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14 July, 2011

The Director, Strategic Assessments
Departinient of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2061

Fax: (02) 9228 6570

Re: MODIFICATION TO THE APPROVED PROJECT APPLICATION FOR
THE SOUTHERN HIGHLANDS REGIONAL SHOOTING FACILITY
Reference MP 06_0232 Mod 4

My Dear Dixecior,

We have received your notification about the proponent’s further request to molify ths
former Minister’s Delermination on this issuc. We find the proposed modification
preposterous and our comments on the various issues are provided hereunder.

As you are aware, we have lodged objections, comments and suggestions about the major
expansion of the previously small rifle range at Hill Tap consistently over the lengthy
period that it took for the former Minisier to approve the project and we have lodged
Tirther objections post that approval. Our most recent objection was subgnitted in June
2009. Im total we have made approximately 10 submissions on this matter.

It seems that the proponent, acting on behalf of the SHRSC, intonds to continue to seck
modifications to the former Minister’s approval until such time ¢hat they get their own way
or they simply out five the objectors, such as ougselves, who just wish to enjoy the peaceful
amenity of their private land holding without heing continually subjected to the soise of
gunfire. Gunfire is gunfire is gunfire — nothing can change this fact nor the impact that
subjecting citizens to the sound of gumfire can have on an indtvidualg or communities
mental health and well being. The proponent’s actions are a form of “death by a thousand
cuts” causing yet more stress and anxiety within our community.

Fucther, it is alanming, given the recent abolition of Part 3A of the planning process, that
the proponent is seeking te modify the approval via the current Minister. Should not thus
matter now rest with our Local Government Authority?
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We understand the power thai the Shooters Party holde within the Legjslative Council but
surely our concerns about our life being impacted by the major expansion of the range (and
patticulady by the proposed significant increase in noisc level) moust have some weight with
our elected representatives and the cugyent Minister.

Position Statement.

We are opposed to the entire application. The grounds for our opposition are briefly
detailed below. One could analyse the proponents submission and the attendant reports in
detajl but we will atteppt to be brief and touch on ooly the salisnt points.

Additionally we feel that any capitulation on, or watering down of, the conditions imposed
by the former Minister will sivaply lead to continuous requests to further erode that
Minister’s Determination (a quote from our prior submission of 23 Fune 2009 and
somewhat prophetic).

For our part we believe that the former Minister has been genervus to the proponeat in the
original Determination and that far stricter conditions should have been ixaposed to protect
our amenity of our property. Additionally the former Minister allegedly alicred the
Development Approval for the rifle range to reportedly “legatise” certain constriction work
that was in contravention of the Approval. Such action “reportedly” voiding an anticipated
legal outcome that would have had an adverse impact on the further development of the
rifle range. Hard to believe but apparently true.

If it is still possible for the proponent to have the conditions detailed in the Determination
relaxed by the current Minister, then it is sidll possible for the current Minister to provide
the residents of Hill Top with a better outcome than prevently uxists ez more stringent noise
conditions. In view of the proponent’s cuirent actions we can 1o longer accept that the
cxisting 800m rifle range should be given any special consideration because of its longevity.
Therefore, we contend that the existing 800m rifle range 18 now, because of changed
operations, a “futuce” range and should have the appropriate “futurs” range noise
constraints applied to all shooting operations undertaken therson.

We commend you 1o review our vatious submissions on this jssue and request your careful
consideration prior to any further action being undertaken which may detimentally affect
our ability to enjoy the amenity of our property.

Disclosure Statement.

Neither of us has madie any reporiable political donations in the previous two years, or ever
for that matter,

Pregumably the proponent has provided a similar declaration on behalf of themselves and
their “clicnis” eg The Shooters associatcd with the SHRSC, each and every on¢ of them.

b2
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Disclosing of Identity,
We request that our identity is not disclosed under section 75H of the EPA. Act 1979,
Our Comments.

In addition to the above statements, we offer the following cormments on the proponcnt’s
fEquest.

