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GSCORE has been engaged to conduct mediation session with all neighbouring properties
All neighhours have received verbal notification from the Gadsby family, and have been invited for a walk-through

with explanation of the proposed development.
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SCHEDULE OF SUBMISSIONS

Submissions Received from Public — DA 2019/138 — Public Recreation — Mountain Bike Trail
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Ref Name & Address Verbatim Submission Planning Services Comment
No. Details
S.1 [ ] As owners and residents of Hidden Valley Strata Plan 39235 (75 & 95 Lapko Road, Shadforth) we are E"Zntsafe subject to a Sepzrate app“ca“O:
. . . and assessment process and are not part o
[ concerned about the dev elopement currently taking place on a neighbouring property, 82 Lapko Road. | i< pevelopment Application. The Shire is
[ ] It has recently come to our attention that a mountain bike downbhill track with associated competitive not currently in receipt of an application for
] event activities is underway and in planning consideration for the site. an e"e’I‘_t o the SUb:)eCt lot, “‘;t‘_”'tt’;]“ing'“g
) . . . . an application may be received in the future
[ ] Could your Planning Services Department please advise us regarding the following: and assessed accordingly. It is also
[ ] 1) Have any development or re-zoning applications been lodged with the Shire by the owners of 82 | acknowledged there had been some
Lapko Road, and if so, when will we as neighbours to this property, be invited to comment on discussion regarding a State Downhill
! . . ) . Round. It has been confirmed this is no
this development or any tourism re-zoning applications? longer proposed for 2020.
2) Are the recent earthworks undertaken on 82 Lapko Road permitted in terms of the current
zoning of the property — Rural Small Holding (shire of Denmark LPS 2011). No application has been made to the Shire
. . . . . to initiate re-zoning (Scheme Amendment),
3) What zoning and other requirements would need to be in place for the hosting of public events. | qting any such proposal would be subject
We are under the impression that they have the intent to host large competitive events which to public consultation.
would have associated issues of noise disturbance, traffic congestion and parking on Lapko Road ) B
] . , ) ] . The property is currently zoned ‘Rural
(a single, no through-road laneway) and our strata resident’s access to strategic exit roads in the | under Town Planning Scheme No. 3. The
case of a bushfire. This would directly impact Lapko road resident’s peaceful environment and LPS identifies future potential use of land
fel whereby it is identified as ‘Rural Small
our sarely. Holdings’. Earthworks exceeding 500mm in
We look forward to hearing from you and your planning department regarding the above and any further | height are assessed as part of any
information in relation to the proposed/planned developments at 82 Lapko Road. development application regardless of the
property zoning.
Unless exempt from approval as per TPS
Policy No. 38, events are assessed on their
merits and not based on a particular land
zoning, noting the primary purpose of event
assessment is to mitigate impact and risk.
S.2 See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for

We are opposed to the development as outlined below.

1. The information provided by the Shire does not advise who the proponent is for the development. Is it
the owners of Lot 100 (82) Lapko Road or is it the Denmark Mountain Bike Club (DMTBC) or Monkey
Rock Mountain Bike Company neither of whom are owners of the property.

The only information on which to base our submission is a document entitled ‘supporting evidence for
development application, as requested by Shire of Denmark’ which is on Monkey Rock Mountain Bike
company letterhead. Is that the only information provided to the shire as an application? Where is the
application from the property owner? This document mentions a contract between DMTBC and the
property owners, the i family but does not provide details of that arrangement. Is it a lease

discussion relating to the application and
documentation provided.

The personal contract between the owners
and applicant is not a Planning matter.

The application can be conditioned to limit
numbers of riders on-site at any one time
regardless of the association they represent.
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arrangement or some other kind of commercial contract? From the outset this appears to be a
commercial venture and not a private development, ‘community or not for profit’ activity. The document
states that the trail is only for the use of DMTBC and any affiliated members of Mountain Bike Australia
(MTBA). See attached page from the MTBA annual report that states they have over 17,000 members
and over 74,000 affiliated members in Australia.

2. No-where in the information provided by the Shire does it mention that the development of the Trail
has already occurred. It has been constructed obviously prior to any approvals. Why has this been
allowed? Have there been any environmental assessments done?

e |n our valley there are rare and protected trees (Eucalytus Virginea) located at the Hidden Valley
subdivision. We understand that if any proposed earthworks are within 1km (as the crow flies) of

these rare trees, the Environmental Protection Agency would simply not approve such

earthworks.? Are there any of these trees on the hill near the development?

e Within the forest on the hill there are nesting sites for Carnaby and Baudin endangered cockatoos
which have been identified and documented by the WA Museum Cockatoo Project.

e Both Ringtail and Brush Possum live in and around the trail area.

e We were advised by the previous owners that Phascogale also live in that forest.

e Has erosion been considered? We keep consistent rainfall records and it shows that we receive
between 900 and 950 mls each year. At the height of winter, water flows off the hill and out of the hill.
Will not the trail become a water course?

If this development was in a more public place within the Shire there would have been great community
concern at the impact on the environment without approvals. The document has a section entitled
‘Environment’ but it lacks any detail.

The document does state that they will not cut down any trees in the construction of the trail. This is
false. They may not have cut down any old growth trees but on the development there are two large
windrows of trees and bush which have been removed from the trail area. They are easily seen from our
property.

3. There are elements within the document provided from the Monkey Rock Mountain Bike Company
that

raise considerable concern. These are:

(a) Toilets — If only a few people are present for coaching the use of toilets within the residence of the
I family may be suitable but they are a long way up the hill from the end of the trail.

2

e Would Council consider asking users of McLean Oval to use the toilets at Berridge Park or Rivermouth
Caravan Park? It is a similar distance but harder to traverse.

e What facilities will be provided if there are more than the 8 riders present during coaching or other
events given the huge number of MTBA affiliated members.

(b) Water — the document does not make any reference to potable water. To our knowledge the only

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to assessment of
subsequent works.

Referrals have been made to Department of
Water & Environmental Regulation (DWER),
Department of Biodiversity Conservation
and Attractions (DBCA) and Department of
Planning, Lands & Heritage (DPLH). Their
submissions are available towards the end
of this document. See ‘Key Issues’ section of
the report for discussion relating to
Environmental Impact.

Officers undertook a site assessment and do
not consider that the ‘windrows’ are
indicative of significant removal of
vegetation.

Determining the adequacy of toilet facilities
where proposed/required is part of Planning
and Health Services assessment.

No bottled water is proposed to be
supplied, noting due to the nature of
activity it is likely that riders carry water for
personal consumption.

Rubbish removal can be conditioned as part
of any Development Approval where
applicable/appropriate.

There are current water provisions as
required in association with a single
dwelling. A dam located at the base of the
hill near Lapko Rd is associated with an
easement that additionally services the
adjoining lot for firefighting purpose.

Vehicular accessways, parking and
manoeuvring areas are conditioned as part
of any Development Approval where
applicable.
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water available on this area of the property is a dam/soak which is not suitable for drinking.

e Does this mean bottled water will be supplied? Is this not contrary to stated Council sustainability
practices? What provisions are being considered for rubbish collection and removal?

e This also means that should a fire occur there is no readily available water (in hose or tank

form) to put it out.

(c) Parking — If the parking area is not constructed with an all-weather surface it could be unusable in
winter as our hill is primarily clay and becomes very water logged. One of the machines used to excavate
the trail was itself bogged during construction.

(d) Transportation - The document states that transportation of the riders to the start line, during
coaching, will be provided by small coaches. This is not really feasible as the incline on the property’s
road is in essence 4 wheel drive only and a small coach would not be able to reach the top in all
conditions. The road would need to be improved to prevent slipping on

gravel as a consequence of the steep incline. As an adjunct to transport, | would like to raise the issue of
emergency access to the trail should an ambulance and/or medical attention be required. There is little
access to the trail for the steep downhill section which is where the more serious accidents would be
likely. In other words the ambulance service would have great difficulty in getting a stretcher to a hurt
rider.

(e) Die Back Management — The document states that bikes will be washed down on entry to the site.
How will the bikes be washed down? There is no scheme water or hosed water as mentioned above. Will
the bikes be dunked in the dam?

(f) Bush Fire Management — See below.

(8) Community Consultation — We have been contacted by ||} I =< by the I bt
we have not been invited for a walk through of the development. What’s more, in consultation with our
other neighbours it appears that consultation has been selective in who has been told what, i.e. the
messages have not been consistent throughout the

community. It was not consultation in the true sense. We were informed of the plans taking place as if it
was a fait acompli. We were informed that Council was already firmly behind the proposal as all
Councillors supported it. We have not been contacted by GSCORE about this matter and to my
knowledge, no other community members have spoken to them.

4. Access to the proposed facility and the consequences of where it has been placed are of great concern
to us as members of the Lapko Road community.

(a) Lapko Road itself is a local road only which is a no through road.

e |t is lined with old growth trees and as such when it was constructed it was done so with a number of
‘squeeze’ points that are single lane only.

e |t currently has a very low volume of traffic which includes children and adults riding along it and it is a
favourite walking space for locals.

o [t would not cope with an increase nor would it cope as an extended parking space should a larger
number of riders use the site such as during an event. We have been advised by |||} NN th2t 2

It is not envisaged that access for
emergency services will be any more
complex than the situation at present,
should the landowner wish to walk or ride
through their property and become injured.
It could be argued that a more formed trail
may aid in this respect.

