Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Application- CP17-00S Arrawarra Beach Pty Ltd- 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrwarra

FREE Animations for your em ail

Marc Dale

From:
Sent:
Subject:

Thursday, 25 May 2017 6:56PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
46 Arrawarra Beach road arrawarra

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

fmwarded to Phil, Marc cc Jane 26.05.17
Flagged

To:

Hi
We don't mind If the wall is built according to council_ certification,
only If all other residents & Public will have FREE access to the beach via a NEW bridge

Safe and easy Public beach access In this area is paramount, at the moment it is poor and everyone Is at the mercy
whether caravan patk will let you through or not
Arrawarra Beach is a public beach and ALL public should have FREE access and provision for elderly and disabled people
as well
Regards

~~fl~ Virus,free. www.avast.com

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Friday, 16 June 2017 11:37 AM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Re: DA CP17-005-46 Arrawarra Beach Road
forwarded to Marc, Phil cc Jane 16.06.17
Flagged

Mr Mark Daley
2017 Secretariat
NSW Coastal Panel
Dear Sir.
The current sea wall was built in 1990 to only extend around the entrance to both the north and south creeks and there
has been considerable erosion caused to the estuary system with the loss of many trees and undergrowth.
We have good reason to believe that a new sea wall constructed around the entire property will erode much more of
the estuary system affecting land and waterways.
The only reason the property owners are requesting a new sea wall surrounding the existing park area and claiming to
extend the land boundary to reclaim any land area lost due to natural erosion over the last SOyears is to allow subdivision of land for construction of new housing.

We can see no valid reason why approval should be given for a NEW sea wall to be build around the whole property at
46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra.
Yours sincerely,

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
Subject:

Thursday, 15 June 2017 5:50 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Save Arrawarra beach holiday Park

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

forwarded to Marc, Phil cc Jane 16.06.17
Flagged

To:

DA Number: CP 17"005
I strongly object to the development application for asea wall to be built in the Anawarra beach camp ground.
This will interfere with the whole ecology of this beautiful area.

Marc Dale
From:

Subject:

Thursday, 15 June 2017 5:40 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Save Arrawarra Beach Holiday Park

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

forwarded to Marc, Phil cc lane 16.06.17
Flagged

Sent:

To:

I object to the new development application for a sea wall at Arrawarra Beach Holiday Park. SAVE ARRAWARRAI\!111

DA number: CP 17·005

Sent from my !Phone

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Re DA CP17-005 42 Arrawarra beach Road Arrawarra Beach 2456

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

forwarded to Marc, Phi! cc Jane 15.06.17
Flagged

The Panel
Declaration: i have made no donations to any political entity or their agents, or any parties who may be
related to this matter.
As a Rate Payer in the village of Arrawarra Beach, I wish to express my rejection of the Application made for
the construction of the proposed Revetment Wall at the conjunction of the Yarrawarra and Arrawarra Creeks.
My reasons for this objection relate to a group of issues, such as the fundamental issue of the road into the
village being not fit for purpose to allow the traffic required to achieve the task, that are land based and
relevant to the Broader Development Application of which this Application to construct the subject Wall is
Integral; as well as Issues within the scope of the Panel.
Arrawarra Beach and the confluence of the two creeks that merge and flow into the Ocean is a sensitive
coastal environment that presents to me to be successful in following a long pattern of ebb and flow that
maintains the health of the creeks and surrounding wetlands. The affected land associated with the
Application Is currently used as a Caravan Park, a low impact and sympathetic use ofthe land and coastline
that has had a very long history of continuous activity. This suggests to me that there is an available record
demonstrating the apparent stability of the environment, within the parameters of the expected changes in
the creeks given the various factors that affect it such as creek flow and tidal effects as well as storm events,
and therefore there Is no particular moment of need in the coastal environment to justify construction of the
proposed Revetment Wall.
The current Gamblon stabilisatlon that has been In place for many years is modest and stood up well to a
significant Weather Event that occurred prior to the initial DA being submitted.
The minimal erosion I have personally observed over a continuous five year period has usually been restored
by the natural dynamics of the environment. I claim no knowledge of the specific volumes of land lost or
restored by the usual processes of the environment, however I submit that the resilience of the natural
process Is such that it functions well in its current state.
I submit that I believe the creation of the proposed Revetment wall is of no evident benefit to the integrity of
the local environment other than the land-based considerations of the overarching Development Application
for the Site, nor that there Is any perceived need in terms of Coastal Water Management or remediatlon.
ISS\Ies that I believe are significant are related to Eddying and Undermining given that there must be end
points of the Wall and possibly other points that will be affected by the effects of dynamic tidal, water volume
and flow rate considerations.
I believe that the possibility of unknown affects to the character of the environment in terms of the Profiles of
the creeks, the beach, flora and fauna, the associated wetlands and residential properties as a result of the
construction of the Revetment Wall presents an unacceptable risk.

I wish to submit that the .PDF illustrating 'site plan with aerial' In the suite of documents available regarding
the subject DA demonstrates the propensity within the overarching DA to make statements that are at
variance with the facts. The area marked as 'gully' at the Southeast aspect of the site plan (upper (R) corner of
document) is In fact part of the creek that did not have water In it at that at the particular point In time. There
Is water In this part of the creek at the time of this submission.
it is understood that the role of the Panel Is limited to its brief so I will superfluously add that the Revetment
Wall is an element of a broader project. The considerations of that Project is commercial.
Thank you for considering my submission

Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

OEH ROGHD Coastal. Panel Mailbox
Fwd: Objection to DA: CP17 -005- Coastal protection works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road,
Arrawarra
forwarded to Marc, Phi\ cc Jane 13.06.17
Flagged

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Alongside my neighbours, we strongly object
In addition to the below comments, I have spoken to the local aboriginal elders and marine parks and wildlife
who also add there objections, with no doubt it would decimate the existing middens and have negative effects
to
beachside
both nolth and south.

Sent from my iPhone
Begin forwarded message:

7-005- Coastal protection worl,s, 46 Arnnvarra Beach

Road, Arrawarra
PLEASE NOTE: my email address has changed
Please update your records.

·Begin forwarded message:
From:
Subject: Objection to
Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
Date: 10 June 20171:26:33 pm AEST
To: coastal.panel@environment.nsw.gov.au

lOth June 2017

The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
Dear Sir

re DA: CP 17-005- Coastal protection works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road,

At1'a WatT a
I wish to mise an objection in the strongest possible terms to the above DA.I
have made no political donations in respect of this or any related matter. I consent
to my submission being made public on yo1u· website.
I respond having receiyed on 8th June a letter from your office, your ref
DOC17/272112. I first wish to state that for a matter that was apparently first put
on public exhibition on 20th May, the delay in notifying me as a nearby resident
has given me no time in which to view the application at Coffs Harbour City
Council given that you require submissions to be received by 19th June. My
submission is made with only the details available on yom website.
The DA describes the proposed development as "Coastal protection works (rock
seawall)". The fact is that the seawall is just a small component of a much larger
project namely a land subdivision providing for 24 residential allotments that will
have massive envirmllllental, social, aesthetic, cultural and recreational impacts
on the site and surrounding areas. For the seawall DA to be submitted for
consideration in the relative absence of the impact of the whole project is grossly
misleading and I would submit manipulative ofthc broader DA and planning
assessment processes and should be rejected completely. The fact that a bushfire
assessment and various ecological assessments related to land based impacts
(rather than on the estuary per se) are incorporated in the supp01ting documents is
a recognition of the fact that there are much bigger issues at hand. I WO\tld ask
how a bushfire assessment relates to a rock wall which I assume is not
combustible!
The site is zoned E2. This zoning expressly prohibits "multi dwelling housing".
Four "key benefits" are stated as arising from the proposal. I submit that with the
exception of some aspects of the first there are no benefits to anyone but the
owners who hope to make a large amount of money from the sale of the
residential allotments.
l. "Protection ofthe site and surrounding land from coastal erosion".

I contend that there is tilinimal C\ll1'ent threat to the site from erosion and that the ·
cunent erosion control measures are and will contitme to be effective if
maintained as required. There is no pressing need for the major works proposed
except in relation to the proposed residential development which I submit will
. have massive deleterious impacts on the area. Fmihennore, any alteration to the
present minimalist erosion control measures are j\JSt as likely to create their own
problems. The proposed outer aligtllllent of the new revelment wall will follow
the bmmdaries of the property rather than the cU11'ent wall alignment which is
much more related to the actual natural water flow characteristics of the two
estuaries as manifest since the site was occupied many years ago as a camp site.
What hydrological considerations related to estuarine water flows have been
evaluated? Why is the new alignment superior to what is current? What will be its
impacts on water flow in the estuaries?
Any change in water flow will have impacts on the the whole esfimrine
ecosystem, the ever changing sand banks, opposite banks and their vegetations
and the constantly changing position of the actual site of cm~unction of the
estuary with the ocean. In dry times, the whole estuary closes up from the ocean
and a lagoon forms only to open up again after heavy rainfall. Nothing of this is
mentioned in the documents provided.

2. "Retaining the coastal character of the site and the coastal foreshore".
The current caravan park epitomises the traditional coastal character of the area
and is so iconic that in my view it should be heritage listed. It speaks of a bygone
era when fumilies of any financial status could afford to holiday at the beachside
enjoying the simple pleasures of surfing, walking on the beach, fishing and with
the mouth of the estuaries providing a very safe place for very young children to
enjoy the water. Cabins for 2 adults and 2 children are modestly priced at around
$80/night. Camping is very much cheaper and eqjoyed by people of all ages and
nationalities including many young backpackers and fmit pickers from around the
world. The modest little cabins and other buildings that dot the site are largely
camouflaged from the beach by their colours of pale green and brown which
blend with the assortment of trees that have survived the wilful! destruction by
the current owners of some large habitat trees over the past couple of years under
the spurious guise of "bush fire mitigation".
The proposedrevctment wall will be a huge, monotone, homogenem1s mass of
rocks of regular shape, size and profile that will be completely out of character
with the smrounding natural beach and vegetation contours where there are few if
any visible rocks. At the ends of the wall, there will be an abrupt change to the
existing natural landscape that will add to the wholly artificial appearance of the
structtire. To describe this as "visually unobtrusive" as in section 2.1 of the
proposal is utterly absurd.
The top of the wall will be horizontal as will the land comprising the housing lots,
completely out of character with the tmdulating natural surrounding landfonns.
The expensive beachfront allotments will be no doubt be dominated by large,
equally expensive, closely-abutting masonry and glass houses taking full
advantage of the small area of the allotments and extending to the height
restriction of 8. 5 metres. In all, the appearmtce from the beach will be of a
massive intrusive "wall" of highly reflective masonry and glass, utterly ruining
the present natural and largely unto\tched appearance of the whole locality and
completely out of character with the existing housing styles of the area.
3. "Enhancing the site's ecological value by revegetating the coastal buffer within
the site with native species, creating new habitat for aquatic species and
improving habitat connection with the site".
Tllis statement is just not supported by the proposal. It is extremely unlikely that
there will be m\tch if any land left after the houses are built for any significant
planting within allotments bearing in mind that the owners of this type of housing
will undoubtedly be concemed to maximise their views of the ocean and
esttmries, unfettered by anything but low shrub and rockery style plantings. The
public land that is proposed to be between the waterfront housing and the seawall
will be flat, extremely exposed to the wind and salt air and will be a very difficult
location for the establishment of any significant vegetation. Beca11se it is so
exposed to the elements ahd the public, it is very unlikely to be of any ecological
value to local wildlife except for scavenging seagulls and ibises which thankfully
are as yet not a current sco\lrge of the area. Futthennore, the owners of the houses
will have a vested interest in ens\lt·ing that no plantings of any height become
established on public land as this will impact their water views!
There is no evidence offered to suppott the contention that a seawall as proposed
will provide aey meaningful "habitat for aquatic species" and by its rigid and
uniform sltucture will almost cettainly reduce the ecological values of the

adjacent estuarine environment. Furthermore the seawall and buffer zone will
become an ecological desert providing no meaningful ecological
"habitat connection with the site".
4. "Enabling future use of the residential zoned land in accordance with the
planning intensions for the area and with community expectations".
The stated objectives of Zone E2 "Enviroiunental Conservation" are as follows:
o

o

To protect, manage and restore areas of high ecological, scientific,
cultural or aesthetic values.
To prevent development that could destroy, damage or otherwise have an
adverse effect on those values.

There is not one single aspect of the proposal to create a land subdivision of24
residential lots, community title or otherwise, with the associated proposal for a
massive artificial rock seawall that Sllppolis any of these objectives.
The proposal seems to completely contradict the planning intensions of the E2
zoning. There are no comtmmity expectations for this development. Rather, there
is almost unanimous local condemnation of the proposals.
Currently the appeal of the area is its relatively \ltltO\JChed natural character and
simple recreational features. The people who live in the area have chosen
Arrawarra precisely because of these qualities. If they wanted the characteristics
embodied in the proposal they would rather have chosen the Gold Coast or
somewhere equally devoid of any remaining natural beachside qualities.
The cmrent usage as a caravan park and surf school is perfectly suited to the area
and its E2 zoning. It is a vibrant b11t quiet conmmnity of nature-loving people,
some longstanding weekenders and holiday makers occupying the modest
permanent vans and cabins as well as visitors of all ages from all over the countty
and abroad, free-camping or travelling in camper vans and caravans. Added to
this mix is an ever changing population of international young people,
backpackers and surf school attendees, enjoying one of the last-remaining pristine
beachfront locations in Australia along with fruit pickers from Asia and the
Pacific Islands- in all a truly beautiful and hemtwanning connmmity that
enriches the lives of everyone in the locality.
Some fnrther comments on the proposal
Section 2.4 "Flood and stonnwater management" makes no mention of the details
ofstonnwater management. The cmTent site largely comprises soft, absorptive
surfaces and gentle sloping contours with minimal concrete or bitumen roadways
which allows for natural flow of stonnwater into the ground and waterways. The
proposed development will be dominated by the hard impermeable surfaces of
roadways, house roofS, paved areas and driveways which create rapid, largevolume nmoffs especially in times of high rainfall. No mention appears to.have
been made of the management of this water. The large pipe outflows that will be
required will undoubtedly create erosion problems which are not discussed.
Section 2.6 "Ecological assessment" is dominated by matters that do not relate to
the seawall which is the supposed subject of this DA. The last pmt of this section
relating to the "seven part test assessment" contains nothing positive for the
environment whatsoever and acknowledges some serious negatives. There is not

a single mention of any issue that specifically relates to the impact of the
proposed seawall!
Section 2. 7 "Social and economic impact" implies that the current public access
to the beach is restricted to the public pathway that leads to Yarrawarra Creek.
Whilst this might be the strictly legal situation currently, the existing oCcupimts of
the site all<;>w completely free and unrestricted access to the beach via the site and
the existing picturesque footbridge. The photogrll]Jhs provided in the proposal are
thus completely misleading and misrepresent the reality of tlie current
arrangements.
The statements made about the visual amenity and recreational value of the
proposed revelment wall and the i!lustration2.6 are totally unrealistic and would
only convince readers of the proposal who have not inspected the site in person.
The current "old style cabins" and "old picnic tables" are completely sympathetic
with the current surroundings and are a very important element of its relaxed oldworld chann. 111e new proposal offers no detail of what these will be replaced
with but w)latever the case they will almost ce1tainly be modern, boringly generic
in design and constructed of mmatural concrete, plastic or metal materials as seen
everywhere in public places, totally unsympathetic to the existing character ofthc
location.
Section 2.9 "Visual assessment". The proposal describes tl1e seawall as "rock
armour" which is exactly appropriate to a structme which in 'volume will be
massive in comparison to the existing highly weathered gabon basket and modest
wooden retaining structures. The· current structures have a nonunifonn and
makeshift quality that is effective and low tech which is completely in-keeping
with the surrounding localities. The proposed structure will be unifmm with large
hard rock surfaces much less likely to be naturally colonised by local plants and
marine crustaceans. The proposed "native vegetation replanting" detail is vague,
mentions no particular species and in my view will be impossible to implement
due to the tidal water flow characteristics of the estuaries. It will take centuries to
naturalise the proposed "rock armour".
Section 3.3 Coastal Protection Act. The contents ofthis section of the proposal
are completely absurd and unsubstantiated, The proposal states that "as
demonstrated in Section-3.15 the development meets ESD principles". There is
110 section 3.15 in the proposal. What are ESD principles?
Section3.5 "Marine estate management". The purported "beneficial impacts" of
the seawall are completely unsubstantiated.
I could embark on a fmther detailed critique of the remaining content of the
proposal but I will finish here.
What is clear is that the proposal for a 24 block residential development fails
every single test of suitability for this site and must not be approved.
Yours faithfully,

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Saturday, 10 June 2017 1:27 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Objection to DA: CP17-005- Coastal protection works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road,
Arrawarra
forwarded to Marc, Phil & cc Jane 13.06.17
Flagged

10thJune2017

The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
Dear Sir
re DA: CPl'l-005- Coastal protection works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I wish to raise an objection in the strongest possible terms to the above DA. I have made no political donations
in respect of this or atly related matter. I consent to my submission being made public on your website.
I respond having received on 8th June a letter from your office, your refDOCl'l/272112. I ftrst wish to state
that for a matter that was apparently ftrst put on public exhibition on 20th May, the delay in notifying me as a
nearby resident has given me no time in which to view the application at Coffs Harbour City Council given that
you require submissions to be received by 19tll June. My submission is made with only the details available on
your website.
The DA describes the proposed development as "Coastal protection works (rock seawall)". The fact is that the
seawall is just a small component of a much larger project namely a land subdivision providing for 24
residential allotments that will have massive environmental, social, aesthetic, cultural and recreational impacts
on the site and sunounding areas. For the seawall DA to be submitted for consideration in the relative absence
of the impact of the whole project is grossly misleading and I would submit manipulative of the broader DA
and planning assessment processes and should be rejected completely. The fact that a bushftre assessment and
various ecological assessments related to land based impacts (rather than on the estuary per se) are incorporated
in the suppotiing documents is a recognition of the fuct that there are much bigger issues at hand. I would ask
how a bushfJre assessment relates to a rock wall which I assume is not combt1stible!
The site is zoned E2. This zoning expressly prohibits "multi dwelling housing".
Fom "key benefits" are stated as arising from the proposal. I submit that with the exception of some aspects of
the ftrst there are no benefits to anyone but the owners who hope to make a large amo1mt of money from the
sale of the residential allotments.
1. "Protection of the site and surrounding land from coastal erosion".