1 - i concerns us ihat the proponent, the successful proponent, now wants to modify the
consent - again. Ome wonders whers the parily is between the proponent and the
opponcnt(s) in this particolar planning environment.

2 — Proponents Letter hand dated 13/5/11.
Section - Additional matters for consideration:

=~ We note that the proponent has confinned that the June 2010 noise monitoring

' testing showed that the frearm discharge excseded the mandaied poise levels. This
shows that GHD simply reported the results without fear or favour. Tesing afisr
this time indicated (anecdotalty) that the noise levels recorded were even highier
than the June test. Given this result, under no circumstances should the testing
regime be relaxed now or in the future. On the contraty given the actual results of
these tests, the frequency of testing needs to be increased because clearly the range
operators have no idea of the noise levels of the various armaments being utilised
on the current range. '

=+~ We fully support the Proponent’s concern about the “independent auditor” and
suggest that the auditor not oply be qualified, but be fully independent of the
proponent, the shooters or any other interest group eg the opponents. Undes no
circumstances should the “Acoustic Expert” (¢learly aligned with the Shooters) be
unitised for such testing,.

» — W¢ note that the modification requesi fee has been paid by the proponent. Why
aren’t thc shooters, the users of the facility, responsibie for this cost? Afier all we
have had to pay Council to obtuin copies of the submiscions and related cosis
associated with the lodgement of this abjection. We do nat get access to tax-payes
funds to so do.’

3 — The requested “Modifications”.
We are opposed to all three modifications on the followitg grounds:

- A9 -Increase the maximum hoise of fireanns for the B00m rifle range only,
from 75d13(1.) peak hold to 85dB(Lin) peak hold.
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Charabars Dictionaty defines 2 “bel” as “a measure for compring intensity of
noises, elecric currents, etc., the number of bels being the .ogaraziuu ta the bage
10 of the ratio of one to the other”. The p"opoﬁcd inerease is not simply an
increase of 10 decibels. The proposed increase is logarithmic and eXpuncnt]al
NOT linear. Ttis a significant and intolerable increase in the permissible noise
pollution allowable on the 800m rifle range.

The Acoustic Group per medium of Steven E Cooper has provided two reporta
to the Commusities NSW (Spt and Recreation)y. These reports and the
Depastment seem to argue two main points:

- —the oniginal noise testing measurements undertaken by GHD and NDY
wore incorrect, This conclusion is deduced by the author from a “desktop”
anatysis of the otiginal noise measurement data circa 2008 and subscquent
compliance nois¢ measurement testing of the xifle range by GHD, and

- - the 800m range at Hill Top has been in existence since the mid 1980’s and
therefore it should be exempt from' any noise mits at all.

Cooper’s conclugions are based on his professed experience in the anatysis of
rifle rangs noise impacts. It should be noted that nejlher Cooper nor his
company has undertaken any on-gite noige measurements,

To give Cooper his due he does «tate in the conclusion of doctment
40.883.R1:ZD8S - “What consegquences the technical errors by both GHD and
NDY as to the reaction of the community Is a matier that needs to be
resofved.” (as written in Cooper’s report) and “How that matter is resolved will
require some delicate end intense consultation. The consequence of
generating noise levels higher than that in the curresnt approval can siill be
addressed by way of the guidelines and could, residence perspective result in
a further reduction in the number of days the range may be used each week.”
( Again as written in Coopet’s report) and further “Ai the present fime the big
bore range should not be permitted to utilise any firing positions greater thar
400 m se a5 ta matntain complience with the conditions of consent.” SHRSC
and the Proponent seemingly chose to ignore this advice from theis own,
cansaltant,

From the author's CV it seems that bie does have considerable experience in
this field. Howover, as a lot of his work appears to be on behalf of the Sporting
Shooter's Association of Australia, his view may not be as objective or insleed
as independent as other experts in the same field.