A Dieback Management Statement will be
required subject to approval by the Shire of
Denmark

‘Private Recreation’ is an AA use class in
TPS. No.3 whereby no public consultation is
explicitly required prior to determination of
an application under delegated authority.
Due to the nature of activity, Planning
Services determined that a public
consultation process was warranted, and
full Council approval should be sought.
There is no requirement for the landowner
or applicant to engage in any additional
consultation, and if done so is voluntary and
the method and outcome is outside of
Planning Services control.

A significant increase in traffic with respect
to the scale of this proposal (which is not an
event application) is not envisaged, and it
may be argued that the ‘private recreation’
nature of the proposal and the development
conditions to limit rider numbers and
frequency of activity afford more control in
terms of vehicular movement in Lapko Road
than that which could be experienced on
any day to tourist attractions open to the
general public.
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State Wide event has already been booked in for March. This has not been mentioned in the proposal.
How many riders and spectators would this entail. Lapko Road would not cope as already stated.

(b) In regard to a Fire Management Plan which | am informed by Council staff is not required prior to
approval of the development, however, the site plan does show a proposed evacuation route which uses
our Strata (Lot 1 Lapko Road) properties for access to South Coast Highway in the event of a fire.

We have already advised ||} I that we would not approve the use of an existing all weather
road on our property as we would be concerned with its proximity (about 20 metres) to our home and
the verandah and windows on that side of the house.

We understand that the |JJilil have now decided to put in another access road on their side of the
boundary to reach the driveway (internal road) of Karma Chalets. We would object to this as their
boundary is only 35 metres from our house. We again have concerns in regard to privacy and security.
Construction of this access would require the removal of a number of old growth Marri trees some of
which may provide nests for the cockatoos.

As one of the two members within the Lot 1 Lapko Road, Survey Strata development, that is, ourselves
and Karma Chalets, we would not agree to the use of Karma’s road for access for the reasons stated
above. As Strata members we must sign off on all developments and changes within the Strata.

We do not believe it is necessary for the proposed development to access our properties as the ||
land has itself direct access to South Coast Highway and they could put in a new road down to the
Highway to provide this emergency exit.

5. In conversation with us, ||| | B has said that this is a world class trail and that it will be of
great benefit to Denmark’s tourism industry. This is not consistent with the statements in the
development document. If this proposal was only about providing a facility for Denmark children and
youth we would perhaps be more supportive of it but we believe it is a commercial proposition.

Research on the internet has identified that the Collie Mountain Bike Club is planning up to 200 kms of
bike and hiking trails with a considerable contribution ($10 ml) from Royalties for Regions. |
I :dvised us that he has an agreement with DMTBC and the || that he will be building
additional trails through that forested hill on lot 100. Will it be competing with Collie? This is not
appropriate in a residential area such as the Lapko Road Valley.

We believe that this development will impact very severely on our ‘quiet enjoyment’ of our property. We
believe it has the ability to constitute a ‘private nuisance’ as defined at law. We have the right to our
beneficial interest in our land without interference. This is not a case of a development that affects all in
Denmark at the same degree. We believe we will have our security at risk and our peace and quiet
disturbed.

John G Fleming in his much acclaimed and studied law book, The Law of Torts in the section on private
nuisance, states “the character of the neighbourhood has an important bearing on the standard of
comfort to which the plaintiff is entitled. Certain districts, by reason of random growth or conscious
planning, have come to be devoted primarily to industrial, other to residential or agricultural purposes.
The more exclusively an area is given to one type of enterprise the more likely that a different activity is
unsuited to it. Social friction is, therefore, most effectively minimized by compelling newcomers to

It is acknowledged there had been some
discussion regarding a State Downbhill
Round. It has been confirmed this is no
longer proposed for 2020.

The final location of the Bushfire Emergency
Evacuation Route will be required to be
approved by the Shire prior to use of the
track as proposed under this application.

The application is for construction and use
of the trail by the Denmark Mountain Bike
Club (DMTBC) and members of Mountain
Bike Australia (MTBA) on invitation by
DMTBC and only when it coincides with
DMTBC coaching or social rides and would
be subject to the limits placed on numbers
and frequency as per the development
conditions.

Any additional trails if proposed in the
future will be subject to Shire approval.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to impact and loss of
amenity.
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accommodate themselves to the prevailing conditions of the neighbourhood.”

The Lapko Road valley including our property is very much about lifestyle and peace and tranquility.
Whilst our property is zoned tourism, we have built our home on it and besides the fact that we have a
restraint of trade following our sale of Karma Chalets, we are now retired and wish to live in peace in our
valley. The biking activities on the development can be seen from our front verandah and any and all
noise will impact our quiet enjoyment and the peace and tranquility of our property. We invite any staff
or councillor to visit and see for yourselves the dilemma this poses for us.

6. We have been advised (by other community members who were advised by them) that the |
are planning a glamping tent development to cater for users of the trail and ||} I 20Vised
us that another property in Lapko Road plans to offer camping space and facilities in a paddock for
visiting riders. All these issues raise concerns with us about the scale of the operation, the increased risk
of fire in the valley and as above, our quiet enjoyment of our property.

In summary of our submission we advise that this proposal was not mooted when we purchased our
property and built our home for retirement nor was any activity of a similar nature considered. The
Lapko Road Valley is a quiet refuge from the hustle and bustle of modern life for all its community.
Should this proposal be approved by Council we will certainly consider our option to appeal against it to
the State Administrative Tribunal.

We feel very strongly against its imposition on our environment and locality.

Attachment — Page 16 of the 2019 annual report of MTBA

Refer Attachment 1

Planning Services is not in receipt of an
application for Glamping.

There is no requirement for landowners to
advise their future intentions. The Shire’s
Town Planning Scheme No. 3 serves as a
source of information to prospective buyers
as to the potential land uses for the
different zones.

There are no third party rights of appeal
available to adjoining landowners over
decisions made under the Planning and
Development Act 2005.

S.3

In preparing this submission we are considering the proposed possibilities as to the land use of Lot 100
and its impact on 156 Lapko Road Lot 413 (that’s us) as neighbours, i.e. what could happen if ownership
of Lot 100 changes but these activities have been approved. This is not about the current people
involved but about the use of the land. Generally, what the proposal lacks is detail.
Generally
- Our shire-approved Passive Eco Tourism venture known as the Denmark Maze has operated
successfully for over 20 years and is located directly next to the proposed finishing line of the
mountain bike trail.
- The Denmark Maze seems to have had minimal impact by way of noise and general local
enjoyment of the area.
- We generally support tourism and associated activities for tourists in Denmark as it complements
our approved land use.
- We were initially advised verbally by the current owners of 82 Lapko Road || N of
a desire to have a tourism venture known as “Glamping”. We understand that they have
pursued this over the past year or so with enquiries to the shire and following through on fire
risk mitigation and planning requirements. We totally supported this as we had also explored
this possibility years ago and it is possible that we may still pursue it in the future.

The approval, if granted to the DMTBC
would not be transferrable, noting Private
Recreation is a permissible land use in the
Rural zone and any future proposals could
also be considered with due assessment.

Planning Services is not in receipt of an
application for Glamping. Glamping
(Holiday Accommodation) is an SA use as
listed in the TPS. No.3 and therefore subject
to public consultation.
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More recently the downhill bike trail has also been explored by ||} ] NG \Vec were
advised that this was seen to complement the potential of a Glamping tourism venture giving
visitors the opportunity to use the downbhill bike trail.

The current downbhill bike trail application seems to be driven by the president of the Denmark
Mountain Bike Club () 2d the proprietors of a business known as the Monkey
Rock Mountain Bike Company | NG

In the proposal there is a lack of written support and therefore perceived commitment by
I (the current land owners).

Earthworks have already taken place and tracks put in place on the proposed property. This
unfortunately give locals the perception that this is a done deal and engagement with local
residents is a mere formality.

We note that only the bike trail seems to be seeking approval at this stage but we understand
that | intend to pursue the Glamping venture.

In the general area surrounding the proposal is the Denmark Maze, Hidden Valley residential,
other residential on rural properties, Karma Chalets, Forest Hill Winery and other
accommodation providers. So there is a currently a mix of reasonable low impact tourism and
residential land use within a rural surrounding.

75% of the Denmark Shire is made up of reserves so it is perplexing why there is a need to use
private property to go down a hill especially where it potentially impacts on other land uses (i.e.
residential). If a single person or entity owned a whole valley then | would not see any issue. It is
always a delicate balance when multiple uses are in close proximity to each other.

Are there any lessons learned by the Shire on the previous Thrills and spills proposal and
outcome. | understand there have been incidents concerning non-compliance with their
conditions, pointing to difficulties putting a recreational venture within residential-type uses.

The proposal generally lack detail that would help stakeholders make an informed comment on
how the proposal might impact on them both positively and negatively. Instead it has created a
sense of uncertainly, which may be completely unfounded.

Specifically

No calendar of events is submitted. Residents cannot see the full impact of this proposal; they
might decide they want to avoid busy times and plan alternative activities.

While the supporting information proposed no more than 10 riders and 1 coach at a time it
makes no mention of total number of persons in attendance, per day or how many vehicles or
potential for multiple sessions at the same time. If this were to be successful and desirable
activity as is being proposed, then what are the likely number in attendance in total? Total cars,
total people and total time frame on a day. Can a club have 1000 members? If yes, then is that
allowed? Albany club has in excess of 200 members? Could an event have 500 people? If you
do the numbers on possible trips up down the hill in an hour transporting people and bikes it
does seem to get significant.

