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NCEC S ubmission  on  Coastal  Management  Plans 

Introduction 

The most exciting thing about the proposed coastal management scheme is the
�
stated intention to put the “E” back in ESD. At last it seems we are to get a policy 

with environmental integrity but there will need to be more safeguards to ensure this 

happens and that the scheme is not undermined by developers and developer-

friendly Councils.
�

There are at the moment too many weasel words where things “may” happen
�
“considered”. There needs to be more definition in terms and less wriggle room. For
�
instance there is room for Councils to not even adopt the Coastal Management Plan
�
(CMP) and to stick with their LEP designed under the Sustainable (Sustained)
�
Development realm.
�

With some councils like Byron SC and Bellingen SC this might be a good thing but it
�
is more likely they will have a fine ESD Coastal Management Plan while other pro-

development councils will go with the status quo.
�
There is insufficient compliance enforcement to achieve the aims of the CMP.
�

There is insufficient mapping and the draft CMP model is without a demand for
�
accurate mapping with ground-truthing. We do not want Sartor type lines on maps 

from some desktop. There has to be independent ecologists involved in each LGA
�
who are not earning their income from firms operating in that LGA working with local
�
ecologists.
�

The public are being asked to comment upon, and potentially approve, a scheme
�
without the critical information inherent in the zoning maps. The zoning will be critical.
�

It is alarming that there is so little attention to the coming effects of global warming.
�
The CMP seems aimed at what is there now but surely now is the time to take into
�
account what will not be there in 2100 and to allow for migration of flora and fauna
�
species.
�
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For instance the wetlands, if they are to survive, may need to gradually migrate
�
inland or to slightly higher ground. If no buffer to the buffer to houses has been left
�
there will be no wetlands.
�

All coastal councils should be required to have a coastal hazards study carried out.
�
Sea level rise combined with increased rainfall and even cyclonic conditions may 

require back zoning.
�

The excellent study carried out by Kempsey Shire Council has revealed for instance
�
that the “Saltwater” site at South West Rocks will be severely impacted by accretion
�
and probably extreme flooding. This DA for a first stage of subdivision has been
�
refused by the JRPP on KSC’s recommendation that the proponent had not
�
addressed adequately potential effects on the environment.
�

If the 800 homes are eventually approved there will be severe environmental
�
problems associated with the listed Icoll but likely the Council will be liable for the
�
staged withdrawal of those homes.
�
At the very least buyers of these blocks should be given a copy of the Coastal
�
Hazards map for the site.
�

This situation should be addressed NOW in the CMPs.
�
Alternatively if ever there was a case for back-zoning with compensation there are
�
proposals for development (e.g. Saltwater at SWR) which would be better
�
incorporated into the reserve system.
�

Body of the Submission 

The North Coast Environment Council (NCEC) is indebted to the NSW Nature 
Conservation Council (NCC) and the Planning Group of representative environmental 
organisations who worked on the CMP information as supplied by the NSW 
Government. 
Of course NCEC added its own thoughts and this submission does not necessarily 
reflect other groups’ opinions. 

Important Values of the NSW Coast 

The beautiful beaches and stunning coastline upon which Captain James Cook was 
drawn to remark upon are part of our cultural identity and where 80% of NSW 
residents reside while the rest of the State and many thousands of overseas tourists 
want to holiday here. 
The area though is in danger of being loved to death. 
Hopefully the present move to protect what is so valued from over-development will 
be successful for the pleasure of future generations. 