It should be noted that throo acoustic “expetts” have now been employed to
determine the noise fevel to be bmposed on the SHRSC. Apparéntly the
proponent is satisfied that they have finally located an “expert” who gives them
their desired result.
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With regard to a), we do not have the technical expertise to cffsctively arpue
the intricacies of riffe range acoustics, ‘What we can do however is restate the
fact that an increase in the order of 10dB(Lin), as requested by the proponent
{averaged o not) is not simply a Kinear increase but an exponential increase of
gignificent magnitde, peshaps even a doubling of the noise impacis.

We also find the argument that future noise measurements should be expressed
as “fhe Jogarithmic average of 75dB(L) peak hold” nothing more thana -
“convenient subterfuge” (e accommodate and cisguise the fact that the existing
{and funure ranges) will not be abic to mwest the cuxrent noise abatement
requirements, or any noise abatement requirements for that mattes, imposed on
the SHRSC for the protection of residendial amenity, schooling and other
sufferers of noise pollution emanating from the SHRSC complex.

The logarithmic average seems o imply that by utilising ihis methodology one
can somehow count shots that are audible, but below the ambient noise level
ancl thesefore not measurable, in order to “averags™ the actual sound of shots
that van be measured thus reducing the overall nioise wnpact of the gunfire on
thic impacted environment, Cooper’s report 40.4833.R2:ZDS.

In the conciusion of the sarme report (40,4883 R2:72DS) Cooper states “The
compliemee testing is subject to the weather conditions and should be
abandoned when theve is excesy wind and for the exposed location the limit
Jor noise monitoring may very wetl be an average level of 1.5m per second
with a maximum gf guais of 4m per secomd because in ¢ffect the noise levels ai
residential receiver locations are (in the context of other rifls ranges)
relativelv low.”

We estimate 1.5m per sesond fo be 5.4kph and 4m per second to bo 14.4kph, if
our mathematics iy corvect. This might be difficult to achieve at Hill Top a

breezy little place.

An jdeal day for testing would have been Sunday 3 July when it was dead
calm. We “emjoyed” the clear uninterrupred sound of gunfire in sterso as it
reverberated around the guliics of Western 1Tl Top for most of the day.

Cooper is 1009% coret in fds assessment that here jn Hill Tep our attendant
snvironmmental noise level is verv low, just the way we like it. The major
confributor to the envirorumental noise level is the wind, We would Hke to keop
it that way! Less pun noise nieasc!

With regard fo 1), we find this argument to be quite speciovs. It wouid only he
vabd if the 800m rifle range was being used by the same sporting shooters who
were using the rapge prior to 2007, utilising the same fircarms then in use.

5
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The impact from the 800m rifle range is no longer the same as it was 25 VOATY
ago or even a few years ago for that mater. There are, we believe, more
shooters using the range now than prior to 2007 given the cucrent noise level.

Additionally, the vatiety and type of gurw being emploved on the range has
significantly changed. Thersfore it is ensrely appropriate to impase a noiss
level restriction on the B0Om rifie vange. We contend therefore, that the vss of
the existing 800m yifle range has been so altered s to classify it a8 a “firture”
range, Accordingly it should be subject to the same noise linnit proposed for a
“future” range eg 714B(L) peak hold. We fail to understand why this lomit has
not been st for all the “future™ ranges proposed at the SHRSC.

We fucther contend that the formoer Minister’s deterrination, that an
appropriate noise lovel of 75dB(L) peak held should be applicd 4o the STIRSC,
is very generous sesing that the Jimit for “fyture” zanges is 71dB(1.) peak hold.

On page 5 of the teport 40.883.R2:Z8C, Cooper states “However in any event
the geditional ranges to be provided on the complex ywould be additional to the
extling range and notse {imits wonld be governed by the existing noise criteria
that would apply 10 the 800 m range,” This statement appears io be at odds
with the proponent’s submission, We contend that the additional shoating
ranges are “fiture ranges” and the notse timit to be applied to those ranges
should be that specified fu Chapter 164, if indeed this is the “hible” to he used
for setling noise measurements. The proponent cannot seek to use Chapter 164
for sorue iwsues (loganidunic averaging) and ignore it for others (noise level
limirs).

