· 'Shaft' track -- impacts on State Heritage Listed Sites
In any area the actual location of the heritage sites is localised and often small in area.  The boundaries of these can easily be determined by a qualified archaeologist and then marked on the map to highlight high risk/no-go zones for trails.  There is no reason why other areas around this cannot be utilised, and doing so can in fact lead to a greater appreciation of these areas by bringing a different type of visitor.  The presence of increased visitors will also reduce the likelihood of vandalism because of the greater chance of being caught by a passer by. 

On the side of Mt Stromlo there are a number of localised areas where aboriginal remains have been identified and the immediate area designated high heritage value.  But this has not stopped us from using the adjacent areas for the trails as the historical activity in the area was usually located around a particular spot (eg camp, initiation ground etc).  The exclusion of riders and trails from this area should be based on scientific evidence that quantifies the size of the issue.  If the whole trail is found to lie on a 2000yo settlement of the traditional owners then it would be fair enough to see their point.

· 'Suess' Track -- impacts on 2 Threatened species, one rare species and one regionally significant vegetation community.
As with the heritage site it is important to seek clarification on this issue – where exactly are they in relation to the existing trail alignment?  We have people here claiming that we are endangering two particular bird species.  A 2 min search of the internet finds that one is abundant, while the other has more to fear from Indian Mynor Birds than bike riders.

· 'Lower world cup' track -- impacts on riparian area
Riparian Issue
To try and get some answers to this one I posted up a new thread in the “Save the Trails” forum on mtbr.com (see http://forums.mtbr.com/showthread.php?p=2432076#post2432076 ).  As well as the responses you will see, I also had a local from Townsville send me a reply.  He has been very successful up that way in trails advocacy.  His response was:

Riparian Trail Management 



Hey Reece,

A few ideas:

Given that the initial construction of trails is often the greatest impact then it may be argued that the ongoing impact is minimal in comparison. If there are sections of trail that are low impact ie meet the definition of sustainable trail and that this makes up a more than 50% of the trail then the improving the remainder it may be possible to keep the trail.

If the trail is deemed closed and not actively remediated then the impact of erosion on the trail surface will remain largely unchanged as rainfall and water flow is the largest cause of erosion independent of recreational users. If they are going to remediate the area what is the impact of doing so? Are they going to go through with a machine and grade it flat and cover it with logs? or are they going to take the time and do it all by hand so as to minimise the impact. 

You should also consider that they may be right. Some areas are not appropriate for recreation because of their inherent value. Up here in Daisy hill State Forest we had a regionally significant ecosystem with a trail through it. Mountain bike riders were able to negotiate to do the closure work required on the old alignment in exchange for the realignment of the trail into a less sensitive areas, a win/win solution. Perhaps this is an opportunity to win faith with National Parks. 

You should also try to determine the motivation of the writer of the document. Are these genuine reasons for concern or is their agenda to get rid of mountain bikes? If you can demonstrate that other users ie pedestrians are allowed to have trails in similar circumstances then this is not about environmental impact. 


I'd also get in contact with MTBA president Gillian Duncan and MTBA CEO Tony Scott if you haven’t already.

Cheers 

Oppy.
 
Trail design and construction in riparian areas:
http://www.americantrails.org/resources/trailbuilding/BuildTFWetlands.html
· 'Garden path', 'Creek Gap' and 'Dippers' and associated tracks -- steep topography, erosion issues, potential conflicts with other users due to exit of tracks onto busy multi-use Fire trail/Leichhardt's lookout entrance opposite.
This is probably the easiest one to solve.  These issues are all about trail design, use of angles when existing onto firetrails and shared use policies (who gives way to who and where).  There was a great study done on the difference between perceived and actual conflict between riders and walkers on the Queen Charlotte Track in NZ, and it found that MTB riders and walkers there got on very well and the multi-use trail policy was somewhat more successful than they had envisaged.  A good study to track down.  Let me know if you have trouble finding it as I may have a copy of it somewhere in the deep dark folders on my home PC.  

· 'Cliffhanger' -- impacts to riparian area, steep drop off and erosion concerns
 

Riparian Area

The notes above for ‘Lower World Cup’ track are also applicable here.

Steep Drop-Off
Sounds more like a legal/liability issue than something else.  NSW land managers are protected from liability claims from people who injure themselves when partaking in extreme activities on their land.  Check out the attached document for details, 

Erosion Controls
http://www.imba.com/resources/science/impact_summary.html
· 'Log on' -- impacts to Endangered Ecological community (tracks are considered a 'Threatening process'). This track was illegally constructed and closed by NPWS.
If it has already been closed it might be a loss in the ‘take a little, give a little’ process.  It could though be a problem, because it is admitting agreement to their statements which appears to the unquantified BS.