It is impossible to capture the thinking and emotions that this environment generates 
if every resident and visitor to this wonderful coastline but surely the values include: 

•	 the purity of the sand and water 
•	 the few remaining rustic roads which should never be tarsealed as they add 

that charm to the experience 
•	 the unspoiled ruggedness of the headlands and cliffs 
•	 the retention of surfbeaks 
•	 the lovely sandunes 
•	 the remnant littoral rainforest and its biodiversity often behind the back dune 

2 



   
       

    

             
           

            
          

            
            

   

            
               

         
                 

         
          

             
     

            
            

   

       
 

     
        

  

      
       

       

       
        

      
        

        
   

      
        
     

•	 the estuaries, ICOLLs and wetlands 
•	 the remnant forests including Coastal Redgum, Grey Gum, Blackbutt, Swamp 

Mahogany and Swamp Sclerophyll Forests 

There are other built environment and social values, of course, which will impact 
upon the environment and peoples’ enjoyment of the coastal environment. These 
values include friendliness of the people and service staff, the fairness of the social 
system generated by government, health and safety, fairness of the economy and so 
on, but these components are probably not part of this Planning issue at this stage. 
However the built environment and the use of the environment certainly are a 
concern. 

Threats to these Values 

It is obvious the population of the coastal areas will grow but when will it stop?
�
If you take a town growing into a city like Port Macquarie with 37,000 people and
�
growing quickly what is the upper limit ? 100,000? 1M by 2100 ?
�
Take a village like Crescent Head with a population of about 1000 with half the town
�
just shells waiting for holidayers to rent while the residents rates skyrocket? What is 

the population limit before the natural experience is the same as Port Macquarie?
�

In Planning for 2100 is it time to consider a development cap which Port Douglas 

Shire had until the Council was amalgamated?
�

NCEC feels that without some forward thinking, a definite footprint as in the coastal
�
use area proposed and sensible limited infill we will destroy the very things along the
�
coast that we treasure.
�

NCC has identified the impacts that overpopulation and development is already 

causing. They include:
�

•	 Adverse changes to the natural variability of estuaries particularly coastal 
lakes, with clearing and development causing erosion, sedimentation and 
poor water quality. 

•	 Resulting nutrient overload causing loss of aquatic ecosystem diversity, 
due to algal blooms smothering seagrasses, causing de-oxygenation and 
diminishing habitat and food sources for fish and birds. 

•	 Loss of dune, wetland and foreshore vegetation from foreshore 
development, resulting in increased beach erosion with coastal habitat 
connectivity compromised. 

•	 Increased listing of coastal vegetation communities and species as 
Threatened under both NSW and Commonwealth legislation; e.g. Coastal 
Salt Marsh and nesting Shorebird species including the Hooded Plover 
and Little Tern. 

•	 Increased damaging interventions in natural coastal processes such as 
unauthorised opening of Lake entrances due to lack of understanding by 
many coastal residents of complex coastal physical and ecological 
systems. 
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•	 Impacts on fishing, oyster and tourism industries with closures and 
increased testing costs, due to polluted waters. 

The Effects of Global Warming 

While the impacts listed above are well recognised and attempts have been made to 
limit the causes and effects the CMP is disappointing in its limited attention to the 
biggest threat of all- global warming, sea level rise and increased storms, even more 
frequent cyclones and periods of extreme heat raising bushfire danger. 

As a mandatory requirement for each LGA Coastal Management Plan there should 
be a Coastal Hazards Study. 

At the moment the emphasis seems to be planning for what is there, now. 

NCEC feels that while that is an obvious and pressing need we have the chance, and 
the moral imperative, to provide for inter-generational equity by planning for what will 
be there in 2100 with a generally accepted sea level rise of 95cm. 

The Kempsey Shire Council Coastal Hazards Study has shown that the present 
dunes protecting houses at Hat Head closest to the sea will not be there in 2100. The 
dunes will be gone or migrating into the houses. 

The proposed subdivision at “Saltwater” has predicted sand accretion across a 
considerable part of the land and contention about the inundation by sea level rise 
and increased flooding compounded by an ICOLL entrance berm. The CMPs 
produced should establish the likelihood of a need for staged withdrawal to avoid 
damage to property and life. Each property owner should be furnished with the 
hazard study and it should be attached to each deed for property and land issued to 
new property buyers. 

Otherwise future ratepayers may be liable for the costs of staged withdrawal. 