We also note that Cooper staies in document 40.4383.R2:Z5C that “my draft
suidelines ware amended by the SPCC by lowering the recommended noise
limits by 5 dB. Other than that adjustment the technical content <f the
guidelines are as | originally prepared for the committee.” Congratalations to
the SPCC. A3 we are now into the second decads of the 21* Century, i is time
ter again update the noise limits sct for vifle ranges and drop the limits by
anoilier 5 dB or greater to more accurately reflect the communities expectations
of peace andl quict in today’s society.

- A6 (d; - Increase the time period for nojse compliance testing report to be
lodged, from 7 days iv 30 days. Apparently, even with the powerful computing
technology available to almost everyone these days, ihe currend requivernent is
tvo stiingent. Ouy suspicious minds suggest that it has more to do with
modifying and Hddling the results rather than providing the results in a titely
manner, Being in a conciliatory mood (for reasons noknown) an exicnsion of
lodgenent time for a fucther 7 days wouid appear more than adequate.
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D4 - Acoustic Shelier $00m fising poinl. This requirement seems quite explisit.
Howgver, seeiiig that the proponent hag broughi the watter up wivy i« this
shelter simply proposed for one firing position on. the 800m fiving rage?

Wi do not have access to the PPR so we do not know what was originally
proposed, therefore, why can’t noise abatzment shelters be constructed such
that they can he nsed at ALY fiving positions on the 800t firing rangs?

In other words 4 form of firing shelier that can be moved from firing position 0
firing position as requirsd. In foday’s world such an arrangesnent is gurcely
technically feasible and the rnaterials utilised should not weigh more than a “p-
handjed” grofley can haui. '

After ali if there are only seven fidng points available at cach firmg position, the
range would oniy need seven acoustic enclosures to facilitate nojse abatetment at
gvery firing point on the 800m rapge.

If such un arrangement is not possible (or is simply too stmple to implement)
then we would suggest the need for a mobile acoustic shelter 1o be provided for
the 800w range which can be mmoved to any of the firing posilions eg a mobile
acougtic shelter,

Such arsangements, as proposed above, would surely sotve a number of noise
related problems associated with the upgrading of the formerly smait Hill Top
rifle range into the mega SHRSC.

We note that the proponent in their submission has ideniificd a prwctcal
solution to the notse abatement probiem quote “Without any addiional noise
sesitrofs (such as earth mounds alawny the side of the ronge whicl wondd come
at Righ cost emd possible envivonmental impacts) there would be no reduction
in naive from existing operations”. This demonstraies iwo things 1), mounds
may b preferabje to acoustio sheltzrs and shouid be mors thoroughly
exaimined, and 2) the operators of the range bave no intention of modifying
ihelr behaviour 10 meot the surrent, and we suggest based on jrusend results,
any fufure noise restrictions. I appropriate noise Hmitation. work is undertaken
then ©l would be possible 1o negate the noise omanating from the SHRSC
almost entirely, Tt just takes money and the wili to get it done.

Onir “ Acoustic: experi” scerms 10 suggest thal ag the shooters move closer to the
target erud Of the range, the noise pattern changes and the resuiting noise impact
on, adjscent residential propertios is less. We dispuie this clafm, cspeoially ax
the aforementioned expert does not appear o have undertaken puy actual Held
tests in the Tl Top area. Obviously the noise propagation pattsry will depend
on the type of weaponry used Inst it seema that soms very loud weapons are
being used over the shorter ranges if the noise levels being experienced are any

guide.

-
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CONCLUSION.

