access and permit management.  

None of the actions have been implemented in full and all are still relevant. 
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Recommended Priority Actions 

M1. Institute the Norfolk Island Coastal Protection System to, over a period of years, 
protect the whole of the Island coastline incorporating a complete round the 
Island walking track. The system to include parts of the National Park, existing 
public reserves and areas designated as future public reserve.  

M2. Adopt a long term strategy and plan to bring the whole of the coastal zone into 
public ownership with public access and to provide interim protection. The zone 
to generally comprise the 100 metres strip inland from the cliffline or the break 
of slope (whichever is the greater). 

M3. Set up a Coastal Protection Project to implement the strategy including 
organisation of land purchase and reservation, determination of priorities for 
reservation, interim protection and the development of the walking track. The 
Project to be funded by the Commonwealth and Norfolk Island Governments 
and by voluntary donations.  

M4. Establish a category of 'proposed reserve' in the statutory plan for the areas 
identified for inclusion in the Coastal Protection System which are not already in 
public ownership. 

M5. Use a variety of other methods to provide interim protection for and public 
access to areas awaiting reservation including voluntary agreements, and 
covenants. In the case of leasehold land the lease of the subject land not to be 
renewed without excision of the proposed reserve and in the case of freehold 
land excision for inclusion in the reserve to be a condition of any otherwise 
acceptable subdivision affecting the subject land. 

M6. To assist with the development of the walking track commission expert advice 
from people with experience in the development of coastal tracks in other parts 
of the world and utilise local knowledge to the maximum extent. For the building 
of the track utilise voluntary labour and young people in training schemes to the 
maximum extent. 

See also recommended actions for The National Park (K), The Public Reserves (L) 
and Other Heritage Protection Areas (P). 

N. Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area (see also Chapter 16) 

The Kingston Arthurs Vale area is of outstanding universal value for the 
understanding of a significant phase in human history –  the use of transportation as 
a tool of colonialism. The remains of this period are relatively well preserved and 
enjoy a reasonable level of protection in the 250 hectare Kingston Arthurs Vale 
Historic Area and are embellished by other historical associations. 

The site rightfully belongs in an Australian world heritage nomination on the convict 
sites theme along with similarly important sites in Tasmania, New South Wales and 
Western Australia. 



 197

The restoration and protection of the Area has been a successful cooperative effort 
between the Commonwealth and Norfolk Island Governments with the former 
providing most of the funding. The work has included protection of the viewshed and 
soil conservation work in the catchments of the Area's two valleys. 

The Area deserves an ongoing standard of care and protection commensurate with 
its national and international significance and the appropriate bodies to have 
ownership and ultimate control are the Government and Parliament of Australia. The 
funding needs of the Area are greater than the revenue which can be raised from it 
and should continue to be provided from consolidated revenue. Any watering down 
of the present standard of care, protection and presentation, such as the breaching 
of the integrity of the viewshed, would be deplorable. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

A major recommendation of this strategy concerning KAVHA is to do with its world 
heritage recognition and it is given in the section on Other Heritage Protection Areas 
(P). 

N1. Maintain Commonwealth ownership of all Crown land in KAVHA. 

N2. Maintain the arrangement for joint management of KAVHA. 

N3. Maintain the protection for the viewshed in the statutory plan. 

N4. Carry out a review of the non reserve areas in KAVHA to determine which 
areas should be resumed or acquired for addition to the system of public 
reserves in KAVHA. 

N5. Carry out future planting in KAVHA with greater respect for the aesthetic 
effects. 

See also Other Heritage Protection Areas (P). 

O. The Rural Area (see also Chapter 17) 

Statement 

Norfolk Island has the oldest agricultural landscapes in Australia. Farmed for more 
than 200 years the rural areas are a major part of the attractiveness of the Island for 
residents and tourists alike. 