The NCC Planning Group have pointed out: 

1.	� DRAFT COASTAL MANAGEMENT MANUAL 

•	 Part A of the manual gives only fleeting recognition to global issues, with “sea 
level” mentioned just once and “climate change” twice in 19 pages of text. 
This type of treatment is not consistent with a forward looking 21st century 
approach to coastal management. 

•	 The scoping component of the manual (Part B, stage 1) fails to mention sea 
level rise anywhere in its 21 pages, which is unacceptable for a credible 21st 

century coastal management manual. While Part B, stage 1 does include four 
references to climate change, it needs to be more upfront about what this 
requirement actually entails.( Key issue : what criteria for determining whether 
existing policies etc can be used, as this means many Councils could bypass 
the more stringent requirements outlined in part B, stage 2) 

•	 Part B, stage 2 (Detailed Consideration of Vulnerabilities and Opportunities) 
provides a useful overview of issues to be considered in CMPs, and 
adequately reflects the important implications of climate change and sea level 
for NSW coastal management. It is anomalous that this high level of 
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significance is not reflected in other components of the manual (particularly 
the scoping stage) 

•	 Part B Stage 3 is a useful overview of response identification and clarification 
issues, with some acknowledgement of potential climate change impacts, 
although it mentions sea level rise only once in its 38 pages. The issues 
canvassed are complex and wide reaching, and this section provides only a 
basic analysis which will need to be supplemented by material from the 
Toolkit. 

•	 Part B Stage 4 is a relatively short component which provides a useful 
summary of the process to prepare, exhibit, finalise, certify and adopt a 
Coastal Management Program. It is commendable that the process 
incorporates public exhibition and analysis of feedback received, although 
scant detail is provided on the means by which significant issues raised 
during the exhibition period will be incorporated into an amended program. 

•	 Part B, Stage 5 deals with implementing, monitoring, evaluating and reporting 
issues, and provides a brief overview of these important aspects. It is 
disappointing that compliance and enforcement issues are only given 2 brief 
paragraphs in the entire volume. It is also notable that the manual does not 
specify any particular indicators which should be used for CMPs, leaving their 
choice up to each Council. This is a recipe for inconsistency and lack of 
comparability, and it is recommended that a set of relevant core indicators be 
specified for CMPs, with Councils having the discretion to add extra indicators 
to reflect particular local circumstances. 

Language, terms and definitions. 

NCEC notes that the NCC Planning Groups had a few misgivings about language 
and its implications and we would also draw the reader’s attention to the wonderful 
return in the government’s intention to manage the coastal environment of NSW 
consistent with the principles of ecologically sustainable development for the 
social, cultural and economic wellbeing of the people of the State. 

In keeping with this sentiment NCEC would also prefer “Coastal Protection Act” as 
“Coastal Management” seems closer to engineering and development than to 
conservation although we appreciate the need for such management in controlling 
threats to the environment. 

NCEC applauds the Clause 3(a) focus on the environment with 
“protect and enhance natural coastal processes and coastal environmental values 
including natural character, scenic values, biological diversity and ecosystem integrity 
and resilience”. 
The 3(a) irony did not escape us either. 

NCEC supports the Nature Conservation Council Recommendations 1-7 on 
3 . Comments on the Draft Coastal management Bill. 

•	 Coastal zone management objectives 

Clause 5. The Bill provides for four Coastal Management Areas comprising:
�
a) coastal wetlands and littoral rainforest areas.
�
b) coastal vulnerability area.
�
c) coastal environment area.
�
d) coastal use area.
�
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Issues. 
NCEC notes the confusion among the NCC Planning Group as to why there seems 
to be hierarchy in which areas are to get the most protection. While we recognise 
some sections of the environment have been more degraded and are thus more 
threatened the community feel the whole is important and a holistic approach at this 
stage is what is needed. 
There should be no winners and losers here with the hated “offsets” policy which has 
seen death by a thousand cuts because something is represented in some faraway 
section of the coast. 
Offsets and BioBanking in our view are not ESD, they are vehicles of local extinction. 
While conservation in areas a,b and c is obviously essential NCEC would argue that 
in a Coastal development and use area benefit would be added to the amenity of the 
built area with preservation of local species and plantings of endemic species. 
We note Area a) objectives need addition comparable with Area c) 
The holistic approach should also identify the interrelationship of estuary, ICOLL and 
wetlands. 