I contend that there is minimal cm1'ent threat to the site from erosion and that the cunent erosion control
measures arc and will continue to be effective if maintained as required. Tliere is no pressing need for the major
works proposed except in relation to the proposed residential development which I submit will have massive
deleterious impacts on the area. Fmihermore, any alteration to the present minimalist erosion control measures
are just as likely to create their own problems. The proposed outer a!igmnent ofthe new revelment wall will

follow the boundaries of the prope11y rather than the current wall alignment which is much more related to the
actual natural water flow characteristics of the two estuaries as manifest since the site was occupied many years
ago as a camp site. What hydrological considerations related to estuarine water flows have been evaluated?
Why is the new alignment superior to what is current? What will be its impacts on water flow in the estuaries?
Any change in water flow will have impacts on the the whole estuarine ecosystem, the ever changing sand
banks, opposite banks and their vegetations and the constantly changing position of the actual site of
conjunction of the estuary with the ocean. In dry times, the whole estuary closes up from the ocean and a
lagoon forms only to open up again after heavy rainfall. Nothing of this is mentioned in the documents
provided.
2. "Retaining the coastal character of the site and the coastal foreshore".
The C\111'ent caravan park epitomises the traditional coastal character ofthe area and is so iconic that in my view
it should be heritage listed. It speaks of a bygone era when families of any financial status could afford to
holiday at the beachside et\ioying the simple pleasures of surfing, walking on the. beach, fishing and with the
mouth of the estuaries providing a very safe place for very young children to enjoy the water. Cabins for 2
ad\Jlts and 2 children are modestly priced at around $80/night. Camping is very much cheaper and enjoyed by
people of all ages and nationalities including many young backpackers and fruit pickers from around the world.
The modest little cabins and other buildings that dot the site are largely camouflaged from the beach by their
coloms of pale green and brown which blend with the assortment of trees that have smvived the wilful!
dest111ction by the cmTent owners of some large habitat trees over the past couple of years under the spurious
guise of"bushfire mitigation".
The proposed revelment wall will be a huge, monotone, homogeneous mass of rocks of regular shape, size and
profile that will be completely out of character with the surrounding natural beach and vegetation contours
where there are fe\V if any visible rocks. At the ends of the wall, there will be an abrupt change to the existing
natural landscape that will add to the wholly artificial appearance of the structure. To describe this as "visually
unobtmsive" as in section 2.1 oftl1e proposal is utterly absurd.
The top of the wall will be horizontal as will the land comprising the housing lots, completely out of character
with the undulating natural surrounding landfonns. The expensive beachfront allotments will be no doubt be
dominated by large, equally expensive, closely-abutting masonry and glass houses taking full advantage of the
small area of the allotments and extending to the height restriction of 8.5 metres. In all, the appearance from the
beach will be of a massive intrusive "wall" of highly reflective masonry and glass, utterly ruining the present
natural and largely untouched appearance of the whole locality and completely out of character with the
existing housing styles of the area.
3. "Enhancing the site's ecological value by revegetating the coastal buffer within the site with native species,
creating new habitat for aquatic species and improving habitat connection with the site".
This statement is j\JSt not suppo1ted by the proposal. It is extremely unlikely that there will be much if any land
left after the houses are built for any significant planting within allotments bearing in mind that the owners of
this type of housing will undoubtedly be concerned to maximise their views of the ocean and estuaries,
\mfettered by anything but low shrub and rockery style plantings. The public land that is proposed to be
between the waterfront housing and the seawall will be flat, extremely exposed to the wind and salt air and will
be a very diffio\Jlt location for the establishment of any significant vegetation. Because it is so exposed to the
elements and the public, it is very unlikely to be of any ecological value to local wildlife except for scavenging
seagulls and ibises which thankfully are as yet not a cul1'ent scm1rge of the area. Furthermore, the owners of the
houses will have a vested interest in ensuring that no plantings of any height become established on public land
as this will impact their water views!
·
There is no evidence offered to suppmt the contention that a seawall as proposed will provide any meaningful
"habitat for aquatic species" and by its rigid and unifotm structure will almost certainly reduce the ecological
values of the adjacent estuarine environment. Fmthermore the seawall and buffer zone will become an
ecological dese1t providing no meaningful ecological
"habitat connection with the site".

4. "Enabling future tlSe of the residential zoned land in accordance with tlte plmming intensions for the area and
witl1 cmmnunity expectations". .
The stated objectives of Zone E2 "Environmental Conservation" are as follows;
•
•

To protect, manage and restore areas of high ecological, scientific, cultural m· aesthetic values.
To prevent development that could destroy, damage or otherwise have an adverse effect on those values.

There is not one single aspect of the proposal to create a land subdivision of24 residential lots, community title
or otherwise, with the associated proposal for a massive artificial rock seawall that supp01ts any of these
objectives.
The proposal seems to completely contradict the planning intensions of the E2 zoning. There are no community
expectations for this development. Rather, there is almost unanimoits local conclenmation of the proposals.
Currently the appeal of the area is its relatively untouched natural character and simple recreational features.
The people who live in the area have chosen Arrawarra precisely because of these qualities. If they wanted the
characteristics embodied in the proposal they would rather have chosen the Gold Coast or somewhere equally
devoid of any remaining natural beachsicle qualities.
The current usage as a caravan park and surf school is perfectly suited to the area and its E2 zoning. It is a
vibrant but quiet community of nature-loving people, some longstanding weekenders and holiday makers
occttpying the modest permanent vans and cabins as well as visitors of all ages from all over the country and
abroad, fi-ee-camping or travelling in camper vans and caravans. Added to this mix is an ever changing
population of international young people, backpackers and surf school attcndees, enjoying one of the lastremaining pristine beachfi·ont locations in Australia along with fi11it pickers from Asia and the Pacific Islands in all a truly beautiful and heartwarming community that emiches the lives of everyone in the locality.
Some further comments on the proposal
Section 2.4 "Flood and stonnwater manageme!lt" makes no mention of the details of stonnwater management. ·
The current site largely comprises soft, abs01ptive surfaces and gentle sloping contours with minimal concrete
or bitumen road ways which allows for natural flow of stormwater into the ground and waterways. The
proposed development will be dominated by the hard impermeable surfaces of road ways, house roofs, paved
areas and driveways which create rapid, large-volume mnoffs especially in times of high rainfall. No mention
appears to have been made of the management of this water. The large pipe outflows that will be required will
undoubtedly create erosion problems which are not discussed.
Section2.6 "Ecological assessment" is dominated by matters that do not relate to the seawall which is the
supposed subject of this DA. The last part of this section relating to the "seven pmt test assessment" contains
nothing positive for the enviromnent whatsoever and acknowledges some serious negatives. There is not a
single mentioi1 of any issue that specifically relates to the impact of the proposed seawall!
Section 2.7 "Social and economic impact" implies that the current public access to the beach is restricted to the
public pathway that leads to Yanawarra Creek. Whilst this might be the strictly legal situation currently, the
existing occupants of the site allow completely free and unrestricted access to the beach via the site and the
existing picturesque footbridge. The photographs provided in the proposal are thus completely misleading and
misrepresent the reality of the cunent mTangements.
The statements made about the visual amenity and recreational valtte of the proposed revelment wall and the
illustration 2.6 are totally unrealistic and would only convince readers of the proposal who have not inspected
the site in person. The cmrent "old style cabins" and "old picnic tables" are completely sympathetic with the
cturent surroundings and are a very important element of its relaxed old-world charm. The new proposal offers
no detail of what these will be replaced with but whatever the case they will almost cettainly be modem,

boringly generic in design and constructed of unnatural concrete, plastic or metal materials as seen everywhere
itt public places, totally unsympathetic to the existing character of the location.

Section 2.9 "Visiml assessment". The proposal describes the seawall as "rock mmour" which is exactly
appropriate to a structure which in volume will be massive in comparison to the existing highly weathered
gabon basket and modest wooden retaining structures. The cunent structures have a nonuniform and makeshift
quality that is effective and low teeh which is completely in-keeping with the surrounding localities. The
proposed structure will be uniform with large hard rock surfaces much less likely to be naturally colonised by
local plants and marine crustaceans. The proposed "native vegetation replanting" detail is vague, mentions no
particular species and in my view will be impossible to implement due to the tidal water flow characteristics of
the estuaries. It will take centuries to naturalise the proposed "rock armour".
Section 3.3 Coastal Protection Act. The contents of this section of the proposal are completely absurd and
unsubstantiated. The proposal states that "as demonstrated in Section3.15 the development meets ESD
principles". There is no section3.15 in the proposal. What are ESD principles?
Section3.5 "Marine estate management". The purpmted "beneficial impacts" ofthe seawall are completely
uns\Jbstantiated.
I could embark on a fmther detailed cl'itique of the remaining content of the proposal but I will finish here.
What is clear is that the proposal for a 24 block residential development fails every single test of suitability for
this site and must not be approved.
Yours faithfully,

Marc Dale
From:

Subject:

Thursday, 8 June 2017 3:45 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Arrawarra

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

f01warded to Marc, Phil and cc Jane 08.06.17
Flagged

Sent:
To:

\

Regarding ·Coastal Protection Works
46 Arrawarra Beach Road
Arrawarra
Development Application no·CP 17-005
Object
*Culturally significant land, will damage/ruin and effect mlddens *Create seaside problems north and south *Be a
detriment to our beachside property
Side note· as a neighbouring property I find it curious that I have only just received this, within days of submission
closing date,
This is not satisfactory community consultation Thanks Danlelle Wallace

Sent from my lP hone

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sunday, 18 June 2017 2:39PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra CP 17-005

To the NSW Coastal panel,
like it known that we have no objection to the
aboveDA.
We see it as only beneficial to the community as a whole. This coastal protection is years overdue and has to be
100% better than the enviromnental vandalism that is occurring along tllis stretch of foreshore, due to inaction
and repeated storm damage to tllis area. A vast amount offoreshore and trees have been literally allowed to fall
into the creek over the years. It j\JSt requires conunonsense really to allow people to protect their property.
Please do not hesitate to contact \JS for any further conunent,
Kind regards

In response to DA CP 17 - 005

Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sunday, 18 June 2017 12:30 AM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mai\box
Fw: Obje,tion to DA CP 17-005

Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I object to this project.
In the last two years I have not made any political donations.
I wish to object to the proposal for a number of reasons. The present wall that was installed in 1990 is still firm
and does not need to be replaced. I cannot understand how this structure could cause any danger to the
public. The rest of the boundary which is in a natural state shows no apparent erosion. If this natural river bank
Is replaced with an artificial seawall!! could cause negative consequences on species present. A wall would
change the natural habitat significantly and not reflect the natural ecosystems of the area. This area is used
extensively by people because of its natural beauty and its easy access to the river via a boat ramp. This
access would be lost if a huge ugly, unnatural wall was built. Located in this area is a small hamlet of long
standing, privately owned cabins. These cabins are not mentioned at all in the submission so I wonder if the
applicant is being truthful when they say the wall is to protect the ongoing caravan park.
The loss of the vegetation will have an adverse effect on the natural functioning of the nearby estuary. Even if
the E2 zone is revegetated as stated, the type and location of plants proposed will not provide the same
benefits to the river that the existing vegetation does. Also a seawall constructed around the entire site will
have substantial impacts on other areas of the Arrawarra Creek. This is very important because the river is
important as a, nursery, breeding are and a food source for many marine and estuarine species.
I understand that the building of a large wall could also affect the natural flow of the river. The installation of a
hard wall as proposed could cause the naturally meandering stream t_o move against the new structure
permanently.
In closing I contend the application should be rejected because the wall is not needed. The site shows no
significant erosion problems and the present wall is still functional and not dangerous. Therefore the key
purpose of the proposed seawall is not to protect the site from coastal erosion. Also an unnecessary new wall
would pose a significant danger to surrounding areas and the fragile estuarine ecosystems.
Thank you,

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Submission against Development Application number: CP 17-005

To Whom it May Concern,
Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I object to this project.
I have never made any political donations
There are lots of reasons why I object to this Development:
The existing wall is still mostly stable and in reasonable condition. it would be easy to repair and this would be
a much better alternative for the environment and financially for the applicant.
This wall has been established for many years and to my knowledge has never posed a danger to the public.
Much of the Arrawarra Creek shore line has no wall and shows no indication of erosion. it is in a natural state
with wonderful shade trees over hanging the water. it has a natural beauty and attracts people to this area
because of the unimpeded view and easy access to the river. I do not accept that a wall needs to be built to
protect this area from coastal erosion. The view that the location is eroding quickly is false and there is no
need to extend a protective wall to protect an area that is not eroding.
·
located In this area are many privately owned cabins. There is no mention of these cabins in the submission
to build a wall to protect the Caravan Park. Only two residential tenancy agreements exist because other
agreements have expired and renewal denied by Astoria Group. They have made it clear the aim is to turn this
area into a residential sub division. it Is clear to me the applicant is not being truthful when they say the wall is
to protect the ongoing caravan park. They still have a DA at Coffs Harbour Council for a large Residential
Subdivision on the site.
The proposed revelment wall would cause erpsion damage to nearby areas. The present wall has already
eroded the opposite north bank and a bigger longer wall would only do more damage.
Kind Regards,

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Development Application number: CP 17-005

Development Application number: CP 17;005
Location: A1Tawarra
Applicant: AlTawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Atmwat1·a Beach Road, Arrawarra
I have made no political donations in the previous two years.
I object to this project for the following reasons.
I object to this project.
In the last two years I have not made any political donations.
I want to object to the proposal for the reasons outlined. I do not believe the present wall is potentially
hazardous and no longer able to fulfil its intended purpose, thereby providing a public safety. I and my three
children often swim in the river neat· the wall and have never sensed any type of danger. The wall still looks in
mostly good condition ancl only needs a few sections of wire on top replaced or repaired. There is not tll\Jch
erosion evident near the top of the wall. Lovely grassed areas exist were we often sit and admire the wonderful
view. FUtther up the stream where the wall finishes. we enter the river via a cemenl'boat ramp. This area has
shade trees and shows no sign of erosion so should be left in this 'idealistic state. It is not necessary to build a
wall around the entire site it does not need to be protected.
It is common knowledge the owners of the Caravan Park intend to build a Residential area and close the

caravan park. They have been trying to develop the site since they purchased it and have spent no money on the
Caravan park infrastmctme. They have a DA with Coffs Council which is dependent on the building of a sea
wall to allow backfilling. The 20 or so owners of permanent and semi-permanent cabins have not been able to
renew leases for many years. These cabins are not mentioned at all in the Statement ofEnviromnental Effects
submitted. Tltis clearly demonstrates the caravan Park as it has existed for the last 30 years or so will cease to
exist.
I maintain the proposed wall is not needed to protect the Caravan Park. The wall is not being built to protect the
Caravan Park as stated. The primary purpose for the proposed revelment wall is to protect a future residential
development.
Y0\11' Sincerely

Get Outlook for iOS

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Saturday,
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Arrawarra Submission

Re: Development Application immber: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I have made no political donations In the previous two years.
I object to this project and believe there is no reason to build a new wall for the following reasons.
•
•

The wall that Is presently installed is still serviceable and requires little maintenance to Increase its life.
There Is little evidence of erosion near the rock wall and on the creek bed beyond which is not
protected by the wall. This area is In a natural state and has grass and trees and is not impacted by
waves. it should be left in this natural state.
• To say the site Is eroding quickly would be false. it seems Implausible to destroy·this natural area and
build a protective wall that is not needed.
• Therefore I maintain the major purpose of the proposed revetment wall is not to protect the site from
coastal erosion but for some other unnamed reason.
Thankyou

Marc Dale

From:
Sent:

To:·
Subject:

Saturday, 17 June 2017 2:01 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Development Application number: CP 17-005

To Whom it May Concern,

Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTO
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I object to this project.
I have never made any political donations
There are lots of reasons why I object to this Development.·
The existing wall is still mostly stable and in reasonable condition. 1t would be easy to repair and this would be
a much better alternative for the environment and financially for the applicant.
This wall has been established for many years and to my knowledge has never pbsed a danger to the public.
Much of the Arrawarra Creek shore line has no wall and shows no indication of erosion. lt is in a natural state
with wonderful shade trees over hanging the water. lt has a natural beauty and attracts people to this area
because of the unimpeded view and easy access to the river. I do not accept that a wall needs to be built to
protect this area from coastal erosion. The view that the location is eroding quickly is false and there is no
need to extend a protective wall to protect an area that is not eroding.
Located In this area are many privately owned cabins. There is no mention of these cabins in the submission
to build a wall to protect the Caravan Park. Only two residential tenancy agreements exist because other
agreements have expired and renewal denied by Asteria Group. They have made it clear the aim is to turn this
area into a residential sub division. lt is clear to me the applicant is not being truthful when they say the wall is
to protect the ongoing caravan park. They still have a DA at Coffs Harbour Council for a Large Residential
Subdivision on the site.
The proposed revelment wall would cause erosion damage to nearby areas. The present wall has already
eroded the opposite north bank and a bigger longer wall would only do more damage.
Yours Faithfully,

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, 17 Jtme 2017 1:53 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Development Application number: CP 17·005

Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra

I object to this project.
In the last two years I have not made any political donations.
I wish to object to the proposal for a number of reasons. The present wall that was Installed in 1990 is still firm and does
not need to be replaced. I cannot understand how this structure could cause any danger to the public. The rest of the
boundary which Is In a natural state shows no apparent erosion. If this natural river bank Is replaced with an artificial
seawall it could cause negative consequences on species present. Awall would change the natural habitat significantly
and not reflect the natural ecosystems of the area. This area Is used extensively by people because of Its natural beauty
and its easy access to the river via a boat ramp. This access would be lost if a huge ugly, unnatural wall was built.
Located in this area is a small hamlet of long standing, privately owned cabins. These cabins are not mentioned at all in
the submission so I wonder if the applicant is being truthful when they say the wall Is to protect the ongoing caravan
park.
The loss of the vegetation will have an adverse effect on the natural functioning of the nearby estuary. Even if the E2
zone is revegetated as stated, the type and location of plants proposed will not provide the same benefits to the river
that the existing vegetation does. Also a seawall constructed around the entire site will have substantial impacts on
other areas of the Arrawarra Creek. This is very important because the river is Important as a, nursery, breeding are and
a food source for many marine and estuarine species.
I understand that the building of a large wall could also affect the natural flow of the river. The Installation of a hard wall
as proposed could cause the naturally meandering stream to move against the new structure permanently.
In closing I contend the application should be rejected because the wall is not needed. The site shows no significant
erosion problems and the present wall is still functional and not dangerous. Therefore the key purpose of the proposed
seawall is not to protect the site from coastal erosion. Also an unnecessary new wall would pose a significant danger to
surrounding areas and the fragile estuarine ecosystems.
Thank you,

Sent from my !Phone

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:

To:

OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox

Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra

I object to this project.
In the last two years I have not made any political donations.
1wish to object to the proposal for a number of reasons. The present wall that was installed in 1990 Is still firm and does

not need to be replaced. I cannot understand how this structure could cause any danger to the public. The rest of the
boundary which is In a natural state shows no apparent erosion. If this natural river bank Is replaced with an artificial
seawall it could cause negative consequences on species present. A wall would change the natural habitat significantly
and not reflect the natural ecosystems of the area. This area is used extensively by people because of Its natural beauty
and Its easy access to the river via a boat ramp. This access would be lost if a huge ugly, unnatural wall was built.
Located in this area is a small hamlet of long standing, privately owned cabins. These cabins are not mentioned at all In
the submission so I wonder if the applicant Is being truthful when they say the wall Is to protect the ongoing caravan
park.
The loss of the vegetation will have an adverse effect on the natural functioning of the nearby estuary. Even if the E2
zone is revegetated as stated, the type and location of plants proposed will no~ provide the same benefits to the river
that the existing vegetation does. Also a seawall constructed around the entire site will have substantial impacts on
other areas of the Arrawarra Creek. This is very Important because the river Is important as a, nursery, breeding are and
a food source for many marine and estuarine species.
l understand that the building of a large wall could also affect the natural flow of the river. The installation of a hard wall
as proposed could cause the naturally meandering stream to move against the new structure permanently.
ln closing I contend the application should be rejected because the wall is not needed. The site shows no significant
erosion problems and the present wall Is still functional and not dangerous. Therefore the key purpose of the proposed
seawall is not to protect the site from coastal erosion. Also an unnecessary new wall would pose a significant danger to
surrounding areas and the fragile estuarine ecosystems.
Thank you,

Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, 17 June 2017 12:47 PM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Objection to DA CP 17-005

Development Application number; CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant Arrawarra Beach PTY LTO
Description of development; Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I object to this project.
In the last two years I have not made any political donations.
I wish to object to the proposal for a number of reasons. The present wall that was installed in 1990 is still firm
and does not need to be replaced. I cannot understand how this structure could cause any danger to the
public. The rest of the boundary which is in a natural state shows no apparent erosion. If this natural river bank
is replaced with an artificial seawall it could cause negative consequences on species present. A wall would
change the natural habitat significantly and not reflect the natural ecosystems of the area. This area is used
extensively by people because of its natural beauty and its easy access to the river via a boat ramp. This
access would be lost if a huge ugly, unnatural wall was built. Located in this area is a small hamlet of long
standing, privately owned cabins. These cabins are not mentioned at all in the submission so I wonder if the
applicant is being truthful when they say the wall Is to protect the ongoing caravan park.
The loss of the vegetation will have an adverse effect on the natural functioning of the nearby estuary. Even if
the E2 zone is revegetated as stated, the type and location of plants proposed will not provide the same
benefits to the river that the existing vegetation does. Also a seawall constructed around the entire site will
have substantial impacts on other areas of the Arrawarra Creek. This is very important because the river is
important as a, nursery, breeding are and a food source for many marine and estuarine species.
I understand that the building of a large wall could also affect the natural flow of the river. The installation of a
hard wall as proposed could cause the naturally meandering stream to move against the new structure
permanently.
In closing I contend the application should be rejected because the wall is not needed. The site shows no
significant erosion problems and the present wall is still functional and not dangerous. Therefore the key
purpose of the proposed seawall is not to protect the site from coastal erosion. Also an unn.ecessary new wall
would pose a significant danger to surrounding areas and the fragile estuarine ecosystems.