The proposal asserts the main use is for training. | think this is somewhat misleading. My

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to the application and
documentation provided.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to subsequent works.

Planning Services is not in receipt of an
application for Glamping. Glamping
(Holiday Accommodation) is an SA use as
listed in the TPS. No.3 and therefore subject
to public consultation.

Private Recreation is an ‘AA’ use in the Rural
zone which allows for the consideration of
recreational pursuits such as this proposal
to be considered, irrespective of the
percentage or availability of public reserves
to undertake such activities.

The officer has conducted a review of
records for the property associated with
Denmark Thrills & Spills Adventure Park
approval where it was confirmed that there
were a number of complaints received
predominantly relating to noise disturbance
from contractors during the construction
period. There was also some non-
compliance with access via a gate that was
to remain locked. There are no complaints
on record associated with the physical
operation of the Adventure Park, and it
appears the perceived disturbance to the
surrounding locale has overall been kept to
a minimum.

This application is not for events which if
proposed in future, would be subject to
separate assessment and controls
accordingly. No calendar of events is
available nor applicable to this application.
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Other

understanding is that the purpose is to race downbhill and any training is to train to race.

Previous verbal advice indicated the desire to hols state level mountain bike events at this
location. This is not mentioned in the proposal and if this is to be the case it would be good to
get information on numbers that might attend those types of events. What about national
events. Impacts of such events may be significant.

The proposal indicates a Bus and a support 4WD being used to transport riders to the top of the
hill. How many trips per event would take place when the trail is in full use? Could we set a
maximum number of trips per day?

Knowing the existing track, | would suggest that a bus might not actually make it up the hill. Is
there any alternative proposed should this not work? Other vehicles?

Dust may become an issue with a high level of traffic on the track.

Rubbish — how is that dealt with?

Parking for how many cars?

The maps submitted with the application were not the best | have seen. One would think no one
lives nearby. Landgate Map Viewer Plus shows multiple other residential dwellings in the
general vicinity (copy attached).

Never heard of or from GSCORE — and now understand they are a government funded lobby
group promoting outdoor activity. Don’t quite understand how they will be a neutral facilitator
in mediation given that their mandate is to promote the outdoor recreation industry?

The proposal states that “all neighbours have received verbal notification”. It should be noted
that the closest neighbouring residents ||| | } I (ha!f owners of our property) have
not been approached by anyone directly to date other that the Shire notification. Might be an
idea to call them and say hello — they are quite approachable.

The application desires Coaching Sessions, Events and Social rides and to do this wants to use the
facility 2 times per month during a 10 month period. This could then equate to 20 weekends
assuming this is when members would have time to train, which becomes almost half of all
weekends in year being impacted by the bike activity.

The toilets are a long way away from the parking.

Wash down of equipment should occur at/near the start of the trail.

Parking of vehicles on or near dry grass is not desirable from a fire risk perspective.

We have been trying for several years to undertake a fuel reduction burn on our property
(without luck due to timing and conditions etc.) and have now received some potential
commitment from our local Shadforth Brigade to assist, conditions permitting. This must take
priority over any downhill bile trail usage even if planned. We understand that || SN
(82 Lapko Road) and Karma Chalets also want to participate in this.

The proposed fire emergency access route to evacuate in event of fire might tick some boxes for
planning purposes, but taking people out of a fire situation on a track through bush (running
parallel to a sealed road) is questionable. Who pays to maintain this track?

Development conditions will be specified to
address concerns with respect to number of
people and frequency of activity on-site.

Events are subject to a separate application
and assessment process and are not part of
this Development Application.

Suitable vehicular accessways, parking and
manoeuvring areas are conditioned as part
of any Development Approval where
applicable.

Planning Services have taken this comment
in to consideration and acknowledge that a
broader location plan would have been
beneficial noting this has since been
provided on request.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to consultation.

Development conditions will be specified to
address concerns with respect to numbers
and frequency of activity on-site.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to Environmental Impact
and Bushfire Risk.
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The question for Council might be best put — ‘Is the provision of a mountain bike facility for a
local club with aspirations of great success best placed in an area currently used by low impact
tourism, residential and rural activities. Will the provision of such an activity impact negatively
on existing land users?’

Given that this type of land use request may increase in the future it would be desirable to have
some base line data on what exists now and how the downhill bike track use impacts on
environment. For example, having data that showed what the impact was over a period could
assist the shire assessing future applications for land use of this type. E.g. base line data on Die
Back, Fauna etc.

If this is such a great facility being proposed then people will want to use it to it maximum (and
why not), locals and visitors, and if that can’t be achieved due to the impact on other land users
then maybe the location is not the right one or the activity needs to be limited to fir with the
existing vibe of Lapko Road. It’s the vibe man!

Given the comments and queries above we submit the following: -

The only acceptable outcome is a trail of one season with the Shire to reassess at the end by
undertaking a consultative process before any permanent approval being considered.

No approval should be granted unless an agreed calendar of events is approved by the Shire and
circulated to residents so that they may plan alternative activities if they want to.

Usage be limited to one day per month over 10 months — 10 days. We assume this will be one of
many trails being used in Denmark.

Any national or state wide activities be dealt with as a separate application for a permit and not
be included as part of this approval.

Maximum of persons on any event day limited by the parking available or 35 persons including
non-members on any one day.

The parking area be moved to near the start area at the top near the toilet facility and where
people are being transported back to each time. It has water and should impose less of a fire
risk.

The trail should be used by non-motorised mountain bikes only.

Details out rubbish management.

No fires/bbqg’s.

No public address system permitted.

No camping unless approved in specific application —i.e. — Glamping

No night time use — Hours to use to be submitted and approved (e.g. 9am to 5pm)

Shire should seek a serious commitment from the landowners and establish consequences of any
non-compliance and clearly communicate this as part of any approved trail.

Any fuel reduction burns must take priority over any downhill bike trail usage even if planned.

No signage or structures to be visible from our property — e.g. sponsorship, advertising, and
finish line structures like stands or high scaffold.

Dust management to be considered.

The officer has tabled the ‘matters to be
considered’ as prescribed in the Planning
and Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015.

Any additional trails or intensification of use
if proposed in the future will be subject to
assessment and Shire approval accordingly.

Submitters comments are given due regard
in respect of the appropriate development
conditions.
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- Consider a base line survey/mapping to enable measurable impact of activity of this type.
Refer to Attachment 2

S.4

Together with the neighbouring properties to the north (which | believe have caveats on them to protect
the nature and wildlife) this insured that the Little River would never be effected by any developments
upstream.

| always expected any eventual development of the Lapko/Little River valley would proceed conform the
long term strategy of the shire in respect to the properties in the on the slopes of Mt Shadford, the Lapko
Valley, the Little River Valley and on to the inlet. | had assumed that the shire would never let any
development take place that would have a negative effect on our precious ecosystem.

In my opinion the size of the proposed development will negate these 20 years of preservation.

| feel the single most important threat to the Lapko Valley would be to allow dogs into the area. Once the
sound/scent of dogs comes into Lapko Valley, many other animals will retreat into the forest.

2) Misleading information and trust in the applicant parties

As a direct neighbour | find it an insult to hear that the applicant has already done the required
earthworks for this development without first obtaining shire permission or consulting adjoining land
holders. It raises my suspicions that if they are already trying to circumvent the legal process at this early
phase what perspective does that offer for the future?

IF this application was for a simple amateur trail to be used by the youth of Denmark | would support it
without reservations.

But to believe that this is an altruistic donation to enrich the Denmark sports scene is naive. All the
information | have seen points to a very different sort of development, a commercial facility aimed at the
upper skill level riders, expecting to attract talent state-wide, interstate and even internationally.

Lapko Road is not the correct location for such a large scale enterprise.

3) Long term commercial ambitions of the project.

Another of my worries me is the substantial amount of time and money already invested in this initiative,
the commitment to compensation to the |Jiij for use of their property and facilities and the
indications that there is more to follow. Obviously they are making these expenses with the expectation
to recoup them (and more) through future exploitation of the facilities.

The organisations behind this initiative are both commercial organizations (DMTBC and MTBA). As |
understand it, the people behind this application have recently opened a commercial mountain biking
business in Denmark and so this is an obvious extension of those commercial activities.

And this future exploitation is what poses the largest threat to the area. Although this application does
not yet cover future events | believe the Shire cannot ignore the possibility when considerating this
proposal.

Once such a track is constructed it will be difficult to prevent large scale events that are neither
sustainable nor suitable for the Lapko Valley.

| am very concerned about where they will finance these ongoing costs from. | can’t imagine it is from a
group of 35 mountain biking enthusiasts in the Denmark Biking Club.

3) Hidden agenda

The provisions of the Hidden Valley
Landscape Protection Zone do not apply to
the subject lot which is zoned “Rural”.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to assessment of
subsequent works.

Officers are obliged to assess the content of
a development application in the absence of
speculation surrounding the applicant’s
motives. Should any future proposals arise
they will be subject to further assessment
and consultation as deemed appropriate.




Page 10 of 42

There are too many incongruities in their application that have me worried and make me believe this is
just the beginning of a much larger enterprise.

- First and foremost. The reason one builds a training facility is to compete. And if this is to be such a
world class track, then to me it is obvious their intent is much larger than supporting the local youth.