NCEC agrees with Recommendation made by NCC : 

That the following additional objectives be adopted for Area a). 

•	 “to maintain and improve water quality and ecosystem health of 
wetlands.” 

•	 “to reduce threats to and increase the resilience of Coastal Wetlands and 
Littoral Rain Forest to the impacts of climate change, including sea level 
rise, allowing opportunities for migration” 

NCEC emphasis reinforcing our contention that we have this one special opportunity 
with the CMPs to insure the coastal amenity of the future. We need to comprehend 
that with up to a metre of saltwater thrown into the mix what we see now is not the 
future, the future wetland etc. may be 100 metres inland and some flora and fauna 
will need a corridor to migrate or perish. 

Coastal Vulnerability Area Objectives. 

NCEC supports NCC’s position that initial response should be to maintain present 
physical features like dunes and foreshores but careful consideration of problems 
which can arise through unintended consequences to neighbouring sites. 
Where possible prevention is preferable to emergency response but strategic 
planning and adaptive capacity should also plan for the future shock of a warmer 
environment. 
This may even require back-zoning of residential zoning by pro-development councils 
before the climate change effects ruin lives. 
NCEC supports the NCC comments on these objectives, particularly on Objective 2 
e). 

Recommendation 

•	 The environmental values of beaches and foreshores referred to in 2 g) 
should be included in 2 c) so they are taken into consideration in all aspects 
of hazard management. 

•	 Strengthen Objective 2 c) “ to maintain the presence of beaches and 
foreshores” to ensure that wherever possible hazard management measures 

6 



          
       

      

        

           
        

          
   

  

     
          

        

            

      

          
       
      

   
      

  
         

   
       

          
         

     

    

        
      

  

         
           

           
            

         
            

    

    

seek to maintain or enable the natural adaptation of the physical and 
biological character of beaches and foreshores as well as their cultural and 
social values and as the most effective management measures. 

•	 Coastal inundation and flooding should be specifically mentioned in this Area. 

•	 Objective 2 e) should re rephrased so that land uses and development are 
discouraged in areas of high exposure to risks from coastal hazards etc. 

•	 Sea level rise and increased storminess due to climate change should be 
specifically mentioned in the objectives. 

Coastal Environment Areas 

NCEC supports NCC Recommendations where it suggests one Coastal 
Conservation Area be adopted as an inclusive term instead of having Littoral 
Rainforests and Coastal Wetlands separate to maintain the holistic protection of the 
environment. 
We also approve of the emphasis being added to the importance of clauses which 

i. specifically refers to beaches, sand bars, dunes, foreshores eg. 

“to protect and enhance in their natural state the environmental values and 
natural processes of beaches, sand bars, dunes and foreshores and enhance 
natural character, scenic value, biological diversity and ecosystem integrity 
whilst enhancing resilience.” 

Alternatively beaches, sand bars dunes and foreshores should be included in 
Objective 2 a). 
ii. specifically aims to protect and conserve native coastal vegetation and wildlife 
corridors north-south on the coast. 

•	 that Objective 2. b) be revised to: 

“To reduce threats to and improve the resilience of coastal waters, estuaries, 
coastal lakes and coastal lagoons, to the impacts of climate change, including 
sea level rise, allowing opportunities for migration” 

•	 that the following be included: 

To maintain and improve water quality and natural hydrological processes. 
(Estuary health is already covered in a) …..”biological diversity and ecosystem 
health.” 

Coastal Use Area 

NCEC notes and supports the NCC planning group contention that ESD principles 
should be evident in all “areas” as determined including coastal use or development 
areas as previously argued. 
There should be provision for the protection of valuable or threatened species 
unlucky enough to be born in an area recently zoned Coastal Use Area. If Acronychia 
littoralis is Endangered in the nearby National Park is still of the same status in the 
middle of town and deserves protection no matter what a developer would like to 
build on top of it. 