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

Saturday, 17 June 2017 11:46 AM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Submission.

Development Application number: CP 17-005
location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY l TD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I have made no political donations in the previous two years. 1want my name suppressed thanks.
I object to this project for the following reasons.
1. I believe the present gablon wall is still stable and not in need of re.placement, only repair.
2. I can see no danger presented by this gabion wall and feel that the proposed revetment wall could
pose a threat to public.safety.
3. The rest of the boundary which Is partly vegetated has not suffered from erosive events for a long
time. it still appears to be in a very natural state.
4. The notion the site Is eroding quickly seems debateable. I refute the need to build a wall an extra
110m long to protect an area that Is not eroding.
S. The present boundary allows public access Into the Arrawarra River and has two boat ramps. One
concrete and one earthen. The new wall wlll deny these Important social activities.
6. Considering the points above, it seems the primary purpose of the proposed seawall is not to protect
the site from coastal erosion.
7. 1have strong concerns for erosion that a new larger longer wall would create to nearby banks. Since
1990 when the small rock gab ion wall was installed evidence exists of significant erosion of the coastal
dunes located to the north. A larger wall would only create more significant damage.
8. The likely changes and Impacts the proposed seawall will have on surrounding areas and on the
estuarine ecosystems has not been adequately addressed.
Thank you for allowing me to voice my concerns.

Marc Dale
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mallbox
Submission.

Development Application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I object to this project.
No political donations have been made in the previous two years.
I am against the building of a new wall. Because I believe a new wall Is not needed. The wall that Is there is still
doing a good job. There is no erosion happening along the water line where there Is no wall, so why build a
new one for no reason? If they build a wall people won't be' able to get in the river to go swimming, boating;
kayaking etc. because the boat ramps will be gone. I think the wall that is there has already caused erosion on
the opposite bank so a new wall that Is longer would be more harmful to the environment. In closing I think
they must be building the wall for another reason because it Is not need to protect the Caravan Park.
Yours Sincerely

Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:
Subject:

Saturday, 17 June 2017 10:43 AM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Coastal Protection Works

Sent from my iPad
Re:
Coastal Protection Works
46 Arrawarra Beach Rd, 2456
Application no CP 17-005
We totally support DA- CP -17-005
We also are of the understanding that the Supreme Court of Australia gives all owners of land on the East Coast of
Australia, permission to protect their property against erosion.
We believe this permission was granted in August 2016.
We would like to say also, that unless this proposal causes sea water to change direction no other land owner in
Arrawarra is in any way affected.
We also believe that no one who Is not physically effected by this proposal should be writing submissions to the coastal
panel.
The only properties that are effected in anyway are, No 4 Ellem Close No 8 Ellem Close No 48 Arrawarra Beach Rd

Marc Dale
From:

Sent:
To:

Subject:

Saturday, 17 June 2017 3:43AM
OEH ROGHD Coastal Panel Mailbox
Arrawarra

Please. leave the place as is and no units. People come from around the world and spend money In our areas of
Woolgoolga. A great place to learn to surf for them. Why Is the council trying to ruin this area? Not all about money
think of people.
Sent from my !Phone

Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra
Beach Road, Arrawarra
Development Application No. CP 17- 005

NSW Coastal Panel

Submission on Proposal
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Foreword
I write to you to express my objection to the Proposed Development at 46 Arrawarra Beach
Road, Arrawarra.
After a thorough read of the Development Application and the response to the NSW Coastal
Panel's request for further information, I believe that the concerns that I have highlighted in
this submission should lead the panel to not approve the works that are described as
'Reconstruction and Extend Existing Revetment' .
I have identified my concerns rn overall rationale for the revetment wall, the shortcomings
that I believe exist in the design and the limitations in the supporting environmental
assessments. In respect of the assessment, I have identified some examples of my
concerns by extracting specific assessment submissions and provided a corresponding
comment on the assessment limitations and I or shortcomings.
As an overview of my concerns, I offer the following :
•

The Development Application is written by a specialist Town Planner. The tone and
approach to the assessment is one of advocacy for the development rather than
presenting an objective assessment of the application. Further the 'Environmental'
benefits of the DA, such as the revelment wall, are actually thinly veiled justifications
to the benefit of the proposed construction work

•

The scale of the proposed revelment wall reconstruction is excessive (massive) in
the context of the existing low intensity development of the site. The scale of the wall
is aligned to the previous development application (Development Application number:
CP 16-001) that was considered and rejected by the NSW Coastal Panel. lt should
be further noted that in the previous submission, the existing caravan park was
generally described as being past it use by date, which raises the following question:
-

What is the rational for it now requiring extensive protection beyond that
which currently exists

-

Alternatively, the 'need' to protect existing development is an attempt to in
part circumvent the NSW Coastal Panel's reasons for the rejection of the
previous revelment wall application

•

Rather than the proposed large revelment wall, it is suggested that the most
appropriate solution for protecting the existing development would be maintenance of
the existing low level gabion structure

•

The significant construction associated with the proposed a large scale revelment
wall, which will involve dredging of the creek and substantial filling of the site, will
intensify the development potential of the site. This was one of the reasons that the
NSW Coastal Panel previously decided was 'inconsistent with the objectives of the
E2 Environmental ConseNation zone which seek to protect, manage and restore
areas of high ecological or cultural values and prevent development that could have
an adverse effect on those values'.

•

The assessment plays down the impact on the flora and fauna of the area, which
have already undergone significant disruption due to Arrawarra Beach Pty Ltd
removal of a large number of trees
11P a ge

•

Limited consideration is given to the estuarine environment and the potential adverse
impacts of the revetment wall i.e. the assessment is primarily concerned with the
caravan park site rather than the wider estuary and adjoining lands. Considering the
sensitive nature of the site, one would expect that some form of dynamic process
study would have been undertaking rather than the 'static' review presented in the
Martens Consulting Engineers May 2017 report. lt is not considered that the
assessment meets the test embodied in the NSW Coastal Panel's previous decision,
namely ' .. .the proposal's likely impacts on marine and estuarine ecosystems have
not been adequately addressed ... '
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1

Executive Summary

1.1 Overview
The comments provided in this response to the application to construct the Arrawarra Beach
Caravan Park Rock-Armoured Revetment wall demonstrate that the proposal is deeply
flawed and should be rejected. Areas of concern and I or major shortcomings include:
1. The flawed rational of needing to construct a substantial revetment wall to 'protect'
existing low density development. Effective maintenance of the existing gabion
structure is a sufficient management response
2. The revised revetment wall proposal assessment remains primarily focussed on the
impacts of the existing site. While it is acknowledged that some wider review is
provided, it is considered that these 'static' assessments to not adequately model the
dynamic nature of the creek i.e. the reviews presented are not considered sufficient
to set aside the precautionary principle that should be applied to sensitive I frag ile
environmental areas
3.

While the revised revelment wall design has addressed some previous design
issues e.g. overtopping, it is considered that the longer term maintenance
requirements are overly downplayed of simplified

4. Relying on a relatively superficial Statement of Environmental Effects is not
considered sufficient for proposal with such an obvious and major environmental
impact i.e. the assessment should have been a full scale environmental assessment
report.

1.2 Submission Structure
This submission has been structured to address the above four (3) major shortcomings in
the development proposal. The structure of this response is as follows:
•

Section 2: Flawed Development Philosophy- the role of revelment walls

•

Section 3: Wider Impacts- identification of the likely adverse impacts of the
revelment wall. These impacts are at best give scant regard in the Statement of
Environmental Effects, but more often totally disregarded

•

Section 4: Design Viability- provided by way of comments on some aspects of the
response by Water Technologies to the NSW Coastal Panel RFI
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Flawed Development Philosophy

Rock revetments are commonly used to control erosion by armouring the beach or estuarine
ocean /land interface. They are primarily used to protect existing developments where soft
options, such as hazard area retreat, are not practical because of the nature of the existing
development.
The Development Application submits that:

'Since 1990, the rock gabion structure has provided adequate protection of the land
boundary; however it is now at the end of its service life. The proposed revelment will
replace and extend this gabion with a more suitable structure, that has been
designed to meet current coastal engineering standards'.
The key to this submission is that the gabion structure 'has provided adequate protection of
the land boundary'. lt then follows that effective maintenance of the gabion wall is a sufficient
management response that is commensurate with the existing low intensity development of
the site. The Statement of Environmental Effects attempts to side step this option by stating :

The alternative to the subject proposal is to 'do nothing'. This is not a sustainable
alternative in terms of public safety, given the continual progressive erosion of the
foreshore and the poor structural condition of the rock gabion wall. Protection of the
site boundary is not only an imperative for the owners of the land, it will also provide
a long-term solution to public safety and protect caravan park infrastructure from
severe storm impacts.
There is never a 'do nothing' give the effective role that the gabion structure has played.
Further, the construction of the revetment wall (with its increased height to reduce
overtopping risk) will require substantial filling of the site. This will effectively lead to an
intensification of the existing land use and is 'inconsistent with the objectives of the E2
Environmental Conservation zone which seek to protect, manage and restore areas of high
ecological or cultural values and prevent development that could have an adverse effect on
those value'
The proposal is in effect the first step in creating a long term development risk i.e. the
revetment wall and filled site will increase the likelihood that the redevelopment of the site
will be sought in the medium term, if for no other reason than to recover the cost of
investment is a wall that that is not needed in the context of the above gabion structure
acknowledgement
The use of rock revetments and the associated advantages and disadvantages can be
summarised as follows:
Appropriate Locations

Revetment walls should be used at sites suffering severe and on-going
erosion where important and extensive landside assets are at risk
In this case the current low density landside assets can be adequately
protected by maintenance and particle replacement of the gabion
structure
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Costs

High capital with long term maintenance requirement
The development application downplays the maintenance requirements
by referring to 'Maintenance or repair often only requires replacement
of displaced or sunken rock rubble'' . To the contrary a revetment wall
will require periodic 'topping up' of the rock armour not 'rubble'

Effectiveness

Long term protection is dependent on the adequacy of the coastal/
estuarine investigations and the ensuing design criteria. lt is not
considered that the Development Applications 'static' reviews
adequately models the dynamic estuarine environment and that any
certainty can be attached to outcomes reported in the Development
Application. This is reflected in the Martens Report which states that
'Continued monitoring is essential not only to preserve the integrity of
2
the seawall but also the surrounding environment'
As such the Precautionary Principle must be applied in the review i.e.
rejection until it demonstrated that there is no risk of adverse impacts in
other areas of the Arrawarra Creek environment

Benefits

Can be implemented to protect important backshore assets which
cannot be relocated from a hazard area
The caravan park assets are mobile as acknowledged in the
Development Application i.e. a number of cabins are proposed to be
relocated and then reinstated to allow construction of the wall

Problems

Revelment walls can permanently alter the estuarine I beach dune
system processes with potential erosion impacts elsewhere in the
system e.g. reflected wave energy resulting from the massive scale of
the revetment wall compare to the current gabion arrangement which
only provide to protection to the creek bank

1

Section 4.3 M artens Geo mo rphic Impact Assessm ent For Proposed Seawall, Arrawa rra Caravan Park,
Arrawar ra, NSW May 201 7
2
Section 4.4 M artens Geomorphic Impact Assess ment For Proposed Seawall, Arrawarra Caravan Park,
Arraw arra, NSW May 201 7
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3
3.1

Wider Impacts
The Problem

In terms of erosion potential of the site, the Statement of Environmental Effects notes:

Previous geomorphic investigations (Geomorphic Impact Assessment, Martens
Consulting Engineers, 2007) found that the site is at risk from wave attack and fluvial
erosion and the impact could be significant, with the potential for significant loss of
property and existing ecological values from a storm event at some time in the future
unless mitigation measures are implemented.
and

The residual creek bank along Yarrawarra Creek and within the southern part of the
site is unprotected and susceptible to future wave attack, fluvial action and scour.
The Statement then provides a superficial assessment of the probably impacts on adjacent
areas, by rating the impacts as unlikely and stating:

Where wave reflection or current deflection is significant, erosion on the opposite
bank could occur under adverse conditions. At this site, this is unlikely given that
such impacts are not presently manifested for the existing vertical gabion structure.
Wave heights within the estuary are very low and travel distances are generally long
(> 50 m) over very shallow water. Such conditions promote considerable wave and
energy attenuation. Hydro dynamic modelling (Umwelt.' October 2016) indicates that
flow velocity with and without the revelment are essentially the same.
The issue here is that the exiting gabion structure has impacted on the estuary width the
mouth general widening and migrating to the north. The opening in under on-going
'pressure' which loss of a substantial strand of mature forest. The substantially larger and
longer revetment wall is likely to exacerbate the impacts of the estuary processes,
particularly in times of higher wave penetrating the creek.
While the Umwelt Report (2016) indicates 'the range of modelled velocities for the existing
and developed systems are similar', comparison of the velocities in Table 2 and 3 of the
report indicates some increases in velocities as high as 18%. While the base velocities might
be at the low end, the increase in itself is substantial. The report does not appear to consider
the impact of reflected wave action, particularly in the scenario of the extended and larger
revelment wall.
lt should also be noted that the area of the unprotected creek bank forming part of the site
and that is identified as being subject to wave attack, fluvial action and scour is currently
quite a stable section of creek bed. The same cannot be said of other areas of the creek that
might be impacted by the revetment wall .
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3.2 Scale Problem of the Revetment Wall
There should be no question that the proposed revetment wall represents a massive
structure compared to the existing gabion wall. The existing gabion wall provides scour
protection to the toe of the embankment and is overtopped by large tides. In comparison, the
proposed revetment wall is:
•

Ranges in total height from some 4 m to 2.5 m

•

Made up of large boulders up to 3 tonne in size

•

Extends some 90 m beyond the areas covered by the gabion to protection wall
(approx. CH 330 to approx. CH 420 Design Layout)

•

The alignment appears to extend extends into the creek to reclaim land previously
lost to the migration of the creek (e.g. some 60 m from CH 240 to CH 330 Survey
Layout)

•

Acts as a retaining wall for filling substantial areas of the site that are subject to
flooding .

Given the substantial increase in size and scale, the potential to reflect wave flood energy
elsewhere in the creek I estuary system should not be ignored. The impacts could include
increased scour and erosion to what can only be described as a sensitive coastal/ estuarine
environment and habitat.
lt should be noted that the Statement of Environmental Effects states:

The use of rock armour, is visually less obtrusive and visually sympathetic to the
surrounding environment parlicularly when compared to the existing gabion basket
and wooden retaining walls. As such, the proposed revelment wall will significantly
improve the visual environment.
Over time, the visual impact of the revelment will lessen, as compensatory planting
and landscaping within the site mature
The likely result is quite to the contrary as revetment walls are harsh treatment that tend to
alienate areas such as demonstrated below

The foregoing compares to the existing gabion structure which for much of its length can be
stepped off at low tide. Further, the revetment wall extends a further 90 m and replaces a
natural stream bank.

71Page

3.3 Assessing the Wider Impacts of the Revetment Wall
Water hitting revetment wall can promote erosion during storms, since wave energy will be
reflected elsewhere in the creek I estuary system. The Statement of Environmental Effects
has identified the erosion risk to the caravan park as justification for the revetment wall. lt
then seeks to suggest that the caravan park site is the only part of the estuary that is at risk
i.e. no other parts will be affected by the revetment wall. This in itself is contradictory.
Nearby lands likely to be impacted included the sensitive coastal verge between Yarrawarra
Creek and Arrawarra Beach, noting that this area is already impacted by the northward
movement of the creek entrance as demonstrated by comparison of the following aerial
photographs. The movement of the creek entrance has resulted in the loss of substantial
local flora and the risk is that this will be accelerated with construction of the revetment wall.

Google Earth 2014

Aerial Photograh 1956

Given the potential of revetment walls to create adverse impacts, a precautionary approach
should be followed i.e. works of this type should be avoided if they are likely to cause
significant damage to the coastal or estuarine environment. lt is considered that proof would
require more that the 20 flow assessment by Umwelt and be in the form of However, before
this can be established it is considered that a thorough coastal and estuarine process study
must be completed and the outcomes subject to independent expert peer review.
With respect to 'Habitat Loss', the Statement of Environmental Impacts submits that:

The vegetation structures within the site lack structural complexity and so have a
relatively low habitat value. The estuarine boundary of the site is highly modified by
urban uses (caravan park). A small fragment of Littoral rainforest on the northern
boundary is degraded, comprises 4 trees, exotic grasses and no mid storey. A
planted specimen of Coolamon (listed as Vulnerable under the TSC and EPBC Acts)
is located within the south-western boundary of the site and would be removed for
the development.
and

The main impact on marine and estuarine environments will occur during
construction.
8 1Page

Comment: The issue here is that the assessment is only concerned with the caravan park
site and not the remainder of the estuary. lt is considered that the focus on construction as
the main impact is short sighted and ignores the wider impacts that are as yet un-quantified.
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3

Questionable Revetment Wall Design
Viability: Comments on aspects of Water
Technology's response to the NSW Coastal
Panel RFI

4 .1 Approach
The following comments are provided with respect to a number of the Water Technology
response to the NSW Coastal Panel's request for further information. Corresponding
comments that identifies issues, areas or concern or shortcomings are then provided.