- | consider it extremely vague that they state that a maximum of 8 riders on the track at once. But this is
no indication as to how many people on site at any one time (even outside of events). How many teams
will be waiting at the top, how many more discussing their run at the bottom of the track. Not to
mention support teams, friends and family coming.

- | am concerned about their well thought out traffic management plan for the top of the track. They also
see this will be a very busy area with comings and goings of riders, equipment, and tech staff, and not
just 8 local kids training in a new sport.

- Why do they require 1400 m2 of parking space if the track is to be used by only the 35 members of the
DMTBC? They obviously expect a much larger number of visitors and users in the near future.

- Even though this application is not yet for events, | feel it does not take traffic management, emergency
services or environmental damage by only the track in its proposed form.

In closing . . .. there are many more facets of this application that have me worried, but of which | don’t
have the expertise to respond.

| have heard that my neighbours and our Strata Company will also be making their objections known. |
would like to state that in the main line | agree with many of the concerns begin raised. And so | ask the
shire to not grant permission for this development in its present form. | feel there are still too many
unknowns about the real intentions of the developers that opening the door now leads to a path that will
be unstoppable in the future.

Development conditions will be specified to
address concerns with respect to numbers
and frequency of activity on-site.

The delineation of the 1400m? parking area
is indicative of the available space rather
than the expected volume of cars on-site.
Development conditions addressing
concerns with respect to numbers and
frequency of activity on-site will effectively
serve to limit the number of vehicles.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
comments around Environmental Impact
and Loss of Amenity.

David, | thank you sincerely for holding the Public Information Session yesterday and for the extension of
the time frame for written submissions. | appreciate the time and effort put into this meeting by both
Council employees and the Councillors who attended. In particular, | would like to thank you for the

And once this precious part of the Denmark eco-system is gone . . . .. it will never come back again.
S5 | My name o N 2nd | am a Director oG hich owns Subrmission noted
I | Karma Chalets on South Coast Highway
[ ] This development has our full support.
>6 | I
I
I
I

manner in which you conducted the meeting.

| am writing this submission in my capacity as the Bushfire Ready facilitator for the Hidden Valley/Lapko
Road Community.

The residents are extremely aware of the fire danger risk in the area in which we live. We are
surrounded by swathes of virgin Karri forest intermingled with significant patches of highly flammable
tea tree. Our fears in relation to the mountain bike proposal are as follows:
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1. Increased fire risk.

Visitors to Lot 100 (#82) Lapko Rd cannot be expected to have an appropriate level of awareness
of the fire risk. Something as simple as a carelessly dropped cigarette butt could result in a major
catastrophe.

2. Increased risk of being unable to escape safely.

In the event of a fire, we have only one recognised escape route, via Lapko Rd. (Please refer to

the attached DFES minutes.) Lapko Rd is a narrow single lane road with squeeze points. On a

typical day, in the event of a fire, we could expect around 25 people to attempt to escape via

Lapko Rd. Therefore, a mountain bike event which attracted just 25 people would double the

number of people trying to escape. Any accident on this road would render the road impassable,

potentially trapping those trying to escape in their cars, unable to move forward or turn back.
Should this proposal for a Mountain Bike Trail receive approval, then | ask that consideration be given to
the following conditions:

1. The number of cars permitted to park on Lot 100 (#82) Lapko Rd be limited to less than 10. Even
this number is likely to double the number of cars attempting to escape along Lapko Rd in the
event of a fire. The suggestion made at yesterday’s meeting that a bus be used for any large
event was a good one.

2. Any major event involving more than ten cars should be limited to the months of May to
September.

3. Any planned event must be cancelled if the Fire Danger Rating for that day is Severe, Extreme or
Catastrophic.

| trust my concerns relating to fire safety will be given serious consideration in determining whether
permission for the Mount Bike Trail is granted and, that of permission is granted, suitable fire safety
conditions will be included and enforced.

Refer to Attachment 3

A Bushfire Management Statement and
Bushfire Emergency Evacuation Route will
be required to be approved by the Shire
prior to use of the track as proposed under
this application.

Development conditions addressing
concerns with respect to numbers and
frequency of activity on-site will effectively
serve to limit the number of vehicles.

Major events if proposed in future will be
subject to a separate assessment process
which will also address risk.

S.7

Addition to submission (See S.1) to the Shire of Denmark in relation to the Proposed Downhill Mountain
Bike Trail on 82 (Lot 100) Lapko Road, Shadforth.

We would like to take this opportunity to thank the Shire for extending the submission date to allow the
community to express their opinion on the above proposal. We would also like to thank the Shire staff
for consultation through community meetings that has been above and beyond what would normally
have occurred. We do congratulate the CEO, Assets and Sustainable Development and the Sustainability
Manager for their time and consideration.

We would also like to add the following to our submission which was submitted on Wednesday 13

November 2019.
1. A water easement is present on the title of the survey strata subdivision which is Lot 1 Lapko
Road. Lot 1 has the benefit of the easement and Lot 100 (82 Lapko) has the burden.

An advice note is placed on all development
approvals whereby it is the responsibility of
the developer to search the title of the
property to ascertain the presence of any
easements and/or restrictive covenants that
may apply. Notwithstanding, the presence
of an easement alone does not explicitly
inhibit development over the easement, and
itis not envisaged that the works
undertaken will have an impact.
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Unfortunately, the pegs marking the outline of the easement have been removed during slashing
of the paddock but we do have reason to believe that the downbhill track that has been
constructed does impact the easement. If it does not, it still raises the point that any heavy
machinery which could be brought into the area could impact the easement. We believe that if
this proposal were to be approved, then the proponent would have to have the easement
identified, marked and development or earthworks would have to be away from its area.

2. We have been advised that the near threatened endemic marsupial, the Chuditch is also present
in our valley and would be present on the hill on Lot 100. | have checked the status of the
animals which live in that forest and they are:

Carnaby’s Cockatoo - Endangered

Baudin’s Cockatoo - Endangered
Ring Tail Possum - Endangered
Quenda - Near threatened
Chuditch - Near threatened
Phascogale - Vulnerable
Brush Tail Possum - Vulnerable

See Key Issues section of the report for
comments around Environmental Impact

The proposal states that this project is big enough to need help with transport and traffic management
strategies, and big enough to affect shops, accommodation and restaurants/cafes. Doesn't that mean

The delineation of the 1400m? parking area
is indicative of the available space rather
than the expected volume of cars on-site.

S.8 ] As neighbours to the land of the proposed downhill mountain bike trail, we basically endorse the | Impactand risk assessment will be
| . health d ivity for D K' th undertaken should the Shire receive an
[ ] proposal as we see it as a healthy outdoor activity for Denmark's youth. application for events.
I | Our main concerns are the noise and the impact on the environment, especially when the proponents
[ intend to hold major events. Providing these major events do not occur more frequently than once per
year and people are bused into the event to reduce congestion on Lapko Rd and the need for massive car
parks, we are supportive of the project.
S.9 I Questions

it must draw in a large number of visitors to 82 Lapko Rd, not just locals and a few friends?

e Why would a racing track to be used by no more than 10 riders at a time need 1,400 m? (60+
cars?) for parking?

e The proposal states that the track is primarily to be used for coaching and club social rides. If
other uses are envisaged, these should have been included in the proposal. Without knowing
these, the Shire can't properly assess their impacts.

e The proposal also states that the DMTBC has a contract with the |JJjjij family that 'allows
mountain biking activity'.

[ )
0 Has the shire seen the terms of this contract?
0 Isita commercial arrangement?

Development conditions addressing
concerns with respect to numbers and
frequency of activity on-site will effectively
serve to limit the number of vehicles.

The personal contract between the owners
and applicant is not a Planning matter.




Page 13 of 42

o0 What other uses or activities are allowed by this contract but not disclosed in the
application?

e Will the owners or operators of this track be in a position to charge money from riders and
visitors, or otherwise operate the track as a business?

o If the track proves popular will more land be cleared by the developer for additional tracks and
spectator viewing? In this case would a new proposal need to be submitted to the Shire of
Denmark?

o The proposal states that the works 'will not require the removal of any trees'. Given that the trail
was cleared before approval was sought, were any trees removed before the application was
submitted?

o If downhill MTB racing become popular with local kids as the developer hopes, what is to stop
this track becoming a magnet for unsupervised riding? Whose responsibility is it to monitor and
prevent after hours 'dare’ riding? The developer? The |Jjjjjjjijfamily? The Denmark Shire ranger?

Comments

This is from the applicant's website: Monkey Rock - Trail Development

"The Great Southern region of Western Australia has every element for an unforgettable Mountain
Biking experience with the potential for international recognition as one of Australia’s best Mountain
Bike destinations."

The Derby MTB trail network in Tasmania was initiated and partly funded by the state government and
actively planned and developed by the local council. If the applicant has a long-term vision to make the
Denmark region a similar major MTB destination the Shire must be responsible for driving it. This is the
only way to enable:

e Selection of an appropriate location

e Planning for infrastructure upgrades

e Increased budget for additional Shire services
It can't be driven by a local club or business, with the Shire coming in after the fact to pay for road works
and damage mitigation.
Summary

The proposal starts out as a recreational facility on private property for the sole use of club members and
learners and some occasional visitors. However, it becomes an open-ended vision to run a substantial
sporting business in a rural/residential area, with potential serious impacts on noise, native wildlife,
traffic, fire safety, infrastructure, etc.

This proposal is not appropriate for Lapko Road. The current application should be rejected.

