
The following letter was distributed to local media on 18-05-22.  
This matter is of significant public interest due to the role that Noosa Parks 
Association is playing within the Government’s plans to push private development 
concessions into our National Parks. They are the sole community entity within the 
Government’s small select range of advice input. Everyone else is effectively shut 
out. They are the only identifiable environment group giving support to these plans.    
 
 
Dear Editor 
Noosa Parks Association has stated its ‘heavily qualified’ support for the highly 
controversial State Govt. plan for private commercial leasing and accommodation 
development within Cooloola National Park. It is the only community-based 
environmental group within Queensland to formally support this development. It is 
thus also the only one to give its support to private commercial development within 
our National Parks as a general principle. Following increasing community clamour 
about the development plan, and toward NPA’s support for it, the NPA President 
recently circulated a letter to members explaining the reasons. This seems belated 
after more than 3 years of involvement in supporting the development. Moreover the 
reasons given are threadbare.     
 
The letter cites mounting pressure for a 'commercially supported Great Walk'. It fails 
to identify that this pressure stems entirely from commercial industry and not from 
any community sectors. In responding positively to this mounting pressure is NPA 
acting as an advocate for community or for industry?  
 
It cites the Government’s decision to proceed as reason to acquiesce to that 
decision. Where would that attitude have gotten the NPA in its years of effort battling 
the Bjelke Petersen Govt. to establish the Cooloola National Park?  
 
It cites four dot points that must be the criteria for NPA’s ‘heavily conditional’ support 
as none have been otherwise provided. Yet two of these conditions are explicitly, and 
grievously, not met. The other two have no formal means of being securely delivered. 
The NPA’s ‘heavily conditional’ support is given without delivery of the ‘heavy 
conditions’. 
 
The letter dismisses the new proposal as being 'a problematic precedent for 
commercial use of the park’ by alleging a list of equivalent activities already existent 
within the Park. The problem here is that these cited examples are not equivalent. All 
but one are operational permits for activities. These are categorically different from 
private leases for construction and operation of commercial infrastructure. The one 
example of similar use is still categorically different as that lease existed prior to the 
gazettal of the Park.   
 
The letter then cites a number of locations around Australia to make the argument 
that this type of on-Park commercial development is not unusual. It fails to identify 
that outside of Australia development of this type within National Parks is against 
both the norm and the active trend. It is evident that Australia is exceptionally in the 
thrall of a commercial lobby that seeks to expand for-profit development within our 
National Parks. It is also evident that NPA finds nothing wrong with this exceptional 
trend.  
 
All of this is more than disturbing.  