4.2

Maintenance Regime

Report
Coastal Engineering Solutions' design is suc/1 as to limit damage levels to 5%. In actual fact
this may not necessarily require any significant repair works. The term 'damage' nominated
in such a way in coastal engineering designs accounts for the percentage of individual rocks
which move from their initially placed position - which can be to a more stable position within
the rock armour matrix. Often during severe storm events, the rock armour slope
consolidates - resulting in a tightening of interlocking between individual rocks. So future 5%
'damage' can a/so represent an improvement in structural stability at some locations within
the revelment.

Comment
The report acknowledges that during storm events the revetment wall will 'move' given its
nature as a 'flexible rubble-mound structure' as noted in the NSW Coastal Panel's request
for further information.
The issue here is that the response indicates that there is no contemplated maintenance
requirement I provision. Is the response seeking to suggest that the revelment wall is so
'future proofed' in its design that it will not require any maintenance?
Contrary to the foregoing, it is submitted that most revelment wall literature highlights and
ongoing maintenance requirement. This issue is considered critical given the long design life
necessary to protect the proposed permanent and higher intensity development.
The oversight of this key design I maintenance aspect of the revetment wall should be
related back to the point made in the introduction of this submission i.e. the DA is expressed
more as an advocacy document for the development rather than an objective assessment.

4.3 Flow Modelling
Report
Additional modelling was carried out by Umwelt (Australia) Pty Ltd to determine flow velocity
within the creek environment and the potential for offsite impacts. Umwelt prepared a 20
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finite element mesh roughness value model to determine flow velocity under existing
landform versus with the proposed revelment. The results are that there is essentially no
change in flow velocity

·comment
While the Umwelt Report (2016) indicates 'the rang e of modelled velocities for the existing
and developed systems is similar', comparison of the velocities in Table 2 and 3 of the report
indicates some increases in velocities as high as 18%. While the base velocities might be at
the low end, the increase in itself is substantial. The report does not appear to consider the
impact of reflected wave action, particularly in the scenario of the extended and larger
revelment wall.
lt should also be noted that the area of the unprotected creek bank forming part of the site
and that is identified as being subject to wave attack, fluvial action and scour is currently
quite a stable section of creek bed. The same cannot be said of other areas of the creek that
might be impacted by the revelment wall.

4.4

Revelment Wall Footprint

Report
The footprint of the proposed seawall has not altered. Vegetation within and surrounding the
site has been comprehensively assessed by NatureCall and Ecosure. In the most recent
assessment, Ecosure found that:
•

Littoral Rainforest - The 7 part test found that it is not expected that the removal of
the trees will have a negative impact on the surrounding EEC in the locality given the
small number of trees being removed. A Species Impact Statement is not
recommended

•

Coastal Saltmarsh- Approximately 0.002 ha (20m2) Coastal Saltmarsh will be
removed by the proposal ... The primary beneficial mitigation measure for impacts to
existing vegetation will be compensatory planting of native species within the E2
zone.

•

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage - Eve rick Heritage Consultants are of the opinion that
given the extent of existing disturbance within the development footprint, the
proposed rock revelment is unlikely to result in further harm to Aboriginal Heritage.

Comment
The issue with all of the foregoing is that the assessment is caravan park site centric and
does not consider the longer term impacts on other parts of the estuary.
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4.5 Existing Gabion Wall
Report

TIJe existing gabion was constructed in 1990 pursuant to DA Consent 224190 TIJe gabion
wall is founded on an unreinforced cast -insitu concrete apron, tl7e top of wl7icl7 is at tl7e sand
level of tl7e estuary bed.
Since the gabion wall is to be demolisiJed we see no point in IJaving a structural audit of its
cl7aracteristics, nor any merit in 17aving tl7ose aspects included on tiJe drawings for tl7e new
structure.
Comment

'-

The existing gabion wall has served its purpose in protecting the site boundary since its
installation. The Statement of Environmental Impacts has not considered maintaining I
repairing the gabion wall as the most effective way of safeguarding the site boundaries with
minimal further impact on the estuary. lt is suggested that the existing gabion wall:
•

Can be made safe with a modest investment compared to its remoOveal and
replacement to a large revetment wall

•

Will not impact on the estuary and surrounding lands to anywhere near the large
revetment wall structure

•

Will not expand the potential for future development and intensification of
. development of the site.
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The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
cfo Office of Environment & Heritage
PO Box A 290
Sydney South NSW 1232
Re: CP 17-005 Submission against the proposed Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach
Road Arrawarra NSW 2456
I object to the current proposal. Much of what was said in 2016 remains relevant.
Page 2 of the SEE confirms in my opinion, there is a hidden agenda here;
"The subject development proposal involves the same revetment, located in the same location as
the revetment refused in DA CP16-001 and key differences are:
1 The purpose of the revetment is for the protection of the existing lawful caravan park and is
therefore considered to be consistent with E2 Zone objectives.
2 Council's Coastal Hazard Zone Policy provides that any development on the lot will need to take
into account the effect of coastal processes over an appropriate planning period ... Council requires
residential developments to be free from the effects of coastal processes for a period of 100 years
and for commercial/tourism development, 50 yrs.
3 The revetment was designed to accommodate proposed residential development, consequently its
design life is well in excess of that required to protect an existing caravan park and;
4 A draft legally binding agreement for the ongoing maintenance of the proposed revetment
including the restoration of adjacent land that may be eroded as a result of the proposed revetment
wall has been prepared and is submitted with this application."
it's obvious the proponent is attempting to mislead the Panel by pretending this revetment wall is to
protect the Caravan Park. If such a wall were approved, no doubt a short time later a DA would be
lodged with Coffs Harbour City Council for a residential development the proponent is so anxious to
achieve.
Holistic Coastal Protection works would be better served by installing concrete groins designed in
such a way as to dissipate energy to avoid further erosion, which has been a feature of this estuary
system since the existing rock gabion wall was built.
Since the construction of the rock gabion wall in 1990, the estuary system has been rad ically
modified by deflected wave action; causing erosion to such a degree, the system is now unprotected
and open to the forces of Mother Nature.

lt's worth noting the work that's gone into the structural design by Water Technology Coastal
Engineers to accommodate severe storm impacts following an assessment of the 100year Average
Recurrence Interval event, peak storm tide levels, and design wave parameters to determine the
physical characteristics of the armoured structure, is already superseded by the East Coast Low of
June 2016, when storm surge overtopped the existing land mass to run some distance across the
land under existing cabins.
The development response on (pp 60) of the Statement of Environmental Effects (SEE) prepared by
Martens Consulting is quite frankly outrageous. Given the evidence of erosion since the gabion rock
wall was installed in 1990, an assessment that "wave heights within the estuary are very low and
travel distances are generally long (>SOm) over very shallow water, erosion on the opposite bank of
Arrawarra Creek is unlikely to result from the proposed sea wall" shows complete disregard for the
facts.
Then on (pp21) it says in an extreme storm event large waves will sweep through the estuary
entrance and may break on top of the revetment. The section of the lower revetment (so it is lower
can't find details?) along the southern part of the sites estuarine perimeter will experience heavy
breaking on top, consequently there's buried rock over the entire 20m width of the E2 zone. (how
much? again scant on detail) So which is it?
Since 1990 the site has eroded to the north and east by refraction and reflection of waves. The
beach and land adjacent to the beach has been completely modified. Yarrawarra Creek is wider, the
bridge has been widened but now empties beachgoers onto the beach where on 1984 you got to the
beach via a bush track (see photo) the estuary is exposed to storm activity. This transformation of
the coastline completely destroyed the midden which once stood on the east facing beach interface,
as a visual reminder of our first nation people's long association with the land and this area.
Yarrawarra means meeting place in the local Gumbaynggirr language.

•

, _

.

•

j_

_._

1984 showing the bridge running Into the bush track that led to the beach. Th e midden wos located near the wides point of bush above the
bridge

The site should remain a Caravan Park. lt's an ideal location for such a development. lt's an ideal
location to redevelop with removable structures. lt's an ideal location for families to experience the
joy of a camping holiday at the beach.
The operation of the caravan park is such that the landowners can respond to the threats of coastal
erosion, bushfires and flooding by either retreating until the threat has abated or retreating

permanently if necessary. The inherent hazards that impact on the use of the land is the reason why
the use of a caravan park was proposed in the first instance and has persisted to date. The continued
use as a caravan park will not destroy the likely aboriginal sites under the land.

Google 2017 showing the erosion so often spoken of In our submissions.

The Coastal Protection Act 1979
The Coastal Protection Act 1979 No13 (CP Act} prohibits a public authority from authorising or
carrying out development in the coastal zone, without the consent of the Minister, if the Minister is

of the opinion that the development: is inconsistent with principles of ecological sustainable
development; adversely affects the behaviour of the sea or an arm of the sea or bay, inlet, lagoon,
lake, body of water, river, stream or watercourse; or adversely affects any beach or dune, the bed,
bank, shoreline, foreshore or flood plain of the sea or an arm of the sea or any bay, inlet, lagoon
margin, lake, body of water, river, stream or watercourse.
Pursuant to the provisions of Section SSM of the Coastal Protection Act 1979, a legally binding
arrangement for the life of the works being negotiated with Council to ensure, the restoration of the
beach, or land adjacent to the beach if any increased erosion of the beach or adjacent land is caused
by the presence of the works (pp44 SEE} seems desirable but how will that be monitored and who
will adjudicate? History has shown that unless there's a catastrophic event it's not until after a few
years has passed that the incrementally small erosion events, amount to a significantly noticeable
amount.
State Environmental Planning Policy 71 (SEPP71}-Coastal Protection
The subject site is within the SEPP 71 identified area. Under Clause 8 of SEPP 71 the development
must provide/maintain/enhance public access to beach and creek (Refer dot points below}.
The proponent fails to adequately address or fails to address altogether, the following :•
measures to conserve animals (within the meaning of the Threatened Species Conservation
Act 1995 and plants (within the meaning of that Act}, and their habitats,
•
measures to conserve fish (within the meaning of Part 7A of the Fisheries Management Act
1994 and marine vegetation (within the meaning of that Part}, and their habitats
•
existing wildlife corridors and the impact of development on these corridors,
• the likely impact of coastal processes and coastal hazards on development and any likely
impacts of development on coastal processes and coastal hazards,
•
measures to reduce the potential for conflict between land-based and water-based coastal
activities

•
•
•

measures to protect the tangible and intangible cultural places, values, customs, beliefs and
traditional knowledge of Aboriginals,
the conservation and preservation of items of heritage, archaeological or historic
significance, and
the cumulative impacts of the proposed development on the surrounding environment.

SEPP 26 littoral Rainforest
In regards the SEPP26littoral Rainforest to the NE of the site. The location and size of the site as
addressed by the applicants (pp 48 SEE), continues to grossly misrepresent reality.
Ground-truthed by National Parks and Wildlife Service, private contractors and an on-site visit by Or
Gillian Brown, to confirm that Zone A below, the Littoral Rainforest extends to the edge of
Yarrawarra Creek.
Coffs Coast Re lonal Park

Volunteer Site Weed Plan

Arrawarra Coastcare Group
Commenced 2006

Site Plan May 2015
VPMS 295
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Two relevant emails follow: The first from, Toni Hart, Compliance Officer, Dept. of Environment
Canberra confirming the listing for the Arrawarra Littoral Rainforest Coastcare site as a nationally
threatened ecological community, and detailing the Government's role in regulating actions that
may impact on defined items of Australia's natural and cultural heritage (called matters of 'national
environment significance').

Thank you for your email of 3 November 2014 concerning the vegetation clearing currently occurring at 46
Arraworra Beach Road, Arrawarra QLD.
The Australian Government has a role in regulating actions that may impact on defined items of Australia's
natural and cultural heritage (called matters of 'national environment significance'). These items are listed and
protected under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the Act) and include for
example, Ramsar Wetlands of International Significance, listed species threatened at the natianallevel, and
certain migratory species, among others.
Matters of national environmental significance which are relevant in the Arrawarra area include the ecological
community Littoral Rainforest and Coastal Vine Thickets of Eastern Australia which is listed critically
endangered under the Act. In particular the koala {Pirascalarctos cinereus combined populatians of Qld, NSW
and t/1e ACT) which is listed vulnerable under the Act is known to occur within the area. You may wish to use
the search tool availoble on the Department's website www.environment.qov.au/erin/ert/index.html to find
out more about the matters of national environmental significance that may occur in the area.
Actions that are likely to hove a significant impact on any matters protected by the Act require consideration by
the Australian Government. This is in addition to the normal assessment and approval process administered by
state and local governments.
The Squirrel Glider (Petaurus norfolcensis), Hoary Wattled Bat (Chalinolobus nigragriseus) and Powerful Owl
(Ninox strenua) are not listed and protected under the Act. Queries relating to their welfare should be directed
to tire state agency, the Department of Environment and Heritage Protection.
Officers in the Department's Compliance and Enforcement Branch will examine whether the proposal is likely to
impact on any matters protected by the EPBC Act and require referral to the Australia Government for
consideration and if so to ensure that any such requirement is met.
Kind Regards
Toni Hart
Compliance Officer
Compliance and Enforcement Branch
Department of tire Environment
GPO Box 787 CANBERRA ACT 2601

The second from Or Gillian Brown, The Curator School of Botany, University of Melbourne
Herbarium, who personally came to our site in 2015 to collect samples of Snow Wood.

From: Gi/lian Brown <brownqk@unimelb.edu.au>
Sent: Thursday, 19 February 2015 4:05PM

Thank you for your email. Sorry for taking so long to reply, I have been teaching an intensive summer subject
this week so I am only now catching up on my emails.
I had a lovely time up around Coffs. Unfortunately I didn't get muc/1 holiday time but my family definitely
enjoyed their holiday. I collected around 12 populations of the two species I was looking for, including the snow
wood you took me to. I am so appreciative of the time you spent with me. The best days I had were when locals
like you showed me plants, otherwise they were very hard to come by. I wi/1 definitely keep you posted on
updates fi-om the project. There is still a lot offieldwork to do before we get in the lab, so there probably won't
be much to report until next year at the earliest. I'm sure there wi/1 be some interesting stories that come out.
There usually is, even if it isn't what you originally expected.
Once again, thank you so much for your time when I was in NSW.
All the best,
Gi/1
Dr Gillian Brown I Curator I University of Melbourne Herbarium
School of Botany, University of Melbourne, Victoria 3010 AUSTRALIA
E: brownqk@unimelb.edu.au I T: +61 3 8344 5040 I F: +61 3 9347 5460
I W: ht tp://www. botany. unimelb. edu. au/herbarium!
N. B. I work Tuesday to Friday

Snow Wood

Zone A of the Arrawarra Coastcare site is EPBC listed as- Literal Rainforest and Coastal Vine Thickets
of Eastern Australia a nationally threatened ecological community. Dr Gillian Brown Curator School
of Botany, University of Melbourne Herbarium, collected samples of Snow Wood (Parachidendron
pruinosum) January 2015

The proposed works place an unacceptable risk of further serious erosion, to an even larger portion
of the Coastal Reserve, the SEPP 26 Littoral Rainforest Remnant and remaining Aboriginal culture on
the adjoining land, all of extreme environmental and cultural significance.
Ambulatory boundaries
Ambulatory boundaries are natural boundaries formed by a permanent body of tidal or non-tidal
water. In NSW, under this doctrine, boundaries formed by tidal waters are defined by the mean high
water mark and all land below this belongs to the Crown. (NSW Government)
The doctrine of accretion holds that, since the position of bounding water-lines may move over time,
legal boundaries formed by water may also change over time, but only if two conditions are
satisfied: the change must occur gradually, and as a result of natural processes.
Australian case law has made it clear that where land is gradually eroded by the sea, or covered by
rising seas, any part that comes to lie below the mean high water mark ceases to be land that is 'real
property'
When that happens a boundary originally defined by survey ceases to exist, the property gains an
ambulatory boundary, and the ownership of the lost land reverts to the Crown. (The NSW
Government).
Disputes over the ownership of land covered by the sea date back to the 14th century in England so
the doctrine of accretion is an ancient and well settled legal doctrine.
lt's the law?
The Yarrawarra/Arrawarra Creek System is an ICOLL, another fact not addressed by the SEE.
Consideration should have been given to ensure that the proposed sea wall development does not
impact on the natural entrance processes that occur. In November 2015 I was involved in discussions
with Council and WBM about the Arrawarra Creek Coastal Zone Management Plan study. The Draft
Options Report is due for release and may have outcomes that are relevant to the proposed
development of the rock revetment wall.
The proposed revetment wall
The proposed Revetment wall is to protect the subject site from erosion by wave action, storm
surges and currents however the SEE does not address the potential impacts on:
• The adjoining lands (outflanking)
•

The lands eroding on the opposite side of the creeks by refraction and reflection of waves

•

The listed SEPP 26 littoral Rainforest (also Nationally listed under the EPBC Act

•

The Solitary Islands Marine Park (beaches and dunes)

•

The Arrawarra Creek/Yarrawarra Creek ICOL

•

The established riparian vegetation

•

The amenity of existing residents

•
•

The displacement of at least 10 permanent residents along the southern interface with
Arrawarra Creek?
The actual height of the rock revetment along the southern interface with Arrawarra Creek.

•

The issue of fill. The revetment wall will be below existing ground level (pp53 SEE) Whilst
that may be true for about half of the proposed DA, the current ground levels along most of

the properties eastern interface with Arrawarra Creek are barely more than 1m above the
creek bed, although the typographical map shows ground levels to range between 1. 75m &
1.83m. With a proposed wall height of 3.00m. If the wall is to not be highly visible from the
landward edge of the foreshore (pp53 SEE) significant fill will need to be imported.
•

There is no reference I can find that neither mentions fill, nor that of the truck movements
required for fill, the rock for the wall and the rock for the 20m wide in the E2 zone. Nor is
anything said about safe passage of so many trucks travelling through our village?

•

•
•

There are 11 permanent residents of the caravan park along the southern interface with
Arrawarra Creek, what is going to happen to them? If this really was a rock revetment wall
to protect the caravan park, surely something would .be said or noted. There's no mention of
moving their buildings, like those near the bridge, the 20m of buried rock armour along with
the rock revetment wall will wipe them all out permanently.
The removal of selected trees looks remarkably like becoming the removal of all of the
established riparian vegetation.
The ability of compensatory habitat to establish in the E2 zone armoured with 20m of rock

Showing the established riparian vegetation and the cabins along the southern interface with Arrawarra Creek. All this will have ta ga if
they are to work from the top of the bank and rock armour the 20m E2 zone. None of this is detailed far your assessment.

