
Our future on the coast: NSW coastal management reforms 
 
Question 1: Should councils be able to propose changes to the maps for all or some of the coastal management areas? 
Absolutely yes. Local knowledge is critical in adjusting the maps to fit with local conditions and knowledge. Arrawarra 
Headland (30km north of Coffs Harbour, postcode 2456) is a prime example of why this is necessary. 
 
This is a comparison of the coastline at Arrawarra Headland in 1943 and 2013. As you can see there is virtually no 
change. The only real difference is a build-up of sand and littoral rainforest at the northern end of the bay. 

However, below are the current locations of the “Hazard Lines” for this bay. Houses along Second Avenue are 
more than 7 meters above sea level and most are at least 80m back from the current mean high water level. For the 
current position of the Hazard Lines to be true, there would need to be at least 2m of erosion along this section of 
the foreshore every year for the next 35 years. This highly improbable when there has been virtually no sign of 
any erosion over the last 70 plus years!!!  For many of these lines the time frame for erosion is far too short. 

 
 



Why the discrepancy?:   
1. The modelling assumes that the coast is fringed by sand dunes 
Much of the NSW coastline is sand, but there are many rocky headlands. The calculations of the Hazard Lines 
do NOT properly consider the geography, geology, local knowledge or “reality on the ground” observations 
for many areas along the coastline. 

 
 
For example, Arrawarra Headland has a 
basalt outcrop which will not erode at the 
same rate as a sand dune. It protects the 
bay area. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The entire beach edge is also lined by a thick 
layer of loose rocks that dissipate the wave 
force and protect the land from wave action 
and erosion.  
It also has regular dumps of seaweed that trap 
new sand to replenish the beach.  
Areas like this will NOT erode at the same rate 
as a sand dune. 
 
 
 

 
2. That storm surges of 7m will severely erode the coastline 
This can only happen if the coast faces the open ocean so allowing the wave surges to build up.  Local knowledge 
of conditions, geology and geography of areas are vital in looking at the impact angles of the waves.  
For example, at Arrawarra Headland: 

• The shape & position of the bay protects against 7m wave surges 
• The beach faces Corindi NOT the open sea 
• There is no room for large waves to build up and hit Arrawarra Headland corner 
• The headland defuses the main force of the waves (that mainly come from the SE) 

 
 
 
Arrawarra Headland is NOT in the past 
and will not in the future be eroded by 
7m waves, so the coastal hazards lines 
need to reflect that. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Intergovernmental_Panel_on_Climate_Change
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Representative_Concentration_Pathways
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Representative_Concentration_Pathways


2. Validity of data used 
The validity of the data used by the consultants Whitehead & Associates (W&A) in their computer 
modelling is highly questionable. For example, their model predicts and uses a sea-level rise figure of 3.3 
mm/yr for the Fort Denison (Sydney), but the actual measured data shows a rise of 0.73 mm/yr for the 
last 100 years. That is, the data values they are using are nearly 5 times more than the actual real 
verifiable values. A normal scientist faced with this scenario would go back and re-examine the 
hypothesis and assumptions. It is mathematically invalid not to do so. 

 

Please do NOT just use the current Coastal Hazard lines for your 
Coastal Vulnerability Area mapping  

without thorough and detailed checking. 
 
It is absolutely essential that the Coastal Vulnerability Areas are accurately and fairly defined because if not 
hundreds of coastal properties along the coast will become unnecessarily virtually worthless. We have 
already had a Second Avenue property at Arrawarra Headland passed in at auction without a single bid, even 
when the vendor bid was well below the Council land valuation. 
 
Question 2:  Should the development controls be included in the proposed Coastal Management SEPP or as a 
mandatory clause in council LEPs?   
Development controls need to be consistent throughout the State (and preferably Australia wide). It is 
therefore preferable to have them in the over-arching Coastal Management SEPP so the rules are the same for 
everyone. Also, if a change needs to be made it can be made ONCE in the central document and continue to 
apply to everyone. If the controls are in the council LEPs there is no guarantee that they will be kept up-to-
date. This would lead to inconsistency from council to council. The council LEPs would need to reference 
that section of the SEPP in any documentation they provide. 
 