Development Conditions determine the
permitted activity including numbers of
people on site and frequency of activity. Any
proposal outside that of approval is subject
to further assessment accordingly.

Unauthorised entry on to the property
would be trespassing and a matter for the
police.

The comment is deemed speculative in
nature, noting Development Conditions
determine the permitted activity including
numbers of people on site and frequency of
activity. Any proposal outside that of
approval is subject to further assessment
accordingly.

S.10

The owners and residents of Hidden Valley Strata Plan 39235 (75 & 95 Lapko Road, Shadforth) hereby
object to the proposed development of a downhill mountain biking trail at Lot 100 (#82) Lapko Road.
As the immediate neighbouring property and representing the largest group of residential landowners in



https://monkeyrockmtbdenmark.com.au/trail-development/
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Lapko Road, we have serious concerns about the poor process undertaken by the landowner ||l
and proponent (Monkey Rock Mountain Bike Company/DMTBC) to date, the potential safety hazards and
the long-term impacts that this development and associated activities could pose to the natural
environment and to out peaceful residential quality of life.

We therefore request and note the following in support of our objection:

1.

That the shire of Denmark planning services seeks additional supporting documentation from the
landholder and proponent prior to any further consideration or progression of the development
application to Council, due to the current application lacking crucial strategic planning
documentation and information dealing with:

e Bushfire risk, emergency evacuation planning and a Lapko Road safety audit, including
the need for emergency ambulance service provisions for a high-risk sporting facility;

e Environmental impacts on the site, general noise disturbance and impacts on the existing
peaceful retreat lifestyle, the surrounding current rural land-use and the visual amenity
of the natural setting of Lapko Road valley.

Bushfire risks and the lack of emergency exits other than Lapko Road for this valley are a primary
concern for Lapko Road valley residents and we advise that Lapko Road is not adequate nor safe
for any further traffic volumes, in particular non-residential traffic. It is suggested that the
proponent/applicant conducts a safety audit of Lapko Road in terms of non-residential traffic
volumes expected, and resulting from, the use of the proposed facility for training and events,
prior to Council being asked to approve this proposed development application.
Visitors/trainees come to use the downhill bike trail facility will be unfamiliar with the blind-
corners, low speed restrictions and single laneway dangers of Lapko Road, including the hazards
of the dangerous turning onto Lapko Road from south Coast Highway, and will increase the risk
of road accidents with local traffic (residents driving or walking) on Lapko Road. There are no
alternative safe vehicle access options for evacuation of event/trainee participants from the
track site in the event of a bushfire, as the “proposed evacuation route” shown on the
development application map (marked B), is not constructed nor approved for construction on
terms of native vegetation clearing regulations.

As neighbours, we are disappointed with the landholder/proponent’s apparent lack of regard for
due legal process and transparency to date. The works undertaken to date were done without
Council approval, resulting in retrospective planning approval sought by the landholder and
proponent. We are concerned that the proponent will continue with non-compliant behaviour in
order to progress this development and the holding of future events, irrespective of shire
planning process or neighbourhood concerns.

With respect to “Community Consultation”, the Development Management Strategy is
misleading as no contact with us has been initiated by GSCORE nor the proponent. The
information session of 20" November was only held by Shire administrators following a request
for this meeting by concerned neighbours and was not initiated by the proponent, and only 3 of
12 Hidden Valley lot owners have walk the proposed track alignment with the landholder, [Jjij

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating Bushfire Risk and
Environmental Impact.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating assessment of
subsequent works.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating Consultation.
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5. We know that the proposed downhill mountain biking track is intended for holding large public

events for downhill mountain bike racing — we have received this information directly from JJjj

However, no application to the Shire Council for any event has been submitted

(confirmed by David King in information session of 20 November 2019) despite the proponent’s
Development Management Strategy reference to event.

6. The size of the earthworks and carpark area that has already been constructed are not consistent
with the proposed use of the development for “primarily training purposes” (stated as 8 riders
and 1 coach and the “occasional visiting rider” at any one time) — the car park is much bigger
than required for this purpose. We are concerned the proponent is undertaking works
consistent with planning for much bigger events which are not transparently stated in the
proposed development application, but are alluded to in the Development Management
Strategy in term of “when events are held, local charter vehicle (small buses) will be chartered”
and that there will be a requirement for “transport, traffic management strategies, retail
vendors, accommodation suppliers". Furthermore, we are concerned that even if an Event
Application is formally lodged with the Shire of Denmark Council and is not approved, “private”
events will still be held by the proponent. The peaceful valley precinct of Lapko Road is not a
suitable venue for the holding of noisy, large public events.

7. The supporting documentation for the development application is an incomplete “Development
Management Strategy” (more accurately a Development Promotion Statement) with a
“Development Support Letter”. Written by the proponent (DMTBC) in support of their own
proposed development — these documents are not adequate for informed decision making.

8. We request that the development application is not considered by Council until it includes a
comprehensive environmental management strategy detailing possible impacts on fauna, flora,
catchment water quality values, and landscape qualities, which includes and outlines mitigation
measures to reduce neighbourhood disturbance due to excessive noise levels (vehicle
movements, loud public vocalisations and any use of PA, whistles, sirens, etc) resultant of
activities on the site. Noise disturbance is a major concern with regards the proposed activity,
not just on residential peace but also on wildlife conservation values, but is very difficult to
quantify.

The environmental values of the Lapko Road valley area were recognised by the Shire of Denmark
Council (see Morris 1996) prior to approval of the Hidden Valley Strata Plan 39235 development, and the
resultant declaration of the area as a Landscape Protection Zone. The objectives of the Hidden Valley
Landscape Protection Zone declaration under the Shire of Denmark Town Planning Scheme 3
(Amendment No. 35) were to:

e Provide for retreat living opportunities

e Individual owners have joint ownership and management responsibilities over the bulk of the
site and its flora and fauna

Events are subject to a separate application
and assessment process and are not part of
this Development Application. The Shire is
not currently in receipt of an application for
an event on the subject lot.

The delineation of the 1400m2 parking area
is indicative of the available space rather
than the expected volume of cars on-site.
Development conditions will be specified to
address concerns with respect to numbers
and frequency of activity on-site which will
serve to limit the number of vehicles.

Referrals have been made to Department of
Water & Environmental Regulation (DWER),
Department of Biodiversity Conservation
and Attractions (DBCA) and Department of
Planning, Lands & Heritage (DPLH). Their
submissions are available towards the end
of this document. See ‘Key Issues’ section of
the report for discussion relating to
Environmental Impact.

The provisions of the Hidden Valley
Landscape Protection Zone do not apply to
the subject lot which is zoned “Rural”. Refer
to the ‘matters to be considered’ within the
report as prescribed in the Planning and
Development (Local Planning Schemes)
Regulations 2015 (Schedule 2 Deemed
Provisions c.67) to inform appropriateness
of land use.
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e Rehabilitation and regeneration are welcomed and actively promoted

e The landscape qualities of the natural amphitheatre can be enhanced and

e Development is undertaken in harmony with the environment and surrounding landuses.
We look to the Shire of Denmark’s planning services and to our Council to uphold the original intention
of these above development objectives set by Council (gazetted on 23™ October 1998 in the Town
Planning and Development Act) for the Lapko Road valley area, by not progressing the Lot 100 (#82)
Lapko Road development application until adequate strategic supporting documentation is provided by
the landholder/proponent for Council’s and public consideration.

S.11

Thank you to the Shire for organising the meeting. | felt sick to the stomach when | left. What | witnessed
was a well-researched campaign of - 'not in my backyard'. None of the research was relevant and they
were not listening to the Shire's explanation of the process. It seems | share a valley with unhappy people
who's time would be better spent in therapy.

| hope that the track is finished and enjoyed by the club. Any events will need their own approvals and
will be naturally limited in size by bushfire constraints.

I am in full support of the project and hope that the |Jjjjiij 2re able to develop other ventures in the
future.

Submitters comments noted.

S.12

| wish to express my opposition to the mountain bike proposal at lot 82 Lapkpo Rd for the following
reasons:

Firstly, Lapko Road is not suitable for large volumes of traffic due to its narrowness, squeeze points steep
drop-off and bogginess. Passing is difficult and can only be done at slow speeds

Secondly, the aesthetics of surrounding lots will be impacted upon by noise, groundworks, and possibly
large numbers of people. Our house (lot1/75 Lapko Road) looks over the paddock of Lot 82 and we see
large earth mounds. Vehicles going up the gravel road at lot 82 make intrusive amounts of noise.

Finally, Hidden Valley was designed and operates under a significant environmental ethos. | consider that
the local waterways, flora and fauna will be severely affected. While | am not qualified in these issues, |
believe that an expert analysis should be undertaken with regard to these matters before a decision is
made to allow such a dramatic change to the land use in the area.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to ‘Environmental
Impact’ & ‘Loss of Amenity’.

S.13

| strongly oppose the Proposed Private Recreation, Downhill Racing Track at Lot 100 (#82) Lapko Road.
The Development Application process has laced a great deal of key and important information for me to
accurately assess what is the ‘real’ proposal. | would prefer that the current application process be
cancelled and that a well-considered, transparent and professional Application be presented for
everyone to consider?
If this present process continues will inevitably end up with the State Administrative Tribunal, where all
the documented anomalies of this Application, the support material and overall process will be exposed.
My concerns about what we have been presented with, to this point, are:

1. |1still do not know who the applicant is? I Vountain Bike Australia, Denmark

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to the application and
documentation provided.
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Mountain Bike Club, ||}l SN o' other?