Ecological
Items listed and protected under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999
are matters of national environmental significance which are relevant in the Arrawarra area include
the ecological community Littoral Rainforest and Coastal Vine Thickets of Eastern Australia which is
listed critically endangered under the Act, and adjacent to the property.
In particular the koala (Phascolarctos cinereus combined populations of Qld, NSW and the ACT)
which is listed vulnerable under the Act is known to occur within the area.
Considerable vegetation was previously removed using the 10/50 Bushfire legislation, what level 9f
assessment was done?
lt's claimed a detailed and rigorous statutory environmental assessment has been prepared for the
proposal but the Statutory Ecological Assessment does not address at all the potential impacts of the
development on the habitat of th e following threatened species, listed under the Threatened

Species Conservation Act 1995, that are highly likely/previously known to utilise the "habitat" on the
site:•

Glossy Black cockatoos

•

Grey Headed flying foxes

•

White Bellied Sea Eagle (now listed as vulnerable)

The subject site also contains:•

•

Secondary koala habitat-( even though the vegetation has mostly been selectively
removed/logged under the guise of the 10/50 Bushfire legislation, the proponent still needs
to adequately address CHCC's Koala Plan of Management)
Endangered Ecological Community- Subtropical Coastal Floodplains & Swamp Oak
Floodplain Forest- the proponent needs to adequately address this matter in the SEE.

•

SEPP 14 Wetlands adjoin site- the proponent still needs to adequately address this in the

•

The site forms Part of an identified Regional Vegetation Corridor (as identified in the

SEE.
Regional Growth Strategy 2009), again the proponent still needs to adequately address this
matter in the SEE.
Existing Vegetation
Exactly how much vegetation is to be removed in the E2 Zone? (pp54 SEE) Much of the vegetation on
the properties northern interface with Yarrawarra Creek will be removed? Granted there are some
exotics along this bank but there are also a number of mature natives which not only are visually
pleasing they also stabilise the bank and provide habitat and shade for the variety of wildlife
frequenting the area. The same issue is relevant to the properties eastern interface with Arrawarra
Creek. There is significant vegetation along that portion of the property as well.
There's also talk of compensatory planting of native trees and shrubs. Everyone knows it's difficult to
successfully plant in exposed marine environments: let alone into an area with a bit of topsoil over
20m of rock armour. Wind, storms, salt spray and lack of water all come into play. I see no mention of
who'll be maintaining the site if this DAis approved?
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Total disregard to any Aboriginal culture in this property is a recurrent theme. There is the need to
assess the direct and indirect impacts of the development on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Valuesboth tangible and intangible.
I repeat, Yarrawarra means meeting place in the local Gumbaynggirr language lt's an insult to
thousands of years of Garby occupation to suggest otherwise.
Cultural Heritage studies were considered unprofessional last time, this time it's no different. A full
Heritage study exists and the site is recognised as being culturally significant. Garby Elders involved
in the study and subsequent carbon dating still reside in the area and should be engaged.
Contrary to assumptions made in the Cultural Heritage Due Diligence study carried out by Everick
Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd pp the entire property is directly related to the fish traps midden to the
north that has washed away and the freshwater well in the EEC to the north, adjacent to the site.
The subject site is also less than 1 kilometre from the highly significant Arrawarra Fish Traps and the
Men's Business site on Arrawarra Headland. Within close proximity there are registered and
identified sites of cultural significance.

Given the entire coastal interface of the site will be disturbed by this development, we owe it to the
traditional owners to seek their guidance on matters that are significant to them.
The proposal states '~n Aboriginal Place has not been declared over the Project Area" No Aboriginal
objects were identified within the area of proposed works. One known Aboriginal site (Arrawarra
Headland site #22-1 -0392} was recorded to extend into the Project Area however the site is well
within the proposed buffer zone and has been previously disturbed".
The Cultural Due Diligence Study also says and I quote "Based on geotechnical investigations, which
include a summary of 26 descriptions of soil type and inclusions such as shell fragments, it is
reasonable to conclude that a subsurface 'lens' type midden does not occur within the project area".
Again the above statement is refuted by information from the former CEO of the Coffs Harbour and
District local Aboriginal Land Council, Mr Chris Spenser. Chris personally undertook the monitoring
for Coffs Harbour City Council in the mid-2000s for the planned reticulate water and sewer system
when a construction pad on the subject land, from where they were to bore under Arrawarra Creek
needed to be moved due to midden evidence on site.
Despite the proponents best efforts to dismiss Aboriginal Heritage in the area, more recently, only a
few years ago Coffs Harbour City Council had a stop work order issued when stormwater drainage
works exposed objects and midden material in the area for a new culvert. (Source Mr Chris Spencer,
former CEO of the Coffs Harbour and District local Aboriginal land Council) Mr Spencer also
commented th at he's personally observed midden material all along the Arrawarra Creek seawall.

Declaration:
I am a founding/active member of Arrowarra Coostcore, Chair of the North Coast Region National Parks Regional Advisory
Committee, Chair of the Coffs Coast Regional Pork Trust Board, o Member of the Gondwana Rainforests of Australia, World
Heritage Area, Community Advisory Committee, and a member of the Australian Coastal Society.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
Yours Faithful

The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
c/o Office of Environment & Heritage
PO Box A 290
Sydney South NSW 1232
18 June 2017
Re: Submission against the proposed Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach
Road Arrawarra NSW 2466 CP 17-006
Dear Sir,
As a permanent resident of the Caravan Park, I strongly object the proposed coastal
protection works at Lot1 DP 26126 and Lots 1 & 2 DP120937.
From the outset its plain to me Arrawarra Beach Propriety Ltd. are trying on.ce again to have
a sea wall approved, to allow them to lodge a residential development with Coffs Harbour
City Council.
The development Is Inconsistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable development
which according to the Coastal Protection Act 1979 No13, prohibits a public authority from
authorising or carrying out development in the co~stal zone, without the consent of the
Minister, "if the Minister Is of the opinion that the development: Is Inconsistent with principles
of ecological sustainable development; adversely affects the bel1aviour of t11e sea or an ann
of the sea or bay, Inlet, lagoon, lake, body of water, river, stream or watercourse; or
adversely affects any beach or dune, the bed, bank, shoreline, foreshore or flood 'plain of the
sea or an ann of the sea or any bay, inlet, lagoon margin, .fake, body of watet; river, stream
or watercourse".
This new proposal yet again contains many Inconsistencies with talk of the rock wall being
below landform level which doesn't make sense when the wall detail shows lt to be 3m high
and the land where I reside Is only around 1m above sea level? There Is no detail about how
high the wall will be on the southern Interface with Arrawarra Creek. My question Is will I be
looking at the back of a rock wall, will I be here at all? They also claim all work will be done
from land. My place Is around 6m from Arrawarra Creek, surrounded by beautiful vegetation,
how can large machinery build a 3m high rock wall without standing in the creek?
Arrawarra Beach Propriety Ltd. has not adequately addressed, or failed to address the
following:
• the displacement of a number of permanent residents along the southern interface
with Arrawarra Creek
• maintain or improve access for persons with a disability (see the bridge above)
• the impact the development may have on the surrounding foreshore
• measures to conserve animals (Threatened Species Conservation Act 1995)
• measures to conserve fish (Fisheries Management Act 1994)
• existing wildlife corridors
• impacts on coastal processes and coastal hazards
• measures to reduce conflict between land-based and water-based activities
• measures to protect traditional knowledge of Aboriginals
• the cumulative impacts on the environment ·
• When they widen the creek near the bridge how do we get to the beach?

•
•
•
•
•

What about the number of truck movements required for the fill, the rock for the wall
and the rock armour for the 20m wide in the E2 zone?
Nothing is said about safe passage of so many trucks travelling through our village?
The poor permanent residents along the southern Interface with Arrawarra Creek
look doomed (see below).
There's no mention of moving their homes, 20m of buried rock armour along with the
rock revelment wall will just about go to the road, and
The selected trees they mention, look like becoming the entire established riparian
vegetation

Note. Clause 92 of tile NSW Environmental Planning and Assessment Regulation 2000
requires tile Government Coastal Policy (as defined In that clause) to be taken into
consideration by a consent autlwtity when detennining development applications in the local
government areas identified In that clause or on land to which the Government Coastal
Policy applies. The subject site Is Identified as a "Sensitive Coastal Location"
The proposed Coastal Protection Works Is not located wholly within the site boundar)i. A
previous attempt to repair and relocate the sea wall In 2008 DA 887/08 was soundly rejected
by Council. Ambulatory Boundaries Law must surely come Into play In this Instance, any
approval could Invite a flurry of claims from other coastal communities such as Kingscliff,
Wooli, Lake Cathie and Old Bar for similar revelment walls because of the precedent set by
Astoria's flawed Arrawarra claim.

Arrawarra Beach propriety Ltd. has provided a survey plan which was approved by Crown
Lands on 17 December 2014 and which accepted a new definition of MHWM of Arrawarra
Gully and Arrawarra Creek.
I can't believe Crown Lands would sign off on this as I've always understood where land is
gradually eroded by the sea; any part that comes to lie below the MHWM ceases to be land
that Is real property (NSW Ambulatory Boundaries Law). By accepting the surveyor's new
definition of MHWM out In both Yarrawarra and Arrawarra Creeks, Crown Lands have given
the proponent the green light to reclaiming the parts of both creeks lost to coastal erosion
over many years. As a long term resident of the Holiday Park, the estuary bank Is configured
now roughly as it was back then.
Anybody who visits the site will observe the current rock wall forms a sea wall with Its base
underwater, even at low tide. High tides, most especially l<lng Tides completely submerge
the current wall
The proposed Coastal Protection Works is ecologically Irresponsible and will irrevocably and
detrimentally further change the local marine and vegetation landscape.
The Coastal Protection Works proposal has been formulated without realistic understanding
of the Intensity of King Tides and Cyclonic seas and their impact via deflection upon the
EPBC listed Littoral Rainforest. it's worth noting statements regarding wave ~eight vary
between very low, page 60 In the SEE, to large waves will sweep through the estuary
entrance and may break on top of the revelment (they already do we've all witnessed them),
page 21 SEE.
Deflection from the current rock gabion wall has already been responsible for the
accelerated loss of vegetation, an Aboriginal midden and changes to the estuary system,
and coastal landscape forming part of the Solitary Islands Marine Park.
Who is going to monitor the area for erosion post storm events for Astorla to make good,
what a waste of time, any agreement won't be worth the paper it's written on, resulting in
Yarrawarra Creek, the beach and coastal dunes continuing to erode.
The environmentally sensitive Littoral Rainforest, estuaries and Marine Park coastal
landscape will be further negatively impacted by the proposed Revelment Wall. The listed
SEPP 26 Littoral Rainforest extending right to the northern edge of Yarrawarra Creek
(source CHCC fine scale mapping) Is at risk of being further destroyed.
Items listed and protected under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999 are matters of national environmental significance and are relevant to this DA
Items listed and protected under the Environment Protection and Biodiverslty Conservation
Act 1999 are matters of national environmental significance which are relevant In the
Arrawarra area Include the ecological community Littoral Rainforest and Coastal Vine
Thickets of Eastern Australia which is listed critically endangered under the Act, and
adjacent to the property.
Koala (Phascolarctos clnereus combined populations of Qld, NSW and the ACT) which is
listed vulnerable under the Act is known to occur within the area. Furthermore other
threatened species that are known to utilise the site are not addressed at all or, not
adequately addressed by the Statement of Environmental Effects are:
• Glossy Black cockatoo

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Grey headed Flying fox.
White Bellied Sea Eagle
The site contains secondary koala habitat which under the CHCC l<oaia Pian of
Management-which Astoria needs to address
EEC-Subtropicai Coastal Flood plains & Swamp Oak Floodplain Forest-which Astoria
needs to address
SEPP14 Wetlands adjoin the site-which Astoria needs to address
The site is part of an Identified Regional Corridor (Regional Growth Strategy)-which
Astorla needs to address
No detail is provided as to the number of trees to be removed. One has to assume·
the majority of the remaining riparian vegetation will be destroyed for the sea wall
and the entire 20m E2 zone to be constructed by earthmoving equipment operating
from the top of the bank.

The Coffs Harbour and District Local Aboriginal Land Council or the Garby Eiders (from
Yarrawarra) have not b~en consulted during the preparation of either DA. Given the site has
great historical significants as a meeting place (Yarrawarra) convention should demands that
a full and detailed Heritage study is completed with local Input.
Arrawarra Beach Ply. Ltd. will need to address the impacts of the Coastal Protection Works,
the flii and heavy machinery Impacts on historically sensitive Aboriginal lands. Despite the
new Cultural Study dismissing possible remaining aboriginal material, recent Council works,
the sewer system and a more recent stormwater Installation both ran Into issues when
mldden material was located.
That's simply not good enough. The site is recognised as one of the most culturally
significant in our region, given the Arrawarra estuary system and surrounds was a·traditional
meeting place for Indigenous people for thousands of years, they deserve better.
The Coastal Panel should not support this development which will adversely affect the local
marine park environment, cultural heritage, a nationally listed Littoral Rainforest.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment
Regards

Mr Mark Daley
2017Secretariat
NSW Coastal Panel

Thursday 15th June 2017

Dear Sir,
Re Development Application CP 17-005-46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra.
We wish to submit our objections to the above development application.
Considering that the current gabion sea wall was constructed in 1990 and built to only
extend around a small corner section of the said property there has been considerable
damage/erosion caused to the estuary system in that time.
Particularly, on the opposite (northern) banks where at least 8 trees and undergrowth have
been lost, to the point that the original footbridge needed to be extended to reach land .
We have good reason to believe that a new sea wall constructed round the entire property
boundary will only exacerbate the damage that the smaller original gabion wall has already
succeeded in doing.
We can see no valid reason why approval should be given for a new seawall to be built
around the entire boundary of the property, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra, nor
should approval be given to extend the land boundary to reclaim any land area lost at the
said property, due to natural erosion over the last 50 plus years.

Sincerely,

The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
c/o Office of Environment & Heritage
PO BoxA290
. Sydney South NSW 1232
Monday, 191h June 2017

Re: Submission against the Rock Revetment Wall application
CP17-005 Arrawarra Revetment - 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
Applicant Arrawarra Beach Pty Ltd
Dear Sir,
I strongly object to the proposed development of Arrawarra Beach Holiday Park. The proposed
development is ecologically irresponsible and will irrevocably and detrimentally effect the
surrounding beach environment.
The proposed revetment wall will have significant impact on aboriginal landmarks. The local
indigenous community strongly oppose the development.
The proposed revetment wall will actually divert two natural water courses significantly
impacting the coastal littoral rainforest.
The proposed revetment wall has not been sanctioned by the Solitary Islands Marine Park
Authority.
The immediate coastal environment is rich in unique Fauna and Flora the proposed revetment
wall will irreversibly and detrimentally affect a variety of sensitive species and encroach upon
sensitive estuarine land.

This is a significant development proposal ... one with irreversible consequences ... a short
sighted proposal which permanently damages a precious coastal resource. A resource which
has been managed over the years with the bordering littoral forest replanted by concerned
locals under the guidance of the national parks.
My grandchildren live 4 doors down in the village and they will be thankful now and in the future
that this unique coastal area is preserved and is not another casualty of developers focused on
establishing a gated community on this irreplaceable natural resource

Mr Mark Daley
2017Secreta riat
NSW Coastal Panel

Sunday 18th June 2017

Dear Sir,
Re Development Application CP 17-005 - 46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra.
I wish to submit my objections to the above development application.
1. The Applicant mentions that they will give access to the beach during the building of the sea wall.
The community has been accessing the beach via the Bridge which is now under licence to the
Applicant for more than 40 years.
lt is worth mentioning that the original bridge was constructed by the community as the only viable
and safe access to the beach. lt has been in full use by the community for more than 40 years and as
a community I would suggest that we have a legal "prescriptive right" of continued use.
The Applicant shows photos of the "Public Access" which nobody uses because it is unsafe. What the
Applicant fails to show with their photographs (all from only one angle) what people are entering
into THE CREEK beyond the steps down that are shown you actually enter a creek which at times is
more than 1.2m deep. Can you imagine mother's with young children managing this along with the
normal paraphernalia attached to going to the beach?
During a Lock Out by the Applicant about 10 years ago to not allow access to the bridge, we had a
near drowning of an elderly resident who fell into the muddy water and was unable to stand up. The
man lay there for hours in a rising tide, fortunately someone eventually came along and avoided the
potential tragedy.
lt therefore appears hazy, when the applicant suggests the community will be allowed access
without laying out their exact intent as to where and how.
If the Applicants intent is for the community to jump off at certain points into the creek from the
existing gabion walls or wade down through the middle of either creek (north & south) ...... surely the
potential for tragedy will prevail!
2. In consideration of the new Sea Wall around the entire block will only exacerbate the damage
and erosion already due to the existing gabion wall. Since the erection of the gabion wall in 1990 has
seen the devastating erosion of the literal rainforest on the northern side (8 trees and undergrowth
already lost)and to a slightly lesser degree but still substantial on the southern side. The erosion was
so great that the original footbridge had to be extended as it no longer reached the other side.
I see no reasonable decision to replace the existing gabion walls as they are still intact after almost 3
decades and have weathered many storms over these years.
3.1f the sea wall goes ahead it will prove the end of the literal rainforest which lies less than SO
metres away on the northern side. I would also like to question the map supplied by the Applicant as
it differs (in their favour) to the one provided by Land Care.

lt would therefore seem appropriate that the Coastal Panel make a site inspection and confirm
exact measurements of the literal rainforest from the Caravan Park.
In summation I can see no valid reason why approval should be given for a new seawall to be built
around the entire boundary of the property, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road Arrawarra, Nor should
approval be given to extend the land boundary to reclaim any land area lost at the said property,
due to natural erosion over the last 50 plus years, surely this will open up a legal "can of worms"
for any authority in the state of NSW for anyone to reclaim historical loss of land.

Sincerely,

Development application number: CP 17-005
Location: Arrawarra
Applicant: Arrawarra Beach PTY LTD
Description of development: Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra
I now state, there are no reportable political donations (including donations of $1000 or more) made in the
previous two years that I need to declare.
I am writing to you because I object to the proposal on the following grounds.
•

•
•

•
•

•
•
•

The applicant, in the Statement of Environmental Effects, states that the main reason the Coastal
Panel refused the previous application was because the proposed seawall was to protect a future
residential development. However, as the Coastal Panel is aware, there were a number of
reasons for refusing a DA for a new revetment wall, and these are still relevant in this application.
These include:
•
Concerns about public safety of the revetment wall and its structural design;
•
Ongoing maintenance of the wall;
• That the wall may cause further erosion;
• The wall's impact on marine and estuarine ecosystems;
•
Potential impacts have not been fully addressed.
The Coastal Panel also indicated that a new seawall in this area was not in the public interest.
The only difference between the refused application and the new application, is the applicant has
now stated that the new revelment wall is to protect the existing, lawful caravan park and not a
future residential development. Despite this, the applicant has shown no interest in maintaining
the site as a caravan park.
Since there has been no significant change in the DA, the Panel's concerns about the revelment
wall are still relevant.
Furthermore, despite the applicant's claims that there is a need to replace the existing gabion
wall, it is in fact still mostly stable. The banks around it show minimal erosion. Repairs as needed
would more beneficial to the environment and a much cheaper alternative.
This gabion wall has been in place for more than 25 years and has never posed a threat to public
safety.
There is vegetation along the Arrawarra Creek shoreline and it shows no sign of erosion . lt is
unnecessary to build a new wall along this area.
The existing wall has caused erosion to the opposite northern bank and there are, rightly,
concerns that a new and/or a larger wall would do even more damage.