Amendments to coastal management areas 
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NCEC is alarmed to find that
�

10.1 states that LEPs may amend SEPPs to identify coastal management areas. 
This provision seems to allow the overall policy framework of the Coastal Act and 
SEPP to be undermined, by wholesale changes between and within Coastal 
Management Areas. The Department of Planning and now Environment has allowed 
several Coastal Councils to exclude or significantly modify Environment zones E 2-4 
as provided in the Standard LEP, following private interest lobbying of Government. 
Moreover the Review of Environment zones in the Far North Coast Council areas 
proposes that existing private uses be a key determinant of zoning rather than 
validated assessment of values. 

If this is become part of the Bill then we are wasting our time trying to protect that 
coastal environment. 

NCEC agrees with the NCC Recommendation: 

Recommendation 

Amendments to Coastal Management Areas identified in the Coastal SEPP should 
only be made via the Planning Proposal process when environmental surveys 
provide evidence that boundary changes to the original mapping of Coastal 
Management Zones are justified. 

Division 1 Application of Part. 

Where a coastal management zone overlaps with NPWS estate, or where a zoning 
such as Residential or Coastal Use affects a National Park area such as an ICOLL 
(as in the case of Saltwater DA at South West Rocks) the NPWS POM should 
prevail. 

Division 2 Coastal Management programs. 

Clause 13.1) states that “A local Council may and must, if directed to do so by the
�
Minister, prepare a Coastal Management Program, in accordance with this part.”
�
“May” is not a mandatory requirement.
�

To put it bluntly the public and NCEC frequently do not trust local councils to act in
�
good faith. This situation will likely continue while developers control the numbers on
�
council.
�

If you want the coast protected you have to remove the wriggle room and weasel
�
words like “may” and always use “must, will”.
�
By the time a Council’s recalcitrant attitude is investigated and a direction given by
�
the Minister the subject development will be completed.
�

If the cost to the environment levy s put up as an excuse to not complete a Coastal
�
Hazards Study and CPM then surely the most prosperous state in Australia could
�
lend the council the money and even authorise a small temporary rate rise to cover
�
the cost and repay the loan.
�

NCEC also supports the NCC Recommendations
�

Recommendation. 
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•	 That clause 13.1 be amended to state “A local Council must prepare a 
Coastal Management Program etc….” 

1. Clause 13. 2) states that, “A coastal management program may be made in 
relation to the whole, or any part, of the area included within the coastal zone. 

This clause is of great concern primarily because it is inconsistent with the principles 
of Ecologically Sustainable Development, particularly the precautionary principle and 
the hierarchy of Management objectives in Part 2 Clause 10.3, applying to the 
proposed SEPP. It would allow a Coastal Hazard Management Plan or a Coastal 
Use or Development Management to be prepared prior to detailed assessment of the 
environmental values and objectives outlined in and associated threats to Littoral 
Rainforest and Wetland Areas or Environment Protection Areas defeating their 
objectives. 

2. Moreover, it will be extremely difficult for community members to come to terms 
with the complexities of Coastal Management Programs that apply to single issues 
as opposed to one overall Program. Currently coastal communities have to deal with 
Coastal Zone Management Plan, Estuary Management Plans, Entrance Opening 
Plans as well as local plans for recognised Hazard hot spots etc etc. The proposed 
new jigsaw seems infinitely more complicated and confusing. 

3. One outcome of this clause is that Councils would opt to prioritise “Coastal use or 
Development Area” Management Plan in isolation of other values and priorities a 
practice likely to undermine the strategic planning objectives of the Act, with an 
incomplete jigsaw puzzle of planned and non-planned areas. 

It would be preferable for strategic planning purposes to have one “Coastal 
Management Program” per Council area, consistent with coastal parts of LEPs. 
However, given the scale of the task it may be necessary to allow a staged 
preparation of a Management Program. Nevertheless several Councils are well-
advanced with Coastal Management Plans and would be looking to adapt them not 
start the planning process from the beginning. 