Question 3: Do the proposed development controls for mapped coastal wetlands and littoral rainforests remain 
appropriate for that land?  
Yes, however it should not be retrospective. If land has already been zoned residential and people have 
purchased or developed that land in good faith, then they should still have the choice to be able to sell or 
build on that land, with normal council development conditions. They should NOT be disadvantaged. They 
should also be allowed to sell the property in the future under normal selling conditions. There should be no 
expectation that they remove existing structures. 
 
Question 4: Do you support the inclusion of a new 100m perimeter area around the mapped wetlands, including the 
application of additional development controls? 
I support the inclusion of a perimeter area, but 100m is a long way. I suggest a reduction in this width. My 
answer to Q3 also applies here. 
 
Question 5: Are the proposed development controls for mapped coastal vulnerability areas appropriate for that land? 
I support the first 4 dot points. But: 

• incorporates appropriate measures to manage risk to life and public safety from coastal hazards 
 
It is unclear what this means. If it means people will not be able to build or upgrade properties on land that 
they have already purchased in good faith, then I do NOT support this point. Again legislation should not be 
retrospective when it disadvantages people. There is no certainty that the projected coastal changes will occur 
in the time frame that has been set out (as described in Q1), so why should people be disadvantaged now for 
something that may never happen. By all means insist on higher levels of building specifications, but not stop 
them building on their land. 
 



• provides for the relocation, modification or removal of the development in the event that the above outcomes 
cannot be satisfactorily achieved. 

If this means that people can only build relocatable dwellings oi vulnerability areas, then I do not support this 
UNLESS it can be shown beyond doubt that this land is at very high risk (ie built on pure sand, facing the 
open ocean with nothing in the way to mitigate wave action). 
 
It is obviously IMPERATIVE that the Coastal Vulnerability Areas are mapped very accurately and take into 
account local conditions and knowledge for EVERY populated area, as this affects many people’s life 
savings. Just drawing a line along the coast is NOT satisfactory. 
 
Question 6: Are the proposed development controls for coastal environment areas appropriate for that land? 
Yes, for new developments, but again the rules should not be applied retrospectively to existing properties. 
 
Question 7: Is the inclusion of the catchments of the 15 sensitive lakes (listed in Schedule 1) within the coastal 
environment area appropriate? 
Yes. 
 
Question 8: Which is the best option for mapping the coastal use area? Is the proposed approach to mapping of the 
coastal use area for the Sydney metropolitan area appropriate? 

• within the Sydney metropolitan area the boundary will represent the land affected by or affecting coastal 
processes (generally between 50 metres and 200 metres). 

 
I support Option 1. The rules would then be consistent along the coast. One kilometre seems a long way, but 
I can see that building size and overshadowing guidelines may need to be back that far from the coast.  
However, I do NOT support having different rules for the Sydney metro area. The rules should be the same 
for everyone. If a tall building is proposed it can be considered on its merits. 
 
Question 9: Should councils be able to propose variations to the Coastal Use Area maps over time to take into account 
local characteristics and circumstances? 
Yes. Local conditions and changing circumstances should always be able to be considered. Councils can 
propose changes and have request considered by an independent body. 
 
Question 10: Are the proposed development controls for mapped coastal use areas appropriate for that land? 
Yes 
 
Question 11: Should the current exempt development and complying development provisions be retained for coastal 
management areas? 

• Complying development set out in the General Housing Code, Rural Housing Code, and Commercial and 
Industrial (New Buildings and Additions) Code cannot currently be carried out on land that is affected by 
coastal hazards, and this arrangement is to continue in relation to Coastal Vulnerability Areas which covers 
such areas. 

I can only agree with this provision IF the coastal hazards / Coastal Vulnerability