--

Thank you for taking these concerns into consideration .

16thJune,2017

Att. Marc Daley,
Secretariat,
NSW Coastal Panel

Dear Sir
Submission Development Application CP17-00S Construction Revetment Wall Lotl DP26126 &
Lots1& DP 120937146 Arrawarra Beach Rd,Arrawarra.
Before commencing our submission for the above DA we advise that we do NOT want our name on
the public display or the Coastal Panel Website.
We advise that we OBJECT to the above application.
Our reasons for our objection are;1. There is no mention in the application of who will be responsible for the maintainence and
damage repairs to Arrawarra Beach Rd that is already before any work commences in a very
poor and fragile state of disrepair.
We feel that the rate payers of Arrawarra should not be responsible for the repairs that will be
necessary to this road after the movement of heavy vehicles ,machinery and hundreds of thousands
of tonnes of rock and fill necessary to build this wall that has been designed and put forth in this
application.
2. Another concern we have will be the safety of children and residents of the village.
Arrawarra Beach Rd is only a single lane road and there is not enough room for large
vehicles to pass each other within the village. There are no walkways or footpaths for
pedestrians to walk or ride on and they have to use the road . We feel that this would
become a serious safety issue because of the number and size of vehicles required for a
development of this size.
Until we can be assured that these issues will be addressed we will not approve he DA
WE also have concerns for the future of Arrawarra and Yarrawarra creeks because since the
construction of the gabion wall in 1990 there has been severe erosion and receding at the
northern point of the mouth of the creek and filling of the creek with sand and silt has occurred
in the past 25 years . Also a concern is the drainage from within the Arrawarra village to the
creek and ocean as there is already a problem with waterlogging and the raising of the existing
gabion wall with the revetment wall will cause pending of water to being a health hazard and
mosquito breeding areas bringing mosquito born diseases especially for the properties adjoining
the Arrawarra Caravan Park
u for the opportunity to reply to this submission

16 June 2017
The Chair
NSW Coastal Panel
C/o Office of Environment & Heritage
PO BoxA290
Sydney South NSW 1232
Re: CP17-550- Submission against Development Application- Coastal Protection Works, 46
Arrawarra Beach Road, ArrawaiTa NSW 2456.
Attn: Marc Daley
Dear Marc,
We refer to the above DA for the proposed consh·uction of a rock armoured revetment wall around
the estuarine edge ofLot1 DP 26I26 and Lots I & 2 DP1209371. Having objected in the strongest
possible terms in our previous objection to Application CP I6-00 I in April 20 I6 in which the panel
refused consent, we wish to lodge an objection to the current proposal.
Much of which was raised in our previous objection is still relevant to the current proposal as it
would seem that the new application has just basically been modified to exclude any reference for
the need to protect a future residential use on land zoned E2 in order to facilitate the approval of a
revetment wall to protect an existing lawful caravan park use and associated infrastructure. Bearing
in mind that Asteria P/L (for Arrawarra Beach P/L) are a large development company, it is not too
difficult to see what their intentions are and therefore issues of public safety and consideration for
the environment are paramount as it is most likely that the intended use of the land will change in
time if this application succeeds.
The following extract from page 2 of the SEE would seem to confirm this as it states that;
"The subject development proposal involves the same revetment, located in the same location
as the rcvetment refused in DA CP16-001 and l{cy differences are:
1. The purpose of the revetment is for the protection of the existing lawful caravan park and is
therefore considered to be consistent with E2 Zone objectives.
2. Council's Coastal Hazard Zone Policy provides that any development on the lot will need to
take into account the effect of coastal processes over an appropriate planning
period ... Council requires residential developments to be free from the effects of coastal
processes for a period of 100 years and for commercial/tourism development, 50 yrs.
3. The revetment was designed to accommodate proposed residential development,
consequently its design life is well in excess of that required to protect an existing caravan
park and;
4. A draft legally binding agreement for the ongoing maintenance of the proposed revetment
including the restoration of adjacent land that may be eroded as a result of the proposed
revetment wall has been prepared and is submitted with this application."
It is not clear to us that the remaining reasons for consent being refused on the previous application
have been addressed adequately in the current application, particularly as it relates to the impacts on
the sensitive marine & estuarine eco systems and their ecology, and the EPBC listed Littoral
rainforest to the north which has not been mapped correctly (see next page for further details).

We are also gravely concerned about the proposed revetment wall ( if approved ) being constructed
in line with the redefined boundary which will protrude into both the Yarrawana and Arrawana

creek systems on the North Western estuarine boundary and particularly towards the southern patt
of the.eastern estuarine boundary where it extends quite some distance into the Arrawarra Creek
channel (refer Pie 26 taken 2/7/2009 when the boundary was newly surveyed.) We are not sure
that the impacts of constructing a revetment wall to the redefined MHWM boundary out in these 2
areas have been thoroughly investigated and how this can be achieved without causing substantial
environmental damage. The logistics of getting eartlunoving equipment out in these areas (which
are subject to tidal changes) even to do the temporary sheet piling work as described, will cause
irreparable damage to the estuary bed. How is it proposed to get to do this work out in the 2
channels to the redefined creek boundary in the areas where there is no bank to work from? Will
tlus necessitate heavy machinery entering the creek? What will the impact on the marine life witlun
the estuary bed be? These are questions that need to be answered. In the Draft Emergency
Management Plan on page 21 of the SEE it is stated that " The section of the lower revetment
along the southern part of the site's estuarine perimeter will experience heavy brealc.ing on
top, consequently there is (buried rocl{) placed across the entire 20m width of the E2 Zone".
Presumably this refers to the section out in the channel to the redefined boundary but it is not made
clear exactly where but surely must involve heavy equipment having to enter the creek to do the
work described. We believe that it is simply not environmentally sound that a rock revetment wall
of such proportions as described in the SEE could be given consent to be constructed in such a way
as to reclaim land effectively lost through the natural process of erosion over many years, albeit that
Crown Lands have given·their stamp of approval to the most recent survey done in 2014. We
believe that this determination was incorrect and is strong grounds for refusal of the proposal.
On page 17 of the SEE it states " Further along the bank towards the footbridge, the bank is
excavated to accommodate the structure entirely within the property boundary, which makes
the creek wider". If this is the case what happens to the footbridge? Ifthe footbridge has to be
demolished, are there procedures are in place to replace it and in what form? Again, the SEE is
scant on detail.
Returning to the matter of the SEPP 26 Littoral Rainforest to the north ofYarrawarra Creek which is
a listed EEC under the EPBC Act 1999, on page 48 of the SEE at Illustration 3.1 the area shown
as SEPP 26 Littoral Rainforest is incorrect. Furthermore on page 47 of the SEE it states "worl<s
for the proposed revetment wall will not impact any Littoral rainforest".
Being active and founding members of the Arrawarra Coast Care Group formed in 2006, we worked
with local NPWS staff to implement our site plan. OE&H provided us with a map showing the
vegetation types referenced from the Coffs Harbour City Council2012 Fine Scale Vegetation
mapping wluch clearly defines the Littoral Rainforest types covering our site. ( A copy of the
. revised 2016 Site Plan is attached with a description of the 4 Littoral Rainforest Veg types A,
B, C & D.) We want to ensure that this mapping error is corrected to reflect the true situation and
that any impacts are assessed given the area is of National Environmental Sigtuficance under the
EPBC Act as it will fall within 100 metres of the E2 Zone . This matter was raised by us in our
previous objection to Application CP 16-001 last year in which the same incorrect information was
depicted by the applicant. Attached is a copy of an email dated 4 November 2014 from Toni
Hart, Compliance Office1; OE&H in response to an email sent to her about our then concerns
relating to vegetation removal at the subject property. It confirms the status of the Arrawarra Littoral
Rainforest.
Another matter we wish to raise is on page 44 of the SEE -Maintenance over the life of the
worl<S, being point 4 in the previous page of this letter. This deals with any ongoing maintenance
issues relating to the revetment wall and restoration of any adjoining land by way of an anangement
under S88E of the Conveyancing Act 1919. How is this going to be monitored , by whom and under
what circumstances? We are bemused at the prospect of CHCC coming out to do regular inspections
or after storm events to inspect the revetment and adjoining land for signs of erosion and to then

order any remedial action. From our observation, these type of documents, albeit being registered
on title, do not effectively hold anyone to account and while they might look good on paper, they
are not really enforceable without having to seek legal remedies. This is of particular concern
should the land use change in the future as responsibility would then fall upon individual owners to
become burdened under the agreement and we view that as a totally unworkable arrangement.
In our previous objection, we made mention of the local Garby Elders not being consulted and it
would appear that this has occurred again. Due to the very rich cultural history of the Aboriginal
people in the Arrawarra locality, we are disappointed that they have not been involved in any
discussions given the significance of the now heavily eroded Midden Site to the north, the presence
of Aboriginal wells in the Littoral Rainforest and the Arrawarra Fish Traps and Headland which are
of great social and cultural importance to the indigenous peoples.
As you are aware the Arrawarra Holiday Park is located right at the confluence of the Arrawana &
Yarrawarra Creek estuaries and meets the Pacific Ocean and is constantly changing depending on
weather conditions beach berm height and ocean & tidal influences. These changes naturally affect
the whole estuarine enviromnent. We are not convinced that the proposed revetment wall, which is a
project of great magnitude, will not have any other detrimental effects and interfere with and change
the whole ecology and flow of the creek systems. We are of the view that the existing gabion wall
has created more erosion on the northern side ofYarrawarra Creek clue to the deflection of wave
action. This has been more evident to us in the last 11 years of landcaring and we have undettaken
extensive planting along that edge only to have lost much of it due to inundation particularly during
weather events combined with high tides.
On page 54 of the SEE Clause 5.9 Preservation of Trees or Vegetation it is not made clear
exactly how much vegetation is to be removed in the E2 Zone. It would seem that much of the
Riparian vegetation on the n01thern boundary is destined for removal and while this part of the
creekbank has some exotic/weed species intermingled, there are also some mature native trees
which provide stabilisation for the bank as well as adding visual amenity to Yarrawarra Creek and
shade & habitat for birds and animals.
It is all very well and good to say that compensatory planting of native trees and slll'ubs will be done
but from our experience as landcare volunteers, it is not easy to plant in exposed marine
environments because of prevailing winds, salt spray, storms, lack of water and unsuitability of
species etc. Who will be responsible for looking after the revegetation plan and taking care of the
ongoing maintenance?
We have provided for your information a series of photographs and 2 short videos taken over a span
of a number of years to illustrate how weather events such as storm surges, east coast lows and
King Tides have impacted on the fragile coastal landscape in the area surrounding the subject
property. We feel that it is imp01tant that you can see how these conditions either individually or in
combination, have changed the entrance and landform over the years. A Toshiba 8GB USB has
been mailed to you under separate cover ( posted 13/6/2017. )
Photo 1 was taken in about 1990 ( we moved to Arrawarra in 1987 ) - unsure of the actual date
taken but the gabion wall had been constructed. At that point in time, the bridge was sh01ter
( extended in later years ) and there was a narrow track at the end of the bridge tlu·ough low
vegetation to reach the beach. This photo clearly shows the extent of erosion that has occurred on
the tip of the forested area.
Photos 2-4 are of the Yarrawarra arm of the creek and footbridge .
Photo 5 taken on 21/10/08 shows the sand spit on the northern end of Arrawarra Beach intact while

photo 24 taken 25/5/09 taken after an east coast low shows the sand spit has been entiryly washed
away.
On 11 / 1/09, a 2.2m King Tide event occurred- Video No's 6 & 7 and Photos 8-14 show the
extent of the inundation and wave action bearing in mind that this was purely a tidal event and not
weather related .
Photos 15-27 show the aftermath of various storm events during the course of2009 which resulted
in extensive erosion to the subject area.
Photos 28-40 records various events from 2011 through to 2015 and photos 41- 49 show the
damage from the June 2016 east coast low which coincided with a King Tide on 6 June and caused
considerable inundation & erosion on the northern bank ofYarrawarra Creek, and inundation and
debris wash up at the Caravan park. Fm1unately the intensity of the storm wasn't as bad as was
originally predicted in this area so we escaped possible further damage.
We would have to disagree with the statement on page 14 of the SEE which states "The proposed
revetment wall has been designed in a way that is visually unobtrusive" We agree that the
cunent gabion wall has fallen into a state of disrepair in parts but feel that the proposed design for
the revetment wall is cet1ainly not attractive and will be highly visible from the seaward side where
beachgoers will be viewing it. This "view" for want of a better word will be further degraded by the
removal of more native vegetation _( as yet not fully determined ) which has always given the
estuary and the Caravan Park an aesthetically pleasing appearance. It will certainly not "improve
the coastal character of the site and the coastal foreshore" as suggested on page 14, but rather
detract from it in our view.
The SEE page 14 goes on to say that "The revetment has the potential to protect adjoining
public assets over the long term" What adjoining public assets are they referring to and how does
it have the potential to protect them?
We can fully understand and appreciate the applicants desire to protect the propet1y and the caravan
park. However, in such an environmentally sensitive area, surely there can be other ways of
achieving this without constructing such a massive and foreboding rock armoured barrier and
causing so much damage in the process to the creek bed, 2 estuary systems, the R2 zoned land and
existing vegetation and the potential to further impact on the edge vegetation and Littoral Rainforest
to the north of the site and other pat1s of the foreshore. We are particularly concerned that the
revetment may interfere or impact on the creek entrance processes pat1icularly as it relates to
ICOLL management practices given that the estuaries close periodically due to sand or seaweed
buildup.
We note that fm1her on page 21 of the SEE- under Draft Emergency Management Plan, the

applicant states " In an extreme storm event, large waves will sweep through the estuary
entrance and may break the top of the revetment" Combined with deflection of those large
waves bouncing off the wall, it would seem to us that this has the potential to fm1her impact on the
SEPP 26 Littoral Rainforest on the opposite bank ofYarrawana Creek, particularly with the
proposed wall extending right up to the n011h east corner of the site boundary and extending into the
channel at that point. This needs to be more fully considered as during storm events, the Yarrawarra
Creek estuary becomes a swollen watercourse with water from the catclunent and in combination
with a high tide, could have an even more devastating effect on the creek bank edge vegetation and
Littoral Rainforest than occurs now.

We are a little confused about a statement on page 52 of the SEE that says "The rcvetment is
appropriately located 1.5 metres within the site boundary" There seems to be no qualification
for this statement as it indicates in other sections of the SEE that the wall will go right to the ·
boundary including where the boundary of the property is located within the estuary itself (SEE
page 19- 2.6 Construction methodology.)
We thank you for the opportunity to comment on the current proposal and we hope that the matters
we have raised are able to be addressed. We feel that based on the application and some of the
contradictions within, it is evident that a project of such magnitude will impact on the ecology of
our local environment and the visual amenity of the foreshore generally. The 2 previous attempts by
the owner of the AtTawarra Beach P/L to construct a sea wall, CHCC DA887/08 in 2008 & CP 16001 in 2016, were refused consent after lengthy deliberations and we trust that this current
application will be thoroughly scrutinised and considered to get the best outcome for the natural
environment in which we live.
Please acknowledge receipt ofthis objection letter by email to:
J

Yours faithfully

/

Coffs Coast Regional Park
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Arrawarra Coastcare
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Site Plan ·November 2015
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Vegetation Condl
...._"""""',.._....- .., Virtually weed free, structure I species composition and diversity typical for that community

Minor infestations of weed species, structure I composition mostly Intact
Severe weed Infestations, poor native regeneration and I or structure
Virtually native-free! Missing most stratums, very limited regeneration

--~---------------------~

GROUP AIMS
Undertake bush regeneration to expand the area of native vegetation in good condition. Control
declared noxious and high priority environmental weed species. Ensure weed control is primarily
undertaken on a small scale to not open up too much area at once. Protect littoral rainforest core,
expand littoral rainforest. Protect and improve creek bank vegetation. Some supplementary planting
in dunes.
RARE PLANTS AND IMPORTANT ASSETS
Creek opening -Aboriginal significance
Middens - Aboriginal significance
Wells - Aboriginal significance
Littoral rainforest - listed as an Endangered Ecological Community
PRIORITY WEEDS
All fruiting and flowering weeds take priority in each zone. Bitou bush, Senna, Glory lily, Bitou bush,
Ground asparagus, Lantana, Ochna, Winter senna, Yellow bells, Coastal morning glory spp.
VEGETATION TYPES
Note: Forest types are referenced from Coffs Harbour City Council 2012 Fine Scale Vegetation Mapping. NPWS
GIS Layers

1. Headland Brush Box Littoral Rainforest EEC- Loplwstemon confertus- Guioa semiglauca Cupaniopsis anacardioides
2. Coastal Exposed Dune Littoral Rainforest EEC- Cupaniopsis anacardioides- Endiandra sieberiGuioa semig/auca - Cryptocarya triplineiVis - Drypetes deplanchei - Alectryon coriaceus
3. Coast Wattle Shrublands- Acacia longifolia subsp sophorae- Chrysanthemoides monilifera subsp
rotundifolia - Zoysia macrantha
4. Coast Banksia Shrubland on Holocene Dunes- Banksia integrifloia subsp integrifloia- Cupaniopsis
anacardioides

PRIORITIES
Zone A
Vegetation
Priority:
Condition:
Strategy:

FOR WEED CONTROL
Littoral Rainforest
Type 1 - Headland Brush Box Littoral Rainforest
H h
Stage - Maintenance 2015
Volunteers: occasional patrol for weeds and treat accordingly.
NPWS/Contractors: Control glory lily, ochna, asparagus.

Zone B - Littoral Rainforest Openings
Vegetation Type 1 - Headland Brush Box Littoral Rainforest
Priority:
High
Condition:
al
Stage - Maintenance 2015
Strategy:
Regularly protect native tree regeneration by hand pulling nearby weeds (e.g. morning
glory) and cutting back (skirting) native scramblers (e.g. smilax, snake vine, cockspur if they are
hindering regeneration) .
Zone C - Frontal Dune
Vegetation Types 2 - Coastal Exposed Dune Littoral Rainforest
3 - Coast Wattle Shrublands
4 - Coast Banksia Shrubland on Holocene Dunes
Priority:
High
Condition:
· ai
Stage - Maintenance 2015

Primary
Secondary
Maintenance
Target

Stages of Weeding
Initial weed removal; mechanical, hand, chemical. Assess the most safe, and economical method.
Intensive treatment of areas following primary control. May require several passes in area.
Follow-up weeding to control regrowth, seedlings, new outbreaks.
Removal of a specific species or group especially to remove flower/fruit and stop seedlings.