Recommendation. 

Change Clause 13.2 to ensure that “Coastal Management Programs must be made, 
consistent with the hierarchy of Objectives in Part 2 10.3, preferably for an entire 
coastal local council area, as follows: 

•	 Coastal Environment Conservation area. 
•	 Coastal Vulnerability Area 
•	 Coastal development and use Area. 

Preparation of coastal management programs. 

NCEC shares the concern NCC expresses with the latitude allowed with weak terms 
which will allow councils to avoid the intended compliance should they wish. 

Clause 14.3.3 sets out what Councils “must” do in preparing a coastal management 
program. Subclauses a), b) and c) use the terms, “consider,” “give effect to” the 
objects of the Act, management objectives for coastal management areas and State 
and Regional Policies and plans prescribed in regulations. These terms appear weak 
and undermine the strength of the prescriptive requirement as they allow a “tick the 
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box” response where Councils may “consider” but ignore the intent of the 
requirement. 

Part A of the Coastal Management refers to approaches that are flexible and that 
identify a strategic approach. The scope of a Coastal Management Plan allows for 
both an integrated plan covering multiple issues across more than one coastal 
management area or a plan specific to one issue or area. 

The flexibility to allow a plan for a specific issue mitigates against a strategic, 
integrated approach and is inconsistent with ESD principles. It encourages issues 
being addressed in isolation without consideration for unexpected and potentially 
damaging impacts on other aspects of coastal management. 

Recommendation. 

Terms such as “consider” need to be replaced with “must be consistent with.” 

Coastal Management Programs must adopt a strategic integrated approach 
preferably including all applicable Management Areas or at least is consistent with 
the hierarchy of Objectives in Part 2 10.3.” See previous recommendation re Clause 
13.2. 

Matters to be dealt with in coastal management program. 

It is stated that all areas to be included in the CMP are to be mapped but the level of 
authenticity of the mapping is not described. Anyone can draw lines on maps but in 
this case ground truthing by independent ecologists is vital. 

Recommendations. 

That the requirements in Clause 15 

•	 address potential risks from coastal hazards address the risks to the 
environment and to Aboriginal cultural heritage consistent with the objectives 
of the draft Bill and 

•	 include coastal inundation from sea level rise and increased storminess due 
to climate change as potential risks from coastal hazards. 

•	 provisions for emergencies caused by coastal flooding or inundation should 
be referenced in and co-ordinated with actions under the proposed Act. 

Consultation. 

Clause 16.1) requires that a local council consult with the community on the CMP 
before adoption. This does not seem logical when surely local input is absolutely 
essential when staff are looking at desktop studies without historical local knowledge. 
Even more crazy is the Clause 10.3) stating that, “A failure to comply with this section 
does not invalidate a coastal management program.” 

The opportunity for abuse of power here is obvious. NCEC recognises this is a 
serious statement to make but surely recent government behaviour at all levels does 
not give confidence that the influences of pecuniary interest will be always absent in 
this situation. 
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Recommendations. 

•	 That Coastal Management Programs cannot be approved unless a Council 
has undertaken comprehensive community and stakeholder consultation at 
the beginning, during and at the end of the development process. 

•	 Remove clause 10.3). 

Certification, adoption and gazettal of coastal management program. 

As the NCC Planning group found both Clause 17. 1 and 3, leave to Council’s 
discretion decisions regarding the submission of draft coastal management programs 
to the Minister for certification and regarding adoption and gazettal of programs. 
These actions should be mandatory, with “must” substituted for “may.” 

Clause 17. 4 Includes a Note referring to the “good faith” provisions in the Local 
Government Act, with respect to Councils not incurring responsibility regarding land 
affected by coastal hazards or any actions in relation to such land. 

The Note goes on to state that a “Council is, unless the contrary is proved, taken to 
have acted in good faith for the purposes of this section if the advice was furnished, 
or the thing was done or omitted to be done in accordance with the principles and 
mandatory requirements set out in the Coastal Management Manual.” 

