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Dear Sir/Madam, 
 

Submission: Proposed coastal management reforms 
 
I wish to voice my concerns about some of the changes which form part of the proposed 
coastal management reforms. 
 
Up and down the east coast of New South Wales development is eroding the values of our 
coastal wetlands and forests. The numbers of people seeking an affordable coastal lifestyle 
puts pressures on local authorities to develop marginal sites which really should be left to our 
endangered wildlife and plant species. This  means that any changes to the existing legislation 
that protects the remaining wetlands and forests,  need to have ‘teeth’ and needs to make it 
harder, not easier, for local authorities to avoid triggering protections.  
 
I would also suggest that any changes should provide enhanced mechanisms to hold local 
authorities to account for colluding with developers to damage wetlands and forests through 
illegal clearing prior to development applications being tendered so that environmental 
assessments can say that the land has no inherent value and is not core habitat. 
 

1. Removing protection for coastal wetlands and literal forests 
My overarching concern is that however ‘shiny’ the content of these reforms are and however 
many experts may be involved in the planned processes, at present there appears to be no 
method of enforcement and local authorities will be able to do pretty much as they like. 
 
Now, this might be acceptable if local councils were skilful, with expert knowledge and had a 
respect for environmental values, and indeed there might be some local authorities that do 
have these skills. However, I live in the Richmond Valley (RVC) Council area of far northern 
NSW and have experienced a local authority that is only interested in its ‘bottom line’ and has 
a history of colluding with developers to push forward unsuitable development with scant 
regard to environmental imperatives. RVC does not even have a tree preservation order. It 
also allows and encourages 4-wheel-drive vehicle use on our fragile beaches often posing a 
threat to other beach users and to endangered wildlife. The RVC area at Evans head has a 
precious coastal environment surrounded by 2 National Parks, a 300 hectare Crown Lands 
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Nature Reserve and the essential wildlife corridors between them. It is under threat with 
major development applications pending and many more on the starting blocks if RVC and 
developers have their way. 
 
At present SEPP 14 and SEPP 26 do offer some certainty of protection to our coastal wetlands 
and literal forests because we have the maps and know where these instruments apply and 
most importantly that any works that trigger these SEPPS have to be approved by the 
Secretary of the Department of Planning and Environment.  
 

2. The need to judge the policy and maps together 
It is impossible to judge the adequacy of the new policy without the maps. We are told that 
the maps will become available but I do not feel that the public can make any reasonable 
comments on the proposed changes without seeing the proposed legislative changes and the 
maps together. They form 2 parts of a whole. Neither can be read separately with any 
confidence and I am curious at the thinking behind putting them out for public comment 
separately. 
 

3. Returning powers to local councils 
The proposals as they currently exist are largely silent on compliance and enforcement and 
appear to remove a level of protection with development proposals in the designated areas no 
longer needing the approval of the Dept of Planning & Environment.  
 
Local planning instruments that do not have regard to the objects of the new coastal policy 
will not be invalid so it appears that there are no enforceable limits placed on new 
development. 
 
To allow local councils to propose adjustments to coastal management maps invites them to 
wipe off whole areas that are now protected in order to ease the passage to further 
development. It is like putting the fox in the chook pen! These maps, when they finally 
appear, should be prepared by disinterested experts in the relevant environmental field not by 
local councils and not by businesses who make their living from undertaking assessments for 
developers. 
 
What are concerned persons to make of these changes? What is the point of legislation if it is 
not enforceable? It is currently hard enough to make sure local authorities abide by existing 
environmental protections. By not including mandatory requirements and by removing state 
government concurrency these proposed changes merely make it easier for local authorities to 
rip up valuable coastal land for development resulting in more loss of habitat, loss of wildlife 
corridors and ultimately loss of species.  
 
In conclusion 
Coastal NSW remains under threat and it seems that these current proposals will make it 
easier for local authorities to bypass environmental protections. The Bill posits many 
‘motherhoods’ statements that sound convincing but any thorough examination of the 
documentation is very worrying. A consolidated plan and policy to protect our valuable 
coastal environment is needed but it needs to be one with teeth and one that doesn’t hand such 
important decisions back to local councils. Facilitating conversations with neighbouring 
councils is a positive contribution but local councils are too close to the developers who are 
constantly trying to capitalise on the desire of so many of us to live close to the beach. To 
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think that the imperative of any local council will ever be to protect the environment is naïve 
in the extreme.  
 
Any new policy needs to be considered with maps and any new legislation needs to include 
the concurrence of a State Government Department. An advisory panel of experts could be of 
benefit but not if they have no enforcement powers. The current Joint Regional Planning 
Panel is not sufficient oversight since it is also largely made up of those with a development 
imperative. 
 
Given the pressure, at a State level, to release more land for development I am left with the 
feeling that, as it stands, these proposed changes are to facilitate development and not 
designed to protect our precious coastal environment.  
 
I submit that in its current form the proposed legislation is not adequate and should be 
rejected. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

Elaine Saunders 
 
 
Elaine M Saunders BA Hons, LLB, Grad Dip LP. 
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