-- -

Strategy:

--~~~

Maintain planted vegetation. Native frontal dune species (e.g. spinifex, goat's foot,
small-fruited fan flower and boobialla in front of coastal wattle, beach birds eye,
coastal banksia) have been planted in major disturbed I open areas.
In longer term : gradually controllantana, bitou bush and senna commencing from the
rainforest and moving towards dunes. Control all vines hindering regeneration, OK to
judiciously cut back/poison native Smilax. En~ure rainforest section is kept free of
weeds. Do not remove vines within in this section. Prevent vines from growing on all
seedlings. Allow natural regeneration along the rainforest edge. Do not plant along the
rainforest edge.

Zone D - Northern Mined Area
Vegetation Types 1 - Headland Brush Box Littoral Rainforest
2 - Coastal Exposed Dune Littoral Rainforest
Medium
Priority:
Condition:
Poor
Stage - Secondary 2015
Strategy:
Volunteers: Assist in planting and maintenance. In longer term: follow up control of
bitou bush, lantana, senna following NPWS I contractor weed control programs.
NPWS I contractors: Control senna, lantana and bitou bush commencing in I adjacent
to core of rainforest. Follow up control of lantana in previous control areas. In longer
term: Continue control towards dunes and to the central northern area (start away from
dunes). Plant local pioneer and rainforest species under willow wattles (incl. fencing,
compost, mulch).

MONITORING
Photopoint 1 I Looking N
Zone A
I date
GPSE
N
Insert photo here

Photopoint 2 I Looking SW
Zone B
I date
GPS E
N
Insert photo here

Photopoint 3 J Lookin_g_ E
Zone C
l date
GPSE
N
lnse1t photo here

SUPPLEMENTARY PLANTING
Note: No planting or mulching is permitted without NPWS consent. Order plants in advance from
CHRL Woolgoolga Nursery.
Plants suitable by Zone
Name
Coastal wattle
Beach birds eye
Coastal banksia
Willow bottlebrush
Swamp oak
Beach lily
Three vein laurel
Tuckeroo
Blue flax lily
Red olive plum
Goats foot
lsolepis
Brush box
Mat rush
Boobialla
Pandanus

Acacia longifolia var sophorae
Alectryon coriaceus
Banksia integrifolia
Callistemon salignus
Casuarina glauca
Crinum pedunculatum
Cryptocarya triplinervis
Cupaniopsis anacardioides
Dianella caerulea
Elaeodendron australe
Ipomoea brasiliensis
/so/epis nodosa
Lophostemon confertus
Lomandra /ongifolia
Myoporum insu/are
Pandanus tectorius
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Thank you for your email of 3 November 2014 concerning the vegetation clearing currently
occurring at 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra QLD.
The Australian Government has a role in regulating actions that may impact on defined
items of Australia's natural and cultural heritage (called matters of 'national environment
significance'). These items are listed and protected under the Environment Protection and
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (the Act) and include for example, Ramsar Wetlands of
International Significance, listed species threatened at the national level, and certain
migratory species, among others.
Matters of national environmental significance which are relevant in the Arrawarra area
include the ecological community Littoral Rainforest and Coastal Vine Thickets of Eastern
Australia which is listed critically endangered under the Act. In particular the koala
(Phascolarctos cinereus combined populations of Qld, NSW and the ACT) which is listed
vulnerable under the Act is known to occur within the area. You may wish to use the search
tool available on the Department's website www.environment.gov.au/erin/ert/index.html
to find out more about the matters of national environmental significance that may occur in
the area .
Actions that are likely to have a significant impact on any matters protected by the Act
require consideration by the Australian Government. This is in addition to the normal
assessment and approval process administered by state and local governments.
The Squirrel Glider (Petaurus norfolcensis), Hoary Wattled Bat (Chalinolobus nigrogriseus)
and Powerful Owl (Ninox strenua) are not listed and protected under the Act. Queries
relating to their welfare should be directed to the state agency, the Department of
Environment and Heritage Protection.
Officers in the Department's Compliance and Enforcement Branch will examine whether the
proposal is likely to impact on any matters protected by the EPBC Act and require referral to
the Australia Government for consideration and if so to ensure that any such requirement is
met.
Kind Regards
Toni Hart
Compliance Officer
Compliance and Enforcement Branch
Department of the Environment

GPO Box 787 CANBERRA ACT 2601
tel- (02) 6275 9100 lax- (02) 6274 1607

toni.hart@environment.gov.au

Statement of Environmental Effects
Coastal Protection Works, 46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra

Comments I Submission on the Proposal

Summary
To whom it may concern,
This submission is written to outline my objections to the Development Application number: CP 17-00Sat
46 Arrawarra Beach Road, Arrawarra, N.S.W.
After reading the Development Application I have concerns that I now wish to raise with you. Overview of
my concerns:
•

I believe that all comments received by the board for the previous Development Application
number: CP 16-001 should be taken into account for this present application. The applications are
very similar and many people like me were not aware a revised application had been submitted.

•

lt appears the main change is they are now saying the wall is to protect the caravan park. I
therefore resubmit my objection to the original D.A with the following comments attached.

•

I refute the applicants suggestion the wall is now being built to protect the ongoing use of the
Caravan park.

•

The social impact to the permanent and semi- permanent residents of the Caravan

Park has not

been addressed.
•

The submission fails to adhere too many of the core aims of acts and policies in place for the future
use and benefit of coastal zones.

Overview
Arrawarra is an indigenous word that translates to 'Meeting place' and has long been a special place for the local
Gumbaynggirr people. Remarkably the area has remained a meeting place for generations of non-indigenous people.
With a caravan Park established during early European settlement generations of families have enjoyed the idealisti c
location. At present numerous international travellers come to the Spot-X Surf School which certainly allows this
location to remain as a meeting place and one of the most unique locations in Australia. lt would therefore be
beneficial to
In Development Application number: CP 16-001 submitted to your office in early 2016 th e applicant stated 'The
primary function of the wall is to retain the site boundary and prevent coastal erosion' the coastal panel in their
wisdom determined the main reason wa s to protect a residential subdivision.
Point 3. The Panel (CPS) considers that the primary purpose of the proposed revetment wall is to protect future
residential development on the site from coastal hazards and is therefore inconsistent with the objectives of the E2
Environmental Conservation zone which seek to protect, manage and restore areas of high ecological or cultural
values and prevent development that could have an adverse effect on those values
This application was for the establishment of a housing subdivision . A Development Application was also submitted
to Coffs Harbour Council and inexplicitly this DA 0667/16DA appears to be still
active.https://datracking.coffsharbour.nsw.gov.au/ICON/Pages/XC.Track/SearchApplication .aspx?id=195808
The response from the publ ic was overwhelming against the building of the wall and the intended closure of the
iconic Caravan Park
One would assume if the main purpose was to protect and maintain the Caravan Park they would be familiar with
the proper layout and workings of the established park. Also there is no mention anywhere in the submission of the
20 or so permanent and semi-permanent cabins located in the park.

Introduction
1.1 Ba ckground
The subject development proposal involves the same revetment, located in the same location as the
revetment refused as DA CP 16-001. Key differences between DA CP 16-001 are:
1. The purpose of the revetment is for the protection of the existing lawful caravan park and is therefore
considered to be consistent with the E2 zone objectives!.
2. Council's Coastal Hazard Zone Policy provides that 'any development on the lot will need to take into
account the effect of coastal processes over an appropriate planning period .... Council requires residential
developments to be free from the effects of coastal processes for a period of 100 years and for
commercial/tourism development, 50 years.
3. The revetment was designed to accommodate proposed residential development, consequently, its design
life is well in excess of that required to protect and existing caravan park.

Comment
Due to very strong public objection to the previous Development Application number: CP 16-0011 believe that all
submissions received by the board then should be taken into account for this present application. As explained
above the applications are very similar and many people like me were not aware a revised application had been
submitted.

Executive Summary
The existing rock gabion wall needs to be replaced with a more suitable and permanent
revetment.
Comment.
This broad statement needs clarifying. For what reason does the present gabion wall need replacing? Would repair
be a more viable and environmentally friendly option? This would not require upsetting the present fragile aquatic
balance.
Secondly, a permanent revetment is necessary to enable the existing lawfully permitted caravan park
licensed by Coffs Harbour City Council to continue to meet contemporary tourism development standards
and client expectations into the future.
Comment.
Again another emotive throw away statement. Evidence should be provided to substantiate claims of the impending
loss of park licence due to erosion concerns. Does correspondence exist outlining complaints from client's
expectations not being met due to the present condition of the shoreline?

The creek boundary is used by the public and guests of the caravan park. The need to replace the gabion
wall is twofold ; firstly, to secure the site boundary from further erosion for environmental and safety
reasons.
Comment
Minimal erosion seems to occur where the gabion wall is located. I am not sure of what is meant by safety concerns.
I, my children and small grandchildren often swim in the wonderful river near the present wall and have never
sensed any danger.

Removal of this gabion wall would remove a structure which is potentially hazardous and no longer able to
fulfil its intended purpose, thereby providing a public safety benefit.
Comment
The Gabion wall is still performing its intended roll.
In the images kindly supplied in the Statement of Environmental Effects it is very evident what a commendable
protection roll the Gabion wall is performing. What is the need to replace it?

The only danger I could perceive is if someone was silly enough to climb over it. Suitable fencing would be a much
cheaper alternative to allay the proponent's fears. This would also be a much more environmentally friend ly option

Selective tree removal is required to that the structure is located within the property boundaries and to
provide sufficient area for construction and access. Tree removal will be offset by compensatory planting of
native trees and shrubs within the E2 zoned riparian buffer to the creek. The proposed landscape treatment
using native coastal species will improve biodiversity and habitat corridor values considerably and will
significantly improve the visual amenity of the creek edge.
Comment.
I am annoyed at the previous environmental damaged carried out by the proponents under the guise 10/50
legislation and object to their proposal to destroy more trees. Also I contend replacement planting may be rejected
due to bushfire risk

Existing cabins located in the vicinity of the works will be removed, stored within the site, and re-erected at
the end of the works.
Comment
There are many unanswered questions regarding this statement. The Caravan Park was described only 12 months
ago as' The caravan park infrastructure is nearing the end of its building life' and the Cabins 'of dated design'. lt
now appears the proponent feels the cabins are good enough to have them removed and then restored after the
wall is built. Also it would be necessary to have council approval to relocate and reconfigure the caravan park to
accommodate the alterations. At present to only DA No 0667/16DA submitted and still active at Coffs Harbour
Council is for a residential subdivision on the site.

The alternative to the subject proposal is to 'do nothing'. This is not a sustainable alternative in terms of
public safety, given the continual progressive erosion of the foreshore and the poor structural condition of
the rock gabion wall.
Comment
This is a blatant overstatement of the actual situation at Arrawarra. There appears to be no danger to public Safety if
the area is left in its present state.

Protection of the site boundary is not only an imperative for the owners of the land, it will also provide a
long-term solution to public safety and protect caravan park infrastructure from severe storm impacts.
I believe this statement to be misleading. I maintain that the long- term solution is not to protect the caravan park
infrastructure.
lt would be wonderful to accept at face value the idea of the Astoria Group' owned by the Shanahan family

who
have a proud history in development spanning more than 50 years. We undertake a range of projects including
retirement villages, apartment and housing construction, land subdivision, commercial buildings and industrial
estates'. (From their website). http://astoriagroup.com.au/Company-Profile.php
Were now expanding their portfolio, into the Caravan Park Business.
On 5th March 2016 Mr Kevin Shanahan of Astoria Group stated in a Newspaper story
"We're in the land subdivision not caravan park business'
http://www.coffscoastadvocate.com.au/news/arrawarra-residents-united-against-subdivision-pla/2951546/
In fact the aging nature of the park is a direct result of the owners running the facility down. They have also inhibited
the ability of Mojo Surf (the current lessors) to invest because they award short term leases that inhibit sufficient
security for payback. Their long term goal has always been to develop the site into a residential area.
lt is extremely difficult to believe the company would have turned their thinking around in such a short time.
Especially in view of their previous Development application were they often describe the Caravan Park
infrastructure as 'nearing the end of its building life, is of dated design with many of the cabins are located within the
E2 zone.' One could perceive this amazing new direction for Astoria group as a simple guise to attempt to meet the
objectives of the E2 Environmental Conservation zone. lt seems obvious this is not the eventual reason for the
building of the wall.

The proposal has been designed to ensure no adverse impact to the site or surrounding natural or built
environment.
Comment
I maintain it is ecologically irresponsible of the proponents to seek approval for this project when a Coastal Zone
Management plan is being formulated for this area. In my opinion the wall, which will contain large rocks up to 3
tonne in size, will be extremely visually conspicuous especially from the beach.

STATEMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFECTS
MARCH 2017
Executive Summary
Introduction

1.1 Background

This revised application makes it clear that the foremost need for the revetment is to replace and
extend and existing seawall to protect an existing lawful caravan park use and associated
infrastructure.
Comment
I refute the applicants suggestion the wall is now being built to protect the ongoing use of the Caravan
park. I contend this application is a guise to appear consistant with the objectives of the E2 Environmental
Conservation Zone, gain approval and then continue with the real intended use of the land.

This application is not reliant on the known outcome of any separate applications, noting that all
development applications are required to be independently assessed on their individual merit.
Comment
This statement clearly demonstates to me the arrogant nature of the prop_o nents. They seem to be
stateing that although it is common knowledge they have impending Development Application 0667 /16DA
which outlines the Demolition of Existing Structures and Subdivision (Community Title - 24 residential lots
and 1 community parcel) with Coffs Harbour Council.
https:lfdatracking.coffsharbour.nsw.gov.au/ICON/Pages/xc.Track/SearchApplication.aspx?as=a which is

'dependent on the approval and construction of' (the revetment wall)' and 'that forms an integral part of
the application' You are to believe they intend to build a wall that 'will also provide a long-term soluti9n
to public safety and protect caravan park infrastructure'. Also they remind the board 'all development
applications are required to be independently assessed on their individual merit'. Clearly they have no
intention to retain the Caravan Park and are simplytrying to bypass pecieved restrictions of the NSW
Coastal Panel.

1.3 Consent Authority
Note: If a coastal zone management plan does not apply to land on which coastal protection works are
proposed, the Coastal Panel has the function of determining the development application (Cl 129A of SEPP

Infrastructure). lt is noted that Coffs Harbour City Council has adopted a Draft Coastal Zone Management
Plan, however the Minister is yet to certify this plan. Consequently, a coastal zone management plan does
not apply to the site and the Coastal Panel is the consent authority.
Comment
This appears to be a blatant attempt to have the Coastal Panel approve the development before the Minister
certifies the Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan. This would deny the Coffs Harbour City Council has taken steps
with money received under the NSW Estuary
Management Program to develop a Coastal Zone Management Plan for Arrawarra Creek.
State Government funding was received to manage, enhance and protect local estuaries.
http:ljwww.coffscoastadvocate.eom.au/news/funds-coffs-estumy-ecohealth-projects/24 79182/
In December 2014 it was announced by Member for Coffs Harbour Andrew Fraser and Environment Minister Rob
Stokes
Funding has come from this year's round of the Estuary Management Program'. And "'The council will receive an
additional $50,000 to develop a Coastal Zone Management Plan for Arrawarra Creek to help preserve its
environmental and cultural values.
"The main issues relating to Arrawarra Creek include bank erosion, entrance management, the management of
Aboriginal heritage, and water quality."
Both projects are eo-funded by local councils.'
The important process to develop a management plan to protect Arrawarra Creek has been put in place by Coffs
Harbour Council in association with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage. In November 2015 it was reported
'residents are invited to a workshop regarding the development of a draft plan to enhance and protect Arrawarra
Creek on Thursday'.
http://www.coffscoastadvocate.eom.au/news/management-plan-to-protect-arrawarra-creek-onwork!2838643/
The workshop would
•'assess the initial development of the draft Arrawarra Creek Coastal Zone
Management Plan.
•Issues set to be discussed at the workshop include creek bank erosion, creating walkway networks along the creek
foreshores, addressing pollution from rural and urban properties and nurturing vegetation along the creek banks.
•Coffs Harbour City Council is interested to obtain feedback from residents about highly valued areas of the creek
that may need improved management as well as ideas for future use and conservation.
•The council is developing the plan in association with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage, and consultants
BMT WBM have been engaged to prepare the plan.
•Development ofthe plan will take about 18 months and will involve community consultation, assessing existing
data, identifying information gaps and technical studies to understand the estuary health ofArrawarra Creek.
•The final plan will form the basis of applications for grant funds to put the strategies into action
The essential process in place is in accordance with some of the core aims of many acts including the Environmental
Planning & Assessment Act c) to provide increased opportunity for public involvement and participation in
environmental planning and assessment. The Coastal Protection Act 1979 No 13

mto recognise the role of the community, as a partner with government, in resolving issues relating to the

protection of the coastal environment.
The Water Management Act 2000
(d) to recognise the role of the community, as a partner with government, in resolving issues relating
to the management of water sources
And Coffs Harbour Coastal Reserves Plan of Management of 2000.
• to ensure that the community is able to be involved in the preparation and implementation of the Plan of
Management.

lt would be environmentally responsible for the proponents to await the outcome of the Coastal Zone Management
Plan to allow them to properly address concerns, yet they state 'lt is noted that Coffs Harbour City Council has
adopted a Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan, however the Minister is yet to certify this plan' and use this as a
reason to bypass other authorities to gain approval from the Coastal Panel. lt is inconceivable to suggest the
revetment wall could be approved prior to the completion of this necessary local study.

1.5 The Site
The site is currently occupied by the Arrawarra Beach Holiday Park. There is a shop, several pre-fabricated
cabins, caravan sites, a site office, amenity buildings and a manager's residence located within the site.
Comment
One would think, if the true reason for the wall was to 'provide a long-term solution to public safety and protect
caravan park infrastructure protect the Caravan Park' information provided would be acurate. There are 8 prefabricated cabins and no Managers residence exists. This building is now used as a very successfu l surf school
operated by of Mojo Surf (the current lessors). A glaring ommission is the 20 or so privately owned cabins that exist
on the property.

The Proposed Development
2.1 General Description of th e Proposal

The proposed revetment wall has been designed in a way that is visually unobtrusive, by using locally
sourced rock placed along the boundary of the site. Once the seawall is completed, the landscaped
foreshore buffer and rock revetment will provide a secure area for cabins, landscaping, passive recreation
and will protect the boundary of the caravan park from coastal erosion.
The revetment will protect an approved land use, an existing caravan park.
The main benefits arising from the proposal are:
• Protection of the site and surrounding land from coastal erosion; and
• Improving the coastal character of the site and the coastal foreshore;
Comment
I fail to see how the building of the wall will Improve the coastal character of the site and the coastal foreshore as in
its present state it mostly appears to be in a natural state. As stated the present rock gabion baskets extends
approximately 210 m along the creek frontage so how could adding a larger wall some 150 m longer Improve the
coastal character? Why is it necessary to fortify the entire park frontage unless future moves might include land
filling and subdivision.

2.3 Associated Work
Construction of the proposed revetment will involve the temporary removal of cabins located within or
nearby the works area, generally as shown at Illustration 2.1.