2. Fire Management Plan-Hidden Valley is a high fire risk zone with a single lane entry exit road and
there is no Fire Management Plan with this application
3. Community Consultation-to date | have not been contacted by the Applicant (?), the |
I GSCORE or anyone else in regard to this Application
4. Flaura and Fauna-along Lapko Road we know there are numerous trees (e.Virginea for example)
birds and animals which appear to have no consideration in the development that has already
occurred (prior to any application to the shire)
5. I believe that this Application should be a Retrospective Clearing APplicatioOn and not continually
referred to in the Application as a “proposed” application.
6. With no consultation, no Fire Management Plan, | would request to know:
e Isthere a Risk Management Plan for emergencies such as neck and spinal injuries
e Have any environmental assessments been done prior to the existing earthworks, or
what plan is there for an evaluation of the proposed block and the existing bushland?
e Erosion from existing earthworks effecting the lower creek-what is being done to
mitigate this/
e  Who will use this track? When will be used? Weekdays? Starting and finishing hours?
Will we have to pay to use the track?
7. lwould also request that the Shire carefully considers:
e The existing visual disturbance to our rural location
e Sound disturbance to us-we invested in this valley for its peace and quiet, and what
restriction would be attached to this Application
8. If the track is to be used for coaching young local riders, what other uses are envisaged? le. | can
only envisage, due to the lack of information in the Application.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to Environmental Impact,
Bushfire Risk & Loss of Amenity.

Development Conditions address the
permitted activity including numbers of
people on site and frequency of activity.

S.14

I o B o' B Shadforth Object to both the existing

development and the proposed development.
As presented, this Development Application and accompanying information is full of anomalies and lack a
raft of very important information:

e That the Applicant’s name does not appear anywhere on the information is not transparent (it
has not been redacted). We have asked to see the Application Form, and this request refused.

e A Shire planning officer has advised us that the Applicant is the Denmark Mountain Biking Club
(DMBC), yet the Application has been signed by the landowner. When we look at the DMBC
website to try and better understand this group, the ‘About’ information section is blank. See:
http://www.denmarkmtb.com.au/?page id=2

Furthermore, to join the Denmark Mountain Biking Club via their i=online link, we are directed to join
Mountain Biking Australia, and not our local DMBC. To add further confusion, the Development
Application is written on the letterhead of Monkey Rock Mountain Bike Company. Can the Shire please

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to the application and
documentation provided.
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clarify this?

e On Thursday 1 August 2019 | went to the Shire offices to make enquiries as to the extensive
earthworks at Lot 100. | was told that there was no Application in to the Shire, and that | write to
Jasmine Tothill, which | did that same day. It took six and a half weeks to gain a response to my
written enquiry.

e Community consultation prior to the major earthworks was NIL. Since that time | have not heard
from the Applicant, and in fact, requested my own meeting with him to try and understand his
planning and intent. Two days before the meeting at the Shire | had a message on my phone
from , the landowner, inviting me to come and look at the already built tracks. | was
working that day, and did not feel it appropriate to meet ||l 2s her husband was away
with FIFO work.

e The Shire continues to advertise and speak of a ‘Proposed Development’. This is grossly
inaccurate and misleading, as the Shire has already put a stop workorder on the already
completed earthworks. | will be submitting a FOI request as documentation of this stopwork
order.

CONSULTATION

Application says: “GSCORE has been engaged...”

NOTE: I <t with I 2t the GSCORE offices in Albany, and ] said this is not
accurate and that GSCORE were not happy their name had been used in the Application.

Application says” All neighbours have received verbal notice from the ||| |} |  JJEEN -~

NOTE: Until the recent meeting at the Shire, on Wednesday 20 November, we had never had a
conversation with anyone from the [Jjij (landowners) family. At the end of the Shire meeting there
was reference to Jjjj and was only at this time that | met one of the owners of the property.

NOTE: Inspired by the mounting record of anomalies and conflicting information, and the lack of
information in the Development Application, we conducted our own community consultation with:

o All members of the Hidden Valley Strata Company

¢ Residents along Lapko Road |G
* I
«  GSCORE
e Property lawyer
Environmental consultants specialising in ‘illegal land clearance’
Shire Councillors Ceinwen Gearon, Cr Kingsley Gibson, Cr Roger Seeney, Cr Steve Jones
e lLaura Delbene Shire Planning Officer
e David King
e David Schober
NOTE: It is understood that representatives of the Shire Planning Department and at least one Councillor
have been to the site more than once, prior to any earthworks commencing.
The earthworks were then completed and then the Shire put a stopwork order on any further clearing.

Commencement of earthworks onsite had
been brought to the attention of a Shire
Officer prior to August 1t 2019. The
timeframe to respond is duly acknowledged,
noting a site visit was subsequently
undertaken and as a result, the Shire
engaged with the owners to address the
issue by requiring formal application.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating consultation.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating assessment of
subsequent works.
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FLORA AND FAUNA

The area surrounding Lapko Road is an area of significance to the Australian Government’s Department
of Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities (see attached document Appendix A.
Ref: Baudins Cockatoo and Carnaby Cockatoo. There are numerous other fauna to consider.

We would request that before any further clearing is carried out, that a full Environmental Audit be
carried out. This is especially relevant to the proposed Fire Track Exit or any other earthworks.

DIEBACK

NOTE: Is listed as a key threatening process under the EPBC Act 1999

Q. Where will bikes be washed and how will the residual runoff of water be contained, considering that
water alone is not sufficient to deal with dieback.

Q. Where will the water to carry out this process come from?

VISUAL IMPACT

The application refers to “the trail we proposed to develop”.

NOTE: This photo is before the earthworks were started, and as we not look out onto.

Refer to Attachment 5

NOTE: Although we have never been to the property, we now know that one downhill racing track and
another track beside it have already been built and that a carpark for 50(?) vehicles has been
constructed.
Q. If the Shire rejects the Application, will it put a complete rehabilitation order on the earthworks?
BIKING CATEGORIES
The landowner told a few residents of Lapko Road that they had built the “best downhill racing track in
Australia”. It is important for anyone assessing the Application to note that this track has a specialist
rider focus.
NOTE: As a member of Mountain Biking Australia, it is important to note and understand the differences
between:

e Nature based cross country riding-Munda Biddi Trail, which is where we ride our bikes

e BMX tracks and riding which is, in general, jumps and curves for young riders

e Mountain Biking which covers mostly undulating paths and “obstacles’ for fit and experienced

riders

e Downhill Racing which is the Lot 100 track-it is for experienced and professional riders.
NOTE: Indifferent to the guise of the Applicant suggesting this is a local kids/community track, we are
now clear that this is not the case. It is highly focussed at fast competitive riding, racing and events.
HIGH FIRE RISK ZONE
It is highly alarming that the Application contained no Bushfire Management Plan/Risk Assessment with
the Development Application. Please refer to our Hidden Valley Fire Officer Deb Coombs information
given to the Shire after the recent meeting at the Shire.

Referrals have been made to Department of
Water & Environmental Regulation (DWER),
Department of Biodiversity Conservation
and Attractions (DBCA) and Department of
Planning, Lands & Heritage (DPLH). Their
submissions are available towards the end
of this document. Environmental Impact has
been addressed in the ‘Key Issues’ section of
the report

A Dieback Management Statement will be
required subject to approval by the Shire of
Denmark

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating assessment of
subsequent works.

The statement of the track being the best
downhill racing track in Australia s
considered a speculative comment only by
Planning Services.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to Bushfire Risk.
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OTHER POINTS REQUIRING SHIRE PLANNING DEPARTMENT CONSIDERATION
e Risk Management Plans
* Accessibility to the track by St Johns Ambulance-non-existent in the Application
* fire escape routes and their feasibility non-existent in the Application
NOTE: Lapko Road is a mostly single lane, 30km per hour entry and exit road, and already presents
challenges with local traffic.
We request that a full Lapko Road Audit be carried out as part of this Application process, please?
e C(Clearing of Rural land and the law:
* Threatened and priority species: Chuditch, barking and masked owls, quokka, arnaby and
Borden cockatoos, long necked
turtle, possums.
* Weed introduction with the use of hay bales, carpets, wooden ramps etc.
* water availability for:
* dieback prevention
* firefighting

* Toilets
e Visual Amenity and the existing impact of land clearing for neighbour
e Parking

e Noise and the lack of any sound attenuation between Lot 100 and the Hidden Valley residents
who face that Lot. Please click on this one minute film link to better understand what Downbhill
Racing will bring to the valley:
https://vimeo.com/375088635
e Increased traffic along Lapko Road and impact on local residents
e Erosion from existing earthworks on stream at bottom of the property.
SUMMATION
This Application has been thinly researched, poorly planned, with almost no community consultation or
any concern for its impact on existing residents. We residents are ratepayers, investors, (guestimate is
over $7million from Hidden Valley Strata alone) and active participants in the fabric of Denmark
Community.
From our fully documented investigation and self initiated consultation and research. The Application
can only be viewed as a ‘rush job’ towards economic development.
The Proponent may prosper, as this whole venture is being driven by a single small business owner, yet
out Lapko Road community, our investments and social cohesion/mental health will suffer badly if this
Application were supported. This Development Application is contra the principles for sustainable
development: social sustainability, economic and environmental. That the best practice of cooperation,
transparency and accountability have been hidden and disguised from the very start of this project, must
send alarm bells to the Shire Planning Officers, Councillors and Denmark community.
This proposal is not appropriate for Lapko Road and the current application should be rejected.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating Consultation.
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Refer Attachment 6

S.15

We have many concerns about the complete Application process and the very way this has been
handled. We live in such a pristine valley, which was the number one driver for our family to seek such
this wonderful valley environment to live in. That the proponent of the Application hasn’t considered
how this sort of brazen and non-transparent Application affects all neighbours along Lapko Road,
likewise the available list of endangered animals which have been documented along Lapko Road, nor
the health and safety, the social cohesion of its residents, is of major concern.