For over 30 years people have been drawing attention to the need to take action 
through a planning scheme to conserve the characteristic values of these areas but 
little has been done by the Norfolk Island Government and Assembly. The existence 
of the values are acknowledged but that is as far as it goes. However, the 
Commonwealth, aware of how the retention of large blocks helps preserve rural 
landscape values has adopted a firm policy against subdivision on Crown leasehold. 
This has been used as an excuse for lower minimum subdivision levels in the 
eastern part of the Island. 
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In response to the situation of declining values the conservation groups proposed the 
establishment of a special category of planning zone with a 4 hectare minimum 
subdivision limit to protect the areas with the most fertile soils and the most 
outstanding landscapes and a 2 hectare limit for the remaining rural areas. This idea 
was not taken up and the minimum subdivision levels adopted in the plan for the 
Rural A and B zones were 2 hectares and 0.8090 respectively. 

The situation in 2000 is more threatening than it has ever been because the 
Commonwealth is considering the handover of the Crown leasehold areas to the 
Norfolk Island Government. Since the latter has consistently place property 
development rights ahead of conservation this places in jeopardy the one measure 
which has acted to preserve broad acre rural values on Norfolk Island.  

If in the spite of the poor record of the Norfolk Island Government the 
Commonwealth hands over ownership of the Crown leasehold it seems inevitable 
that the areas regarded as important for their landscape values will in time be 
subjected to a wave of subdivision. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended three priority actions: 1) in the 
Development Plan zone as special policy areas the landscape conservation zones 
shown on the map and set a minimum standard for subdivision of 4 hectares; 2) set 
a minimum standard of 2 hectares for the balance of the general development area; 
and 3) examine the need for the restructure of lots to create larger allotment sizes. If 
necessary create a zone for this in the Plan. None of the recommendations have 
been carried out and all are still relevant. The restructuring of old and inappropriate 
subdivisions was adopted in the statutory plan as a formal objective of the Rural 
Area but there is no proactive mechanism for giving effect to it. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

O1. In the revision of the statutory plan make provision for a special zone category 
of 'landscape conservation area' for the protection of rural conservation values. 
Include in the zone the 8 areas of land shown on Map 2 (see also 
recommendation in section R on Governance). 

O2. Carry out a review to examine what complementary measures (overlays, 
voluntary agreements, landowner incentives, etc)would help with the protection 
of rural values and to report on how they can be best applied. 

03. Develop a plan including an incentive scheme for consolidation of smaller 
leases. 

04. Develop indicators for measuring progress with the protection of rural 
landscape values including: extent and proportion of rural areas in which 
landscape values are protected in special zones; number and extent of 
properties subject to complementary protective measures; number and size of 
lots. 

See also Agriculture (E), Other Heritage (P), and Governance (R). 
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P. Other Heritage Protection Areas (see also Chapter 18) 

Statement 

Norfolk Island's heritage is nationally and internationally significant. Although it is 
possible to identify particular features as having this level of significance this involves 
taking them out of context and the Island Territory as a whole is important including 
many places that are used for the production of food and other materials and day to 
day living. Hence, not everything of value can be protected in conservation reserves 
on public land and other heritage protection measures are necessary. 

The record of achievement in this field is uneven. The Commonwealth made a major 
start with the inclusion of Norfolk Island places on the national heritage register in 
1980 although the protection was mainly for public reserves. Since then its efforts 
have been minimal. Not long after a new suite of nominations was made in 1996 it 
decided to hand over the primary role of heritage identification to the Norfolk Island 
Government. 

This was a highly inappropriate and at best, a premature move because not only had 
the Norfolk Island Government failed to develop a heritage protection system after 
three decades of discussion but there was every sign that it was hostile to anything 
other than a minimal approach involving listing of small sites. 

Places of national and international conservation importance require national 
protection and the Commonwealth will be failing in its duty if it hands over the main 
responsibility for heritage identification and protection to local government. It has 
already failed badly in accepting a local veto over the inclusion of the Kingston 
Arthurs Vale Historic Area in a world heritage nomination. This decision needs to be 
reversed. 