X Cabins to be temporarily removed and replaced at the completion of the works
This is not a
cabin but a
visiting

•

locations of Permanent and Semi-permanent cabins located at the present Caravan Park. Added to image by

me.
Comment
There is no mention of theprivately owned cabins in the safe and newly protected Caravan Park. There are only two
residential tenancy agreements because the proponents have refused other applications. Clearly defining the
poponents obvious shift away from Caravan Park activities. In addition there are self-contained cabins or private
caravans owned by long-term casuals who have occupancy rights for 180 days per year. There are approxamitaly 20
cabins that have been on site for a long time, some for over 30 years and have provided low cost holiday
accommodation. The affordable holiday destinations have been an integral part of generations of family life with
parents, children and grandchildren all embracing the cultural uniqueness and ideals of the coastal character. The
positioning of the cabins has created a sense of place, unified community and comradeship that is at the very core of
aim 2(b) of The Coffs Harbour local Environmental Plan 2013. None of these long-term casuals have been granted
new leases for a number of years. To the best of my knowledge none have been approached with the good news the
Caravan Park is to be retained. None have been offered new leases. Clearly Astoria group have no intention of
retaining the Caravan Park. I am appalled that the application makes no mention of these long term residents of the
park and no discussion on the impact on these people and their families. Apparantly only the cabins belonging to the
Astoria group will be considered for relocation. lt seems implausable they do not even know how many cabins they
own and are wanting to protect with this major project. This lack of accurate information and steps thay have taken
over a number of years regarding residential tenancy agreements leads one to suspect have no interest in the
Caravan Park and no intention of continueing operations here.

Whilst the works are in progress, an alternative public access to the beach will be made available, noting
that there is no legal right of access for the public through the caravan park.
Comment
This clearly demonstrates the poponents stance on public access via the caravan park. Astoria were the cause of
conflict regarding access in 2007.
http:Uwww.coffscoastadvocate.com.au/news/apn-residents-protest-over-closed-access-to/7911/
I quote 'Peter Shanahan_ director of Astoria Group, which owns the caravan park, says that while he sympathises
with the protestors, they cannot go through the caravan's park private access. "The people are insisting on walking
through our caravan park," he said. "We're not happy to let that happen. ru
Whilst this might be legally true the proponent again shows no understanding of the actual location. Current access
to the beach by all public is not restricted and is via the front gate of the Caravan Park. Mojo surf the current tenants
have welcomed all members of public access the beach. This adds to the unique characteristics of this iconic spot.
Providing a sense of place, character
and identity. The Caravan park in its present state allows a cohesive community, shared space, camaraderie and a
sense of place the proponant could never dream to understand.

3.6 Vegetation Management Plan
High conseNation value vegetation will be removed from the site, however this vegetation (including koala
feed trees and hollow bearing trees) is located within a highly modified urban area (caravan park) and does
not currently have any protection in terms of zoning or inclusion within a conseNation reseNe plan of
management.
Following construction of the revetment, compensatory planting will be located within the E2 zoned area.
This revegetation area will be protected under the zone requirements and actions of the vegetation
management plan.
Comment
I respectfully remind the Panel of the ruthless nature of the proponants. 'Astoria Group 'contributed greatly to the
site being 'highly modified'. In November 2014 under the guise of 10/50 code they destroyed approxamately 50
wonderful trees that existed in the park. All designed as a step towards the residential subdivision they want to
l::iuild on the site. The actions are well documented.
This link will direct you to a newspaper article.
http:Uwww.coffscoastadvocate.com.au/news/resort-fear-sparking-unrest/2441806/
And Greens Politician David Shoe bridge was so horrified by their actions that he read two notices of motion onto the
record in the NSW Parliament
http:Udavidshoebridge.org.au/2014/11/14/summer-of-tree-clearing-across-nsw/
Notice 2 is of interest and is shown below
2. That this House notes with concern that:
(a) on 3 November 2014 on the Mid North Coast in the North Arrawarra caravan park, felling under the 10/50 cod~
resulted in the loss of approximately ten large mature swamp mahogany, red gum and paperbark trees, with a
further 40 trees of a similar species mix and size marked for felling,

(b) the area in which these trees are being felled is part of a swamp mahogany endangered ecological community,
mapped secondary koala habitat and part of a Council recognised coastal wildlife corridor,
(c) furthermore the area is a recorded habitat, nesting and feeding ground for species including koalas, squirrel
gliders, black cockatoos, powerful owls and hoary wattled bats

The estimates of trees to be removed/retained are preliminary and subject to final civil design. Once the
number of trees to be removed/retained has been determined, the final compensatory numbers will be
calculated .
Comment
Using Coffs Harbour Council guidelines, the mentioned offset would need to be planted at a concentration of 1 tree
per 15 meter squared; meaning a minimum of 1,575 square meters of E2 zone would be planted with accompanying
understory.
The Statement of Environmental Effects nominates the E2 land mentioned as bushfire prone and for this reason it
would be irresponsible to nominate this zone for compensatory planting. As soon as these plantings are brought into
question due to Bushfire Risk, the proponent will not be able to comply with the compensatory plantings proposed.
lt is pertinent to note the applicant has previously avoided meeting development consent compensatory vegetation
requirements. lt would be negligent to approve the DA because, it would ultimately lead to the complete destruction
of the important koala habitat, that the proponent irresponsibly commenced under the guise of 10/50 legislation .

3. 7 Social and Economic Impact
Social and economic impact arising from the proposed coastal protection works will be positive. The
proposed revelment will enable the continued safe occupation of the caravan park up to a 100 year
planning horizon in terms of protection of the land from coastal processes arising from predicted climate
change and sea level rise.
Protection of the estuarine boundary of the site will facilitate the ongoing use of the land for tourism
purposes.
Comment
As I have outlined in my submission there are numerous points that bring into question the proponants real motive
for the construction of the wall. They are not accurate with details about infustructure contained on the site. This
seems strange if this is the important asset they are wishing to protect. No permanent or semi- permanent resident
has been contacted to apply for a renewal of lease. Leases have not been aavailable for several years as the Astoria
Group have advertised and applied to have the Caravan Park will be destroyed and a Residentual Subdivision
created.

In the longer term, the works will ensure that private land and public infrastructure located beyond the site
will also be protected from coastal processes.
Comment
Here in lies a true statement. ' In the longer term, the works will ensure that private land' .
Indicating that the assumption the wall is built to protect the Caravan Park is a guise to allow the submission to be
consistant with the objectives of the E2 Environmetal Conservation zone. One can only imagine how long it would be
should approval be given before permanent and semi- permanent residents were forced to abandon their prized
homes and holiday homes.

In her paper The Loss of Low Cost Coastal Caravan Parks- Causes, Cases and Social Consequences
http://www.soacconference.com.au/wp-content/uploads/2013/12/Gilbert-Social.pdf
Helen Gilbert of the School of the Built Environment, University of Technology, Sydney presents an extensive study
into the numerous social impacts caused by the loss of 'affordable tourist
Accommodation, the displacement of permanent residents and the policy implications involved.'
Ms Gilbert states 'The natural amenity, scenic beauty and climate of the NSW coast make it an attractive destination
for holidaymakers and long-term residents. Low cost accommodation providers including caravan parks, camping
areas and manufactured home estates are important sources of tourist (short-term) and residential (long-term)
accommodation, particularly on the coast. These sites are often located in attractive locations close to beaches,
rivers, forests and national parks.'
'Caravan parks span the void between the tourism and housing sectors (Reed and Greenhalgh,
2003). Since the early 1900s they have provided affordable tourist accommodation- often in
public reserves near beaches and rivers (Yeo and Grech, 2006) or en-route to holiday
destinations (Reed and Greenhalgh, 2003). lt was not legal to live in caravan parks prior to 1988,
but people have resided in them since the 1930s depression era and councils did not act to
prevent this. Permanent resident numbers increased during the 1980s coinciding with reduced
housing affordability and the need to cater for construction, mining and itinerant workers (Reed &
Greenhalgh 2003; Yeo and Grech, 2006).
Most recent ly caravan parks have been providing low cost accommodation for groups at risk of
homelessness (PAVS, 2002; AHURI, 2004; Marks, 2008; Gurran, Hamin & Norman, 2008). Other
demographic groups have sought permanent residence in parks in coastal locations as part of
downsizing, lifestyle changes and retirement trends (Gurran, et al 2008).'
Helen Gilbert further outlines the chief social impacts caused by the closure of Caravan Parks as lost character, social
cohesion and sense of place.
'Lazarow, Smith and Clarke (2008) suggest Australia's attachment to the coast shapes the cult ural
values and identity of coastal visitors and residents. Caravan parks provide cohesive
communities, shared spaces, camaraderie, a sense of place and links to important environmental
assets. Fuller (2007) argues the flexible nature of caravan parks helps define coastal
communities and their loss or redevelopment significantly reduces 'communal inheritance'. Green
(2000) suggests the sense of place and local character is more likely to be overwhelmed by the
scale and pace of new residential and tourism developments in smaller coastal communities
where the homogenising effect of increasing suburban character undermines the unique beauty
and natural attractions of the area. As noted by Gurran et al {2005) planning tools to preserve and
enhance important attributes of place are inadequate.'
Helen concludes her paper with the following poignant words.
'The hidden values of traditional coasta l caravan parks in providing a sense of place, character
and identity are emerging now that communities are in danger of losing them. Current trends to
upgrade facilities should not overwhelm the need for a range accommodation options for
residents and the travelling public. In coastal towns, these parks provide solace, community,
networks, access to beaches and reserves, remnants of vegetation or habitat and tourist and
permanent accommodation. Consideration of the significant contribution th ese 'te'mporary' spaces
provide is important for retaining the amenity of our coastal areas. Development pressures

responding to tourist demand and the sea change phenomenon are driven by our attraction to the
coast and policy adjustment is needed to ensure this valuable coastal amenity is not lost.'
I respectfully request the subm ission should be seen for what it is and denied .

3.8 Visual Assessment
The use of rock armour, is visually less obtrusive and visually sympathetic to the surrounding environment
particularly when compared to the existing gabion basket and wooden retaining walls. As such, the
proposed revelment wall will significantly improve the visual environment.
Comment
1 disagree strongly with this statement. lt only pertains to a small section of the entire site. The wooden retaining

wall are only evident in several locations near the timber walkway. I disagree that a Rock revetmant wall some 110
m longer than the existing gabion basket could ever be considered less obtrusive and visually sympathetic to the
surrounding environment.

Statuto1y Considerations

4.1 Environment Protection & Biodiversity Conservation Act
The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) provides for the protection and
management of nationally and internationally important flora, fauna, ecological communities and heritage places,
known as matters of national environmental significance.
Comment
https://www.legislation.gov.au/Details/C2016C00266/Htmi!Volume 1# Toc448142691
1feel the proposal fails to meet at least 3 of the principles of ecologically sustainable development as defined in this

act.
(b) if there are threats of serious or irreversible environmental damage, lack of full scientific certainty
should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent environmental degradation;
(c) the principle of inter generational equity-that the present generation should ensure that the health,
diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained or enhanced for the benefit of future generations;
(d) the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental
consideration in decision making;
The possibility of damage to the estuarine flora and fauna has not been properly addressed ..

4.2 Environmental Planning & Assessment Act
Section 79C of the Act details the matters requiring consideration by the consent authority in determining this
application. The relevant matters are addressed throughout this report. Section 91 identifies integrated
development. Integrated approvals are required under the Fisheries Management Act 1994 and Water Management
Act 2000.
Comment
Environmental Planning & Assessment Act
http://www.legislation.nsw.gov.au/inforcepdf/1979-203.pdf?id- bcf67089-22e3-e527-94e3-85b5d06e2ec2
The application does not comply with the following aims of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act:

(a) to encourage:
(vi) the protection of the environment, including the protection and
conservation of native animals and plants, including threatened species,
populations and ecological communities, and their habitats,
(c) to provide increased opportunity for public involvement and participation in
environmental planning and assessment.

The proponents have neglected to evaluate the harm that may occur to the flora and fauna in the estuarine,
especially the SEPP26 Littoral Rainforest remnant. The application would also require the removal of carparks
located on Arrawarra Beach Road with no replacement. The opportunity 'for public involvement and participation in
environmental planning and assessment.' via the government funded, development of a draft plan to enhance and
protect Arrawarra Creek would be lost if the application is approved.

4.3 Coastal Protection Act 1979 No 13
The Coastal Protection Act (CP Act) 1979 is the key legislation that applies to the NSW coastal zone. lt aims to
provide for the protection of the coastal environment of the State "for the benefit of both present and future
generations". This Act contains provisions relating to the use and supervision of the coastal zone, the carrying out of
development within the coastal zone and the preparation of the Coastal Zone Management Plans.
Comment
Coastal Protection Act 1979 No 13
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/consol act/cpa1979210/s3.html
A considerable number of issues pertaining to the act are raised by the DA. The claim by the proponent to minimize
impacts on remnant native vegetation can be disputed because they also state trees will be removed to allow filling
the site. I submit the development application fails to adhere to a considerable number of the aims of the act,
especially in terms of
(a) to protect, enhance, maintain and restore the environment of the coastal region, its associated ecosystems,
ecological processes and biological diversity, and its water quality, and
(b) to encourage, promote and secure the orderly and balanced utilisation and conservation of the coastal region
and its natural and man-made resources, having regard to the principles of ecologically sustainable development,
and
(c) to recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits to the State that result from a sustainable
coastal environment, including:
(i) benefits to the environment, and
(ii) benefits to urban communities, fisheries, industry and recreation, and
(iii) benefits to culture and heritage, and
(iv) benefits to the Aboriginal people in relation to their spiritual, social, customary and economic use of land and
water, and
(d) to promote public pedestrian access to the coastal region and recognise the public's right to access, and
(f) to recognise the role of the community, as a partner with government, in resolving issues relating to the
protection of the coastal environment, and
Considering the inability of the Development Application to adhere to the aims of the act the submission should be
denied.

4.5 Water Management Act 2000
http://www. austlii. e coreedu. a u/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/wma2000166/s3. htm I

Once more I suggest the application does not address many of the core aims of the Water Management Act 2000.
The objects of this Act are to provide for the sustainable and integrated management of the water sources of the
State for the benefit of both present and future generations and, in particular:
(a) to apply the principles of ecologically sustainable development, and
(b) to protect, enhance and restore water sources, their associated ecosystems, ecological processes and biological
diversity and their water quality, and
(c) to recognise and foster the significant social and economic benefits to the State that result from the sustainable
and efficient use of water, including:
(i) benefits to the environment, and
(ii) benefits to urban communities, agriculture, fisheries, industry and recreation, and
{iii) benefits to culture and heritage, and
(iv) benefits to the Aboriginal people in relation to their spiritual, social, customary and economic use of land and
water,
(d) to recognise the role of the community, as a partner with government, in resolving issues relating to the
management of water sources.

The proposal does not adhere appropriately to any of the aims of the act outlined above. I propose the application
should be rejected.

4. 7 Local Environmental Plans
Caravan park buildings and cabins will be temporarily removed from the E2 zone to enable the construction
of the revetment. At the completion of the works, the buildings and cabins will be replaced. Part of the E2
zoned land will be revegetated with native species as compensatory planting to offset native tree removal
for the construction of the revetment. Landscaping within the E2 zone will improve the biodiversity and
visual value of this land.
Comment
As I have previously questioned one must consider if the proposed Caravan Park will actually ever eventuate or
would the proponant seek to continue with the DA presently active with Coffs Harbour Council.

ALTENATIVES DO EXIST
In a paper of March 16, 2015 entitled Concrete coastlines: it's time to tackle our marine 'urban sprawl'
http ://the eo nve rs at ion. co m/concrete-coastlines-its-time-to-tackle-our-m ari ne-urban -s praw 1-3817 5
Katherine Dafforn, Senior Research Associate in Marine Ecology, UNSW, Em m a Johnston Professor of Marine Ecology
and Ecotoxicology, UNSW, Joanne Banks Project Coordinator- World Harbour Project and Mariana Mayer-Pinto
Research Associate in marine ecology, UNSW stated that;

'These artificial structures present a range of ecological problems, including loss of native species diversity and the
spread of introduced species. Furthermore, the defences to coastal shores that these structures, such as groynes and
seawalls, are meant to provide could actually be causing more bad than good.' and 'Indiscriminate construction
within urban seascapes is, among other things, responsible for the loss and degradation of important habitats such
as sediments, seagrasses, mangroves and wetlands.
They explain that different methods have successfully been used to protect our coastal zones against climate
change. Including
'soft engineering approaches e.g. managed realignment, which involves the removal of hard defence structures and
restoration of natural coastal vegetation, and beach replenishment where sand is deposited on beaches to build up
the surf zone and dune protection. Where these approaches are not possible then increasingly we need to build
ecologically sensitive artificial structures.'
Also 'Practices of eco-engineering are driving innovative strategies on how to manage coastal development, and
increasingly, things are being built "with nature" instead of "against nature", with encouraging results.'
They advocate the need 'to build seawalls and breakwaters in ways that not only help to protect the local area but
are also designed to avoid environmental impacts. Why not transfer the urban concept of "green roofs" to the sea,
by seeding artificial structures with key desired and/or threatened species. Seeding of key species can also improve
water quality through the absorption or removal of contaminants.'
So it can be seen that viable more environmentally friendly options to the intrusive rock revetment wall exist and are
worthy of further investigation.
I contend after reading the objects of the Marine Estate Management Act 2014
http://wwwS.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/num act/mema2014n72249. pdf
especially in the aims to
(a) provide for th e management of the marine estate of New South Wales consistent with the principles of
ecologically sustainable development in a manner that:
(i) promotes a biologically diverse, healthy and productive marine estate, and
(ii) facilitates:
• the cultural, social and recreational use of the marine estate, and
• the maintenance of ecosystem integrity .
The application does not adequately address the points above. The risk of harm to the marine park and aquatic
reserve should logically have been assessed by NSW National Parks and the Solitary Island Marine Park before a
subm ission was made to the NSW Coastal Pan.
Furthermore the Development Application does not adhere to the Coffs Harbour Coastal Reserves Plan of
Management of 2000.
http://www. coffsharbour. nsw .gov. au/coffs-a nd-cou ncii/Docu m ents/P ubl icat ions/Coasta 1-Rese rves-POMFebrua rf~202000. pdf
The Coastal Reserves form an important part of the community life in Coffs Harbour. The use of this natural and
historic setting for exercise, relaxation, holidays and social gatherings contributes to the identity and wellbeing of
the community. The reserves are a major resource for tourism that contributes significantly to the local economy.

Some of the goals of this Plan of Management are:

• to protect and enhance the natural, cultural, scenic, social, recreational and economic values of the Coastal
Rese rves
• to provide a consistent and co-ordinated approach to Coastal Reserve management in Coffs Harbour
• to provide for th e use, enjoyment and safety of the general public
• to provide guidance and a common direction for Dune care, Land care and other community groups working within
the Coastal Reserve system.
• to ensure that the community is able to be involved in th e preparation and implementation of the Plan of
Management.
I believe the application should be rejected for the reasons I have outlined.
Thank you for the opportunity to make a comment.