We ask that the Shire Planning Officers reject this application based on the numerous concerns of both
the Hidden Valley Strata members and residents further up the valley. The HIGH FIRE RISK ZONE we live
in must sure be the prime consideration, with any increased traffic into the valley. Please note that Lapko
Road is a mostly single lane road and where it is wider than a single access road, is limited to slow
passing, with outside tyres on gravel/sticks, and not on ashphalt.

We request that the Shire carries out an road audit on Lapko Road.

The Application for ‘proposed’ trail construction, is in itself accurate, as two tracks have already been
built, and major earthworks and scarring of the hillside upon which our house looks, have long been
completed. The Application states all works to be undertaken in the bush area will not require the
removal of any trees. Does the shire concur with this? We have seen for ourselves, as shown by the
landowners, how they cut the trees down and stacked them, and used them to design the two tracks.
We live in a society with laws and regulations in place to protect the environment and peoples choices of
tranquillity and peace.

Our family sold everything and moved house, changed our children’s schools with a view to the peaceful
environment, with its unique flora and fauna. We are active in the community with surf club and bring a
special style of catering to this unique town called Denmark.

Our property is the direct neighbour of the proposed downhill racing track and it appalled us that the
earth works done, bush was cleared and trees cut down, with NIL conversation with us, or indeed anyone
else in our valley. There has been no respect shown for anyone, and furthermore, the guise of this being
a track for training young local kids, has been proved to be far from the proponents real plans. The
proponent has shown complete contempt of the law, and no interest in Denmark’s close knot
community, and our all-important social welfare and mental health.

| am a Registered bBuilder, having worked in the building industry for over thirty years. | understand
how much “red tape’ one has to go through to be a builder, yet understand that this process is for the
protection for everyone in the longer term. For an approval to build, we go through BAL ratings, energy,
engineering, indemnity insurance, design and client consultation. None of this has occurred with this
proposal.

We value our privacy yet now we are faced with hidden agendas such as ‘events’, increased car traffic
increased noise (traffic, the thumping of bikes hitting the earth after a jump, people shouting and
cheering, and as we have seen on other Australian downhill racing tracks, the sound of cowbells, whistles

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to Bushfire Risk.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating assessment of
subsequent works.
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and horns reverberating through the valley).

In this valley we can hear the cows on Mount Shadforth road which is 1.5klms away, we can hear our
neighbours talking 500m away, and the sound of the landowners driving their quad bike or car up and
down their loose gravel driveway). Sound attenuation is non existent from the racing track to our house.
With local Lapko Residents having invested somewhere between $7 million plus dollars in properties and
being active members of the Denmark business, school, social clubs, sporting and arts community, we
guestion the value of what has now become clear as a ‘economic development rush job’.

That the proponent and landowner were having their first event on the February 29*"/1 March weekend
ion 2020 confirms that any professional planning process has been lacking. That weekend is our
Denmark Surf Life Saving Club’s State and Masters Championships and Denmarks Arts Markets.
Accommodation, cafes and restaurants will already be full that weekend.

The Application and supporting material we have been provided with by the Shire does not state who the
applicant is? It has many flaws and is simply not transparent. The propensity for growth in numbers, and
being open to any affiliated clubs wanting to visit the track, as well as the over 16,000 member of
Mountain Biking Australia, leave the valley open to a multitude of high risk factors.

| was told by the land owners that the already constructed track was the best in Australia, as it dropped
150meters over a short distance, and was unique/the only one of its kind. This is not mountain biking as
defined by Mountain Biking Australia, this is a highly specific downhill racing track. It is focussed on
events and not training local children.

We want a mountain bike track to be on another Mountain, away from housing, fully sanctioned by the
laws and planning requirements of the Shire and all the appropriate planning, consultation and legal
processes followed. Not this mountain, never on this property, not in our back yard.

| would request a receipt of our submission, and acknowledgement that the Shire’s Planning Department
and Sustainable Development Department, have received our submission, our concerns and register our
strongest OBJECTION to Application.

No PA systems, music or loudspeakers are
proposed to be used and will be conditioned
accordingly. The application is not in
relation to events and limits on numbers of
people on-site and frequency of activity can
be conditioned.

This application is not for events which if
proposed in future, would be subject to
separate assessment and controls
accordingly. The Shire is not in receipt of
any event application.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to the application and
documentation provided.

S.16

As a member of the Hidden Valley community, | wish to express my objection to the proposed Downhill
Mountain Bike Trail development.

It is unacceptable that this bike trail would impede the emergency fire infrastructure which is so vital in
the safety of the Hidden Valley residents. Especially at this time, given recent bush fires which have torn
across much of the country, fire safety is not a compromise any of us should be considering.

The Hidden Valley is a place of tranquillity and joy and | believe the noise and traffic caused by the
development would have a significant detrimental impact on the people who have specifically chosen to
reside there.

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating to Bushfire Risk and loss
of amenity.

S.17

Great Southern
Centre for Outdoor
Recreation
Excellence —
GSCORE

| am writing to express support for the proposed mountain bike track at Lot 100, Lapko Road.
GSCORE supports this proposal with the proviso that;

1. The Shire of Denmark applies due diligence during the planning process, including full
consideration of social, environmental and economic impacts.
2. Any future trail development adheres to Trail development guidelines, described in the Trail

Submission noted.
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22 Collie Street
ALBANY WA 6330

Development Series), in particular Part A and Part D. The Trail Development Series (developed by
DBCA and DLGSC) is considered best practice in Western Australia.
A copy can be downloaded at: https://www.dpaw.wa.gov.au/management/trails

3. The proposed mountain bike track is used by members of Denmark Mountain Bike Club, as a non
profit making venture.

$.18 Please note our written objection to the proposed development of a Downhill Mountain Bike Track at Lot | The 'Key Issues’ section of the report
addresses the points raised in the
100 (No. 82) Lapko Road Shadforth for the following reasons: submission.
The “Development Management Strategy” and site plan are incomplete documents and misleading both
in content and description of the intended use of the facility. We cannot therefore make comment on
information which is missing such detail as:
0 bushfire risk management,
0 traffic management on Lapko Road,
0 environmental impact management and mitigation strategies for environmental
disturbance,
O community consultation process and
O intention not to cause undue disturbance of the neighbourhood peace or have
unmanaged activities happening on site
e The planning process and information provided to public to date has not been transparent with
respect to the intended use of the track facility and the expected numbers of people who will be
using this track and how often
e The proponent is unlikely to be considerate nor understanding of the impacts this development
will have on the Landscape Conservation Zone values of the Lapko Road valley as he is not a
resident. In this case, we need the Shire of Denmark planning services to be additionally vigilant
in terms of the activities that will be undertaken at this facility, and this assurance is currently
lacking.
S.19
OBJECTION

' o B D mark (Shadforth), object to the above application for the

development of a Downhill Mountain Bike Trail at no 82 Lapko Rd.

Noting it is a retrospective approval application, as the proponents have already cleared and excavated
the site, prior to consultation and approval, and therein have not allowed the adjoining landowners to
comment, or the Shire to place appropriate conditions on the development of the site. The substantial
area of earthworks are scaring the east side slope and rural view of Hidden Valley and the vista from
three sides of my home and property.

The overt development of 82 Lapko Rd elevates my objection in regards to further progression of this

See ‘Key Issues’ section of the report for
discussion relating assessment of
subsequent works.
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development; given the proponents blatant disregard for process so far, | fear that the they will not
comply to any conditions placed on the retrospective development approval, environmental
management plan and or any noise and site constraints.

| ask that the Shire request that the un approved site excavation work be rectified and made good within
60 days.

| object the application for the following reasons:

Proposed development is not within intent of Private Recreation and or the Zoning:

The application refers to the club members, however, my understanding from statements made by the
proponent at the recent meeting at the Shire; is that ‘club’ members from all over Australia, from
antidotal evidence in excess of 17,000 affiliated paid members in total, will be allowed to use the Trail as
‘club’” members. The membership is fee based, and if the proponents receive payment for provision of
service such as training, and or facilities hire or maintenance, then the application would be more
accurate to define the recreation as public paid recreation and this would better suit a tourist zone with
access from a main road that allows two cars to pass for exit and entry.

Unsafe - existing Infrastructure:

The existing infrastructure appears inadequate to cope with the existing vehicle activity from residents
on the one vehicle width (one lane) of Lapko Rd, and the tourists visiting the Maze already put pressure
on the flow of traffic on this road. Therefore, | request that the Shire (via Main Roads) conduct a safety
audit on the whole length of Lapko Rd, prior to any further consideration of the application. As Lapko Rd
is a one lane road and does not seem suited to carry any additional increase in vehicle traffic, noting that
| have to wait for visitors to the Maze to enter and exit the carpark area so | can pass the Maze to access
my section of the private road.