Part of the Norfolk Island Government's opposition to moves to improve heritage 
protection results from its opposition to anything which it sees as likely to increase 
the Commonwealth's role but this does not explain its slowness in developing its own 
register where the opposite motivation is at work. Whilst there is a strong 
appreciation of history amongst Norfolk Islanders this is most likely a result of a 
desire to avoid any measure which might limit the opportunities for development by 
land owners. 

The situation with regard to the use of other heritage measures is equally 
unsatisfactory. A voluntary body for raising funds for land acquisition was set up in 
2000. It has a key role to play but is receiving little support from government. 

The process of heritage protection on Norfolk Island, particularly the protection of the 
cultural heritage and cultural landscapes, is far from complete. If the Commonwealth 
walks away from its responsibilities there is every indication that a major part of the 
heritage of all Australians will be abandoned to an uncertain fate.  

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended five priority actions: 1) continue the 
development of the list of sites of conservation interest as proposed (ie in the 
Development Plan) and provide for their protection by, reservation, covenants, or 
conditions in leases; 2) establish a 'Norfolk Island Conservation', (or 'Environment') 
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'Fund'; 3) establish a 'Norfolk Island' (or 'Environment') 'Fund' to administer the 
collection of donations and allocate them to individual projects of the conservation 
strategy (such as tree planting, weed control, habitat protection and acquisition of 
land for reserves The Trust could be the body to negotiate the covenants or heritage 
agreements; 4) pass legislation setting up the Norfolk Island Conservation Trust and 
providing powers to enter into covenants and heritage agreements; and 5) continue 
to press for and accept funding from the Australian Government for projects which 
are of benefit to the wider community. 

There has been some progress with 1) but it has not been finalised. A non 
government organisation, The Norfolk Island Open Space Conservation Fund, has 
been established. All of the 1988 recommendations remain relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

P1. Include the Kingston Arthurs Vale Area and any other features of related 
international conservation value in a world heritage nomination. 

P2. The Commonwealth maintain a strong role in heritage protection on Norfolk 
Island and pay more attention to the protection of cultural landscapes. 

P3. Establish an official conservation fund with contributions from both 
Governments. 

P4. Form a joint trust to administer the fund and its use for conservation work. 

P5. Monitor trends in heritage protection using suitable indicators including: extent 
of heritage receiving protection of various types, including statutory protection, 
management plans, covenants/agreements, etc; and size of conservation fund 
and expenditure on various conservation purposes. 

See also C (Native Plants and Animals), M (Coastal Protection Zone), N (Kingston 
Arthurs Vale Historic Area), 0 (The Rural Areas) and R (Governance: Land and 
Environment). 

Population, Decision Making, Planning and Land Management 

Q. Population (see also Chapter 19) 

Statement 

Population is the product of the choices we make about our way of life. Professor 
Butland echoed this in 1974 when he said that as far as an optimum population for 
Norfolk Island was concerned a subjective judgment was needed in total 
environment terms. Without a clearly defined vision for the Island and a strategy to 
achieve it the population is likely to continue to grow until the Island loses some of its 
attraction for tourists and the economy is undermined. Butland argued for the 
planned approach to be taken while the population densities were relatively low. The 
strategic plan approach was endorsed by the 1985 Development Plan and the 1997 
Norfolk Island Plan. 
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The high growth rates feared by some commentators have not occurred but there 
has been and continues to be steady growth. The current annual rate is about 2.5%. 
Immigration is closely regulated and growth arising from this factor could easily be 
controlled. 

Whilst residents have been wary about population growth and a policy of containing 
the annual rate to 2% has been adopted no overall policy and strategy for the 
Island's development has been developed. This is the best basis for a population 
policy and the highest priority.  