Recommendation. 

Requirements must ensure that Councils in preparing Programs related to coastal 
hazards associated with climate change adopt expert advice in climate change 
science and sea level rise, so they cannot be considered to have acted in good faith 
if they have relied on inexpert advice. 

•	 Coastal Management Manual 

21 Coastal management manual. 

Clause 21.2) states that, “the manual is to impose mandatory requirements and 
provide guidance in connection with the preparation, development, adoption, 
amendment, and review of the contents of, coastal management program. 
It is refreshing to see the import given to the environment in priority issues in the 
manual. The statement would benefit from the additional wording proposed by NCC 
“coastal processes and environmental values including natural character, scenic 
values, biological diversity and ecosystem integrity and resilience.” 

The assessment of hazard issues would benefit from the example of Kempsey SC’s 
Coastal Hazards Study which benefited greatly from community participation. 

Planning of time allocation and consideration of the cost impost upon councils will 
also have to be considered by the NSW Government if the process is to be 
completed in the next couple of years. Some ideas on funding have already been 
raised. 

Division 4 Obligations of local councils and other public authorities. 

Clause 22 implementation of coastal management program by local Councils. 
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Clause 22.1 provides for “A local council to give effect to its coastal management 
program and in doing so, is to have regard to the Objects of this Act.” 

This terminology gives Councils considerable flexibility. It is important to ensure that 
Councils do respect and adhere to the objects of the Act, as Councils are known to 
treat the objects of State Acts with distain. 

This clause should therefore state that “ a local Council……….. is to comply with the 
Objects of the Act.” 

Part 4- NSW Coastal Council 

It seems the purpose of the Coastal Council is not fully thought out at this stage. 

The Bill provides for a Coastal Council as an expert body, with functions primarily 
concerned with the Minister’s functions under the Act, including compliance by local 
Councils with management objectives and the coastal management manual in 
preparing and reviewing coastal management programs and performance audits of 
the programs. 

it seems that the Coastal Council will not be involved in providing advice on co-
ordination of policies and facilitating strategic integration of management activities 
except for compliance by local councils, with the Coastal Manual in development and 
implementation of Coastal Management Programs. 

It is concerning that the Coastal Council’s role does not appear to have the parallel 
role in relation to the SEPP and related planning matters. 

Membership 

While some qualifications like expertise in Social Science, economics and “coastal 
ecology” seem not to cover the expertise needed and there are areas where 
expertise seems to be lacking. 
As NCC points out: 
The wide scope of the objectives of the draft Bill, highlight the complexity of coastal 
protection, conservation and management and the expertise required to achieve 
those objectives. The objectives also provide community consultation. However, 
neither the objectives nor the expertise for membership of the Coastal Council 
address the need to engage and coastal communities in understanding coastal 
geomorphology and coastal physical and hydrological processes, coastal biodiversity 
and ecosystem function and to recognise the impacts of coastal development and 
population increase on coastal environments. Furthermore climate change, with 
associated sea level rise, ocean warming and increased storminess add further 
challenges to informing, educating and engaging coastal communities. 

Communication links between coastal experts and managers and those involved in 
community engagement and change agents within coastal communities are critically 
important and the Coastal Council should play a leading role in bridging the gap 
between coastal management expertise and community expectations, including 
those of local councillors. 
Even the main role of overseeing Councils attention to the aims of Coastal 
Management does not seem to be an expertise requirement. 

Options might include a combination of; 
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•	 Capacity for the Coastal Council to appoint Expert sub-committees. 

•	 Focus on high-level skills that integrate the various fields of expertise. 

•	 Reliance on expert agencies such as the Office of Environment and Heritage 
to provide expert advice to the Coastal Council. 

•	 Include community/stakeholder representation in Council and/or 
subcommittees. 

Recommendation. 

•	 That “advice on policy and strategic functions in relation to the Act,” be 
recognised as a critical function of the Coastal Council. 

•	 “high level expertise in coastal policy and strategic management and 
community engagement” should be included as a field of expertise for 
membership of the Coastal Council. 