Perhaps there should be a no through road sign placed at the beginning of Lapko Rd.

Lack of a ‘through’ road also increases the pressure on Lapko Rd in the event of a fire. Therefore, | also
request that a fire escape route and fire and emergency evacuation plan be devised prior to any further
consideration of the application; considering the residents of Hidden Valley Strata are already worried
about the lack of suitable escape route in the event of a fire. Hence, any further pressure on the safe
escape routes from people attending the proposed training days, and or ‘vision’ events, may increase the
perceived and real risk to the residents of Hidden Valley in an emergency.

Unreasonable Noise and Impact on Environment - Fauna:
The acoustics of the Hidden Valley catchment area enables sound to bounce of the valley slopes and

The proposal is consistent with the
definition of ‘Private Recreation’ which
includes recreation which is not normally
open to the public without charge. Private
Recreation is a permissible use in the Rural
zone.

The ‘Key Issues’ section of the report
addresses the points raised in the
submission.
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carry through the valley, and the noise sensitive receivers; residents and the protected fauna, will be
adversely impacted by noise generated by the proposed activities and accompanying vehicles. The
movement of vehicles on the gravel road, on 82 Lapko Rd, and the increased traffic noise on Lapko Rd
would be combined. There are nests of the federally protected fauna, Carnaby Cockatoos, in the Valley
and the noise may significantly impact the nesting and foraging habitat of the Cockatoos.

Visual Amenity

The rural landscape and landscape amenity is significantly impacted by the scar left by the non-approved
excavated 1400 sgm plus area, situated high to middle of the slope on the south east side of 82 Lapko
Rd; the excavated scarred earth is in effect the proposed carpark. The 1400sqm area excavated is an
excessive area for a carpark given the scope of the application presented for comment; note this size
carpark is more suited to a large shopping centre. The reflective light and the potential for headlights
coming into my main bedroom given the carpark is across the slope from my house is very concerning.
The proposed carpark should at most be limited to the area required for the bus size (stated in the
application), bus turnaround area and the number of cars relevant to the application. The carpark also
the visual impact and the screen the carpark (cars reflective light etc) from the rural properties that face
the carpark.

Impact to 12 Lapko Rd

I am concerned that the activity will impact the fauna habitat at 12 Lapko Rd and that the large old tree
hollow, historically used by Carnaby Cockatoos, on the east side of my property will not be used again as
a nest, and the Black cockatoos that are now often seen foraging on the Hakeas species near my back,
will be interrupted by the increased noise and traffic in the area, given they take flight if the pump
instigates while they are near the house.

| am upset that my once rural views and vista from the main bedroom and balcony on the east, side
verandah, front verandah, and the view from the back verandah and garden area on the north side of my
property, now have a clear view of the 1400sgm excavated area which is the proposed carpark (my block
is only 2000sgm); if the carpark is approved in that location the view will go from rural outlook to a view
of a carpark filled with cars on three sides of my property. This impacts the value | attach to the property
and | imagine the real financial value of the property. The real estate advert for my home will now say
‘panoramic view of carpark’ and ‘see and hear cars all weekend, public holidays and all summer holiday
season’.

| am also worried that there is potential for headlights to come into my main bedroom given the carpark
is across the slope from my house. In the past, when there is rabbit shooting from four wheel drives on

Development conditions to limit the
frequency of activity and number of people
on-site at any one time can afford some
control over the number and frequency of
cars that may be parked on the property. In
addition, no activity is proposed beyond
daylight hours therefore it is not envisaged
that car headlights would be needed.

The ‘Key Issues’ section of the report
addresses the points raised in the
submission.
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that slope, the noise of the vehicle and lights stop me using my bedroom.

Summary

While | have no objection to a small group of locals and or a club of local Denmark youth that are
residents of Denmark utilising an existing slope for mountain bike riding, | do object to the excavation,
the size of the carpark, and a commercial enterprise that will actively increase membership numbers and
activity in a rural zoned area.

This initial development proposal seems to be setting the precedent for a tourist venture on the scale
that | believe is outside the intent of the local planning scheme zoning. The infrastructure and
environment of Lapko Rd is not suited to this development. Environmental guidelines, fire and safety
guidelines and planning policies clearly articulate that the fauna and residents will be put at risk if this
development continues.

Furthermore, given the demographic and the potential for anti-social behavior may also additionally
impact the lifestyle of the existing residents in the near vicinity.

| do not how the Shire will ‘police’ any conditions, given the current scale of works that went unnoticed
by the Shire and or how they will police people from larking about, entering the site unsupervised and
becoming a dangerous nuisance to the quiet hapless victims of this ‘proposed??’ development in Hidden

Valley.

SG.1 | DBCA The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions has no comment regarding the proposal at
this time.

$G.2 | DWER Thank you for referring the above application to the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation

for advice.

The proposal identifies that removal of native vegetation will be required to construct the track.

Based on the information provided it is possible that this proposal is exempt from the requirement for a
clearing permit under Regulation 5, Item 12 of the Environmental Protection (Clearing of Native
Vegetation) Regulations 2004 (the Clearing Regulations), as described in the Departments ‘A Guide to the
Exemptions and Requlations for Clearing Native Vegetation’.

This exemption only applies to clearing done by, or with the prior authority, of the owner of the property.
It is not clear from the information provided if the owner of the property has authorised the clearing. It is
the applicant’s responsibility to determine compliance with these exemptions and therefore whether a
clearing permit is required.



https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.der.wa.gov.au%2Fimages%2Fdocuments%2Fyour-environment%2Fnative-vegetation%2FGuidelines%2FGuide_1_-_Exemptions_and_regulations_for_clearing_native_vegetation-1.pdf&data=02%7C01%7Ckaren.mckeough%40dwer.wa.gov.au%7Ca53fd8274fb343e323bb08d76bd6b60a%7C53ebe217aa1e46feb88e9d762dec2ef6%7C0%7C0%7C637096442229549114&sdata=IqobZIjIONsZX2iVkGZMmBfvTidY125FWZZizM1%2FhbA%3D&reserved=0
https://aus01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.der.wa.gov.au%2Fimages%2Fdocuments%2Fyour-environment%2Fnative-vegetation%2FGuidelines%2FGuide_1_-_Exemptions_and_regulations_for_clearing_native_vegetation-1.pdf&data=02%7C01%7Ckaren.mckeough%40dwer.wa.gov.au%7Ca53fd8274fb343e323bb08d76bd6b60a%7C53ebe217aa1e46feb88e9d762dec2ef6%7C0%7C0%7C637096442229549114&sdata=IqobZIjIONsZX2iVkGZMmBfvTidY125FWZZizM1%2FhbA%3D&reserved=0
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Caveat

The information presented in this report has been provided by a range of data sources as acknowledged at the end of the report.

This report is designed o assist in identifying the locations of places which may be relevant in determining obligations under the Environment
Protection and Biediversity Conservation Act 1999. it holds mapped locations of World and National Heritage properties, Wetlands of Intemational
and National Importance, Commonwealth and State/Territory reserves, listed threatened, migratory and marine species and listed threatened
ecological communities. Mapping of Gommonweaith land is not complete at this stage. Maps have been collated from a range of sources at various
resolutions.

Not all species listed under the EPBC Act have been mapped (see below) and therefore a report is a general guide only. Where available data
supports mapping, the type of presence that can be determined from the data is indicated in general terms. Peaple using this information in making
a referral may need to consider the quaifications below and may need to seek and consider other information sources.

For threatened ecological communities where the distribution is well known, maps are derived from recovery plans, State vegetation maps, remote
sensing imagery and other sources. Where threatened ecological community distibutions are less well known, existing vegetation maps and point
location data are used to produce indicative distribution maps.

Threatened, migratory and marine species distiibutions have been derived through a variety of methods. Where distributions are well known and if
time permits, maps are derived using either thematic spatial data (i.e. vegetation, soils, geology, elevation, aspect, terrain, etc) together with point
locations and described habitat; or environmental modeliing (MAXENT or BIOCLIM habitat modelling) using point locations and environmental data
layers.

Where very little information is available for species or large number of maps are required in a short time-frame, maps are derived either from 0.04
or 0.02 decimal degree cells; by an automated process using polygon capiure techniques (static iwo kilometre grid cells, alpha-hull and convex hull);
or captured manually or by using topographic features (national park boundaries, islands, etc). In the early stages of the distribution mapping
process (1999-early 2000s) distributions were defined by degree blocks, 100K or 250K map sheets to rapidly create distribution maps. More reliable
distribution mapping methods are used to update these distributions as time pemits.

Only selected species covered by the following provisions of the EPBC Act have been mapped:
- migratory and
- marine
The following species and ecological communities have not been mapped and do nol appear in reports produced from this database:

- threatened species listed as extinct or considered as vagrants
- scme species and ecological communities that have only recently been listed
- some terrestrial species that overfly the Commonwealth marine area
- migratory species that are very widespread, vagrant, or only occur in small numbers
The following groups have been mapped, but may not cover the complete distribution of the species:
- non-threatened seabirds which have only been mapped for recorded breeding sites
- seals which have only been mapped for breeding sites near the Australian continent
Such breeding sites may be important for the protection of the Commonwealth Marine environment,

Coordinates

-34.972007 117.301474,-34.972043 117.301431,-34.971339 117.305242,-34.98027 1 117.308126,-34.978232 117.290702,-34.971656
117.293578,-34.972007 117.301474
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