Looking back on the history of population growth there is a clear relationship 
between population trends and the vigour of the economy with the growth of tourism 
being the main factor over the last 40 years. Currently (see Chapter 10) tourist 
numbers and accommodation capacity are expanding in line with a deliberate policy 
of expansion so that further growth in all population categories is likely. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy recommended one priority action: adopt a policy 
which limits population to about its present size. It remains relevant. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

Q1. Until a long term policy has been determined limit population to about the 
present size. 

Q2. Determine long term population policy in the context of an overall policy and 
strategy for the future of the Island covering all major aspects including 
environmental protection, resources development, sustainable land use and the 
size and nature of the tourist intake. 

See also Tourism and Recreation (H), the Rural Area (O), Other Heritage Protection 
Areas (P) and Governance: Land and Environment (R). 

R. Governance: Land and Environment (see also Chapter 20) 

Statement 

Governance is a major factor affecting land use and planning and the prospects for 
conservation on Norfolk Island. For most of the Island's history how the land has 
been treated has been the result of a mixture of local knowledge and effort and 
outside involvement and help. In the current days of relatively easy travel and 
tourism a wider group of people than ever before have an interest in what happens 
to the Island. 

The Commonwealth has a dual role on Norfolk Island. In addition to the federal 
responsibilities which it exercises throughout Australia it owns the public land of 
Norfolk Island which covers half of the Territory. In respect of these lands it has 
responsibilities similar to those of an Australian state government. 

In 1979 the Commonwealth passed legislation which announced the intention of 
providing self government for Norfolk Island under the authority of the 
Commonwealth. This was not defined and was seen as being something to be 
worked out over time. The Norfolk Island Government is pressing for most 
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Commonwealth functions, including the ownership of public land, to be transferred to 
it. Since this land has values which are of national importance for conservation how 
this issue is resolved will have a major influence on the future of the Island's 
environment and the prospects for conservation. 

The priority which both governments have given to devolution over the last two 
decades has not resulted in much official effort being directed towards determining a 
rationale for division of responsibilities and the work of identifying features of national 
importance is incomplete. Even though over the last few years the Commonwealth 
has signalled that it intends to retain control of features of national significance the 
making of arrangements for transfer have been placed ahead of land evaluation. 

The Norfolk Island Government has provided little assistance for such assessments 
and some obstruction fearing that they would confirm national values and make 
transfer more difficult. Also, the local institutions are dominated by persons with an 
interest in maintaining flexibility for land development and profit taking. Not only is 
this latter point a major factor working against heritage recognition and protection 
today but its continued existence constitutes a major threat to nationally important 
values if these interests gain control of what are currently Commonwealth lands. 

Aspects of planning and environment and land management reform which have 
suffered as a result of local intransigence and lack of a firm approach by the 
Commonwealth include the development of a statutory plan (long delayed and then 
watered down in its conservation provisions), and strategic planning (still to be 
initiated). There has also been an unwillingness to take full advantage of 
environmental impact assessment procedures, a failing shared by the 
Commonwealth. 

The development of a rationale for better land administration began hopefully with a 
1990 Commonwealth review which recognised the important conservation role of 
Crown leasehold and called for an inventory of environmental features as a basis for 
land management. 

This inventory work has not been done. Similarly, none of the background studies 
recommended by the National Capital Authority in 1997 as being necessary for the 
development of a strategic plan have been completed and few of the studies and 
plans required under federal environment legislation have been produced.  

The gap has been partly filled by a national environment group's nominations for the 
Register of the National Estate and the report on quality remnant vegetation by 
Helman and Gilmour. The Commonwealth role in assessing heritage nominations 
was suspended because of the priority given to developing a local heritage regime. 

In spite of this very low state of preparedness for transfer of Commonwealth lands 
the federal Government, seemingly driven by the devolution imperative, has agreed 
to it in principle, saying only that it is likely to retain control of the National Park and 
the Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area. Not having the information from land 
assessment and evaluation on which to make a considered decision this is clearly a 
premature move. 
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There are in addition the factors of the different interests of the Norfolk Island 
Government and its limited expertise and resources. It appears these matters are 
being given little weight by the Commonwealth. 