Threcier, a5 van be soun. from onr response, we are definitaly opposed to any change in
rolation o]

- the noise kit set by the former Minister. Ta fact we belisve that this limit is far too
fendeat. Additionally we are opposed (o any change in the monitoring regime
utjlised by GHD and NDY

- the requiremient to comstrict Accustio shelfer(s) st the 800 m #ifl range

However, we would suppoi only & miner change to the renort fedeemens Sme Gams from
Y ]
7 b 34 davs.

Further, it seeros lo us that by proposing a major change (o the Fivearmn Noise Limnits for
the SHRSC, the proponent has opened a rather large can of worms. ‘This is particularly so
when the proponent postulates, based on The Acouisbic Group reports, that the original
noise asscssment measurementy were in eryor.

Therciore, the ouly way 10 ensure a faly and reasonable sutcome is for the whole Nedge
Limil question o reveri to Slage 1 og undertake anothor round of noise measurerments at
the SHRSC 8O0 m rifle range.

We would prapose (s more poliie word fhan demand) that nuise reasarements be
uhdertaken by GHD, NDY and The Acoustic Group to yort out once and for afl what
naige Hmits should bs imposed on the SHRAC going forward and the measuremont
methodology o be adopted. We do not sapport the Logarithinic Average methodilogy.

We further propose that fwo seis of data be iecorded by gach of the three grovps.

The firsi set of data would measure the noise produced by the 800 m gille range prior to
2007. Obviously we can't travel back i time but this can he reasonably determined by
using the Sporting Shooters and their frearmas that were in use at that fime.

The second sct of data would measire the notse produced by the 800 m ofle range
currently, using ihe Sporing Shootets and their fircamms that are ourrently o use,

We would need b rely on tie honesty of the SHRSC to achieve these outcomes wiich
may be a step (oo far for gome peopis.

Addittonally the testing vesds to be wndertaken from vach of the cight fiog locations on
the 800 m dfle range with all relovant firearms being used av each location.

Measuremerd of the nioise produced needs 1o stilive both measurement methodologies
detailed in the proponent’s submission namely the “absolute mavximum/arithmetic average”
whish I assume §s the wethodology adopted by GHD and NDY and “loganithsmic averayss”
raethodology «s is proposed in the modificaidon request.
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Each of the three parlies will need to be preseni on. the same dayv(s) and record their own
observabions al each observation point using the equipment best snited for the work.

The resuits can then be collated, maiysed and a noise assessment report prepared by an
mdependent body such ag, hul nol noccssarily esivivied (o, ihe National Acousiics
Laberalory, Whoever does this analysis must be independent from all of the conflicting
parties and contractors, Only jn this way will ainy sense be mads out of the conflicting
arguments presented by the proponent and their most recent consultant.

I will also provide an opportunily te assess the gquality and accuracy of Cooper's deskiop
assessmend aud ctticism of GHD and NDY.

We nafo that the Chapier 164 Guidelisies are now nearly 30 years old. One must soriously
question whether these pnidelines are relevant in today's socto environmental climate
where peaple expeet, in fact demand, ihat Governwent give more weight to issuss such as
noise pallution Urespestive of past practices, and whether or not the Govemiment needs to
curry favour with the Shooters Party to have i’ legislation passed in the Legislative
Coyuell, With lbe landdside victory for the current Government, NSW as 2 whole expects
mare of this Governmen) ihan political cxpediency, a halhnark and muuh criticiyed trast of
the previons Goveenment,

Tn the absence of any fiuther testing we DEMAND (a not very polite word) that the
Minidster apply a blavdet “future range” noise it of 7 1dB(L)Y peak hold (arithmetic
avisrags) to the whole of faw SHRSC for the reasons outlined in this submission. We also
demand thai further shooting operaiions at the SHRSC be werminated immediately until tw
breach of the former Mindster's determination in refation to Fircarm Noise Limits is
resolvied,

Of courss the Minister can only do this if he still has the power to make such decisions
following the repealing of Part 3A.

We remain yours faithfully

CC; Pru Goward MP
CC: Wingeearrbee Shirg Couneit
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