•	 That consideration be given to Aboriginal expert representation on the 
Council. 

•	 Change expertise in “coastal ecology” to “coastal biodiversity, ecosystem 
function and threat assessment.” 

•	 Include expertise in coastal community communication and engagement for 
membership of the council or subcommittees. 

•	 Acquisition provisions 

No provision has been made in the draft Bill for purchase of high conservation value 
land as per the current Coastal Protection Act, which allows for the acquisition of 
significant coastal lands under the Coastal Lands Protection Scheme. 
There are many areas of the coast that possess significant environmental, social and 
scenic values that may not qualify for National Park status because of their relatively 
small size and lack of connectivity to existing protected areas, yet should be acquired 
for environment conservation. 

Moreover, as climate change impacts are already influencing southern movement of 
coastal species, it is important that north-south habitat corridors along the coast are 
maintained and conserved, thus adding further justification for a funding program for 
conservation of coastal lands which provide significant habitat for coastal species, 
such as shorebirds. 

Recommendation. 

That the Bill provide for an acquisition scheme for coastal lands of high 
environmental, social and cultural significance. 
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Intended Effect of the Coastal SEPP 

It is welcome news that mapping of wetlands is to be up-dated to include natural 
changes in considered for inclusion. 

It is noted also that for coastal environment areas, identification/mapping of coastal 
lakes, rivers, estuaries, lagoons and coastal waters and submerged lands, headlands 
and rock platforms will be based on the current coastal zone, with some modification 
to include land around coastal lakes. 
However as pointed out previously by NCEC these areas will certainly be different by 
2100. It will be of little use to have a buffer from an ICOLL and wetland if the ICOLL 
has overtaken the buffer and is, in 2100, hard up against a residential area. Now is 
the time to look at the certain migration of zones. 

The advice that the maps will be available digitally via the Department’s e-planning 
system is an important initiative. 

Regards, 

Jimmy Malecki 
Honorary Secretary 
2485 Whiporie Road 
Coarki, NSW 2471 

Post Script 

NCEC is concerned that 3 working days before submissions on the Coastal 
Management Plans are due we have received notice by email that after feedback the 
government has decided in response to feedback to actually do some mapping. 

In response to early feedback, the NSW Government has announced a second stage 
of targeted consultation on the coastal reforms. A full draft Coastal Management 
State Environmental Planning Policy (SEPP) and the corresponding maps of the 
coastal management areas will be released separately in the coming months for 
public consultation. 

Prior to exhibition of the draft SEPP, the NSW Government will also consult with 
coastal councils to ensure that mapping aspects of the reforms are developed using 
local information and knowledge. 

As you will be aware, the Explanation of Intended Effect (EIE) for the Coastal 
Management SEPP is currently on exhibition for public consultation. Submissions on 
the EIE for the SEPP will inform the development of the draft Coastal Management 
SEPP. 

The glaring omission of course is the complete lack of intention to employ trained 
ecologists to carry out the ground-truthing of old mapping by local councils. It seems 
you are prepared to rely upon 35 year old wetland mapping. 

The government has had advice on wetland mapping for many years without acting 
on it. 

A paper on the Assessment of SEPP 14 Compliance showed for instance the zone 
included sedgeland, rushland, fernland, grassland, forbland, chenopod and 
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shrubland but mostly excluded heathland, shrubland and mallee, forest and 
woodland. 

It points out the zoning permits little flexibility to accommodate ecosystem process. 
There is a need to conserve landform patterns as against isolated landform elements 
and provides no incentive for landholder conservation. 

Sheringham (2005) in a paper entitled Assessment of potential for wetland Reserves 
(Desktop GIS Analysis identified 156,330 ha of possible reserves. 

If all this area which would be so helpful in allowing for migration of ecosystem under 
sea level rise and increased storminess has been omitted by previous council 
considerations obviously professional independent ecologists should be employed to 
produce reliable mapping BEFORE approval of any SEPP mapping. 
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