Virtually all of the Commonwealth land has prima facie a national conservation 
importance derived in part from the environmental values of the Territory as a whole 
and the fact that values on freehold land have been lost by the more intense 
subdivision which has taken place there. There is little doubt that transfer of Crown 
land to local control would lead to their closer subdivision. 

Since there are strong indications that the land in question has broad acre landscape 
values of outstanding national value which by any proper assessment would stand a 
good chance of being accepted as part of the national heritage and that transfer 
would most likely lead to their despoliation, for the Commonwealth to pursue its 
present course would be a clear abrogation of its national responsibilities. It should 
be preserving the option for full assessment not preempting them. The care and 
protection of nationally important areas should not be placed at the mercy of a very 
small resident community with a strong interest in land development. A state 
government would not dream of handing over areas with high conservation values to 
one of its local governments in such circumstances. 

If the Commonwealth persists with its intention to transfer lands without waiting for 
the results of studies and assessments under existing and proposed federal 
legislation (and it is hoped that it will not) it would be better for it to at least retain 
control of areas either on or nominated for the Register of the National Estate and 
quality areas of remnant vegetation. Better still would be for it to maintain ownership 
over nearly all the land until due process of environmental and heritage assessment 
has been completed in a proper fashion. The frantic assessments that are currently 
being made for the purpose of a quick transfer are ignoring the broad acre values. 

The 1988 Conservation Strategy made a number of suggestions relating to planning 
but did not discuss governance as a separate issue. It made the following 
recommendations: 1. introduction of a statutory plan providing full protection for 
conservation areas including the coastal perimeter and the more important rural 
landscapes identified and described in the Strategy; 2. preparation every 10 years of 
an official conservation strategy to determine conservation objectives, priorities and 
actions (with an associated strategy education programme); 3. establishment of a 
strategy committee to oversee the strategy’s implementation and regular revision; 4. 
preparation of a state of the environment report every 5 years; and, 5. development 
of local legislation for impact assessment. 

Planning legislation and a statutory plan have been produced. The latter provides 
partial development control on a narrow coastal strip but with no special protection 
for the rural landscape areas. The plan also provides impact assessment procedures 
earlier legislation having become a dead letter. No official conservation strategy and 
no state of the environment report has been produced. 

To some extent the development of a strategic plan, as recommended below to 
guide the development of a statutory plan would enable conservation objectives to 
be determined but there would still be value in having a more specialised 
conservation strategy integrating the proposals to do with a soil, water, agriculture, 
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fisheries, forestry, marine environment, native plants and animals, etc. Of course 
statutes, strategies, and plans are not enough they must be taken seriously, be 
funded and be implemented. 

Recommended Priority Actions 

R1. Carry out and complete the inventory recommended by the 1990 
Commonwealth Review of Crown Land Administration, the background studies 
recommended by the National Capital Authority in the 1997 Norfolk Island Plan 
and the various plans and assessments required under existing and proposed 
federal environment and heritage legislation. 

R2. Do not transfer any Crown land to local control until information is available 
from these inventories, studies, plans and assessments and from the results of 
analysis of trends and needs from national and local state of the environment 
reporting. 

R3. Accept the premise that because of –  a) the existence of indicative values of 
outstanding national importance; b) the threat to these values from transfer; 
and, c) the importance of not preempting national environment and heritage 
protection laws and policies –  there is a strong prima facie case for the 
Commonwealth to retain responsibility for all areas except those that can be 
shown to have no national importance. 

R4. Develop a separate Strategic Plan as a basis for a revised Statutory Plan. 

R5. In the revised Norfolk Island Plan provide special protection for the coastal and 
rural areas nominated in 1996 for the Register of the National Estate (see also 
recommended actions with regard to these nominations in section P –  
Heritage). 

R6. Produce an official Conservation Strategy and revise at 10 year intervals. 

R7. Produce an official State of the Environment Report every 5 years. 

R8. Both Governments to apply to Norfolk Island the objectives and priority 
requirements of the National Conservation Strategy for Australia and the 
National Strategy for Ecologically Sustainable Development. 
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CHAPTER 23 –  CONCLUSION 

The Situation In 2001 

The beginning of 2001 finds Norfolk Island in a crossroads situation. The progress 
made in environmental protection over the last 20 years has slowed. The National 
Park and the Kingston Arthurs Vale Historic Area are shining examples of what can 
be achieved if imagination and cooperation are combined but there are no big 
projects in hand today to compare with these. Indeed there is a worrying lack of 
appreciation of what further needs to be done. 

The fishing community are working well to develop a management regime for the 
shelf fishery but there are no plans to tackle soil erosion and weeds in a concerted 
fashion across the Island and no strategies for achieving self sufficiency in timber 
production and for protecting high quality remnant vegetation and rural landscape 
values. Agriculture remains a neglected field and the future of the Islands heritage 
system commenced in 1980 by the Australian Heritage Commission is most 
uncertain. 

With the lack of positive action on so many fronts the conditions are ripe for the loss 
of values. Residential development associated with the tourist industry is continuing 
to spread at the expense of rural landscapes and traditional rights of access to the 
coast are being lost. 

The present generation of administrators appear not to be up to the challenge of 
providing appropriate levels of protection for the coast and the rural areas.  

As though to underline this lack of decisiveness the Norfolk Island Land Initiative, 
currently under discussion, could speed up the loss of values and undermine the 
opportunities for further cooperative effort; in effect betraying the Norfolk Island 
environment. 

The Commonwealth is considering transferring ownership and control of nationally 
significant landscapes for what appears to be no other motive than that this is what 
the Norfolk Island Government wants. 

There are two main reasons why this ought not to happen. First, because it is 
appropriate for the national Government to retain control of areas of national 
significance. Second because what has happened elsewhere on the Island where 
the Norfolk Island Government has had effective control shows that such a transfer 
would almost certainly lead to freeholding. subdivision and loss of conservation 
values. If self interest is allowed to prevail the community will inevitably lose out. 

For many years the Norfolk Island Conservation Society has argued that the 
Commonwealth should retain control of all Crown land, including the Crown leases 
and public reserves and continue to have plenary powers with respect to planning 
overall. Since there is strong evidence that most of the Crown lease areas have 
broad acre cultural landscape values the minimalist way in which the Commonwealth 
is going about defining which areas are nationally significant is inappropriate. 
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The Environment Fundamental 

The heart of the problem appears to be a lack of understanding of the fundamental 
importance of the environment. The people who live on Norfolk Island, the visitors 
and the international community all have a stake in the Island's unique environments 
and all need to have their interests represented. Norfolk Island may be a very small 
place but it deserves the best that its guardians can deliver. 

The interests of all three groups are compatible. The notion that high standards of 
environmental care could somehow disadvantage other objectives concerning the 
economy and way of life is a fallacy. There is nothing to be lost in adopting the 
highest standards. The environment is home, the basis of our economy, and our way 
of life. The only real choice is between a good environment and a poor one. 

Vision and Bold Actions Needed 

A major part of the answer to the current situation and the future of the Norfolk Island 
environment is the development of a clear shared vision, the bold and imaginative 
design of environmental solutions and a cooperative approach to applying them. The 
priority actions recommended in this Strategy outline a number of major projects and 
constitute a very large challenge for the current generation. 

If management is to be by and on behalf of all who have a stake in Norfolk Island's 
future the efforts of all levels of government is essential. The fact that few people 
beyond Norfolk's shores are aware of what is happening with regard to the transfer 
of land management responsibilities and its likely consequences places an additional 
responsibility on those who do know.  

Hopefully, this Strategy can help show how we of this generation can be a strong link 
in the inter-generational chain, passing on an environment which is better for our 
efforts than the one we inherited. 
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Figure 1: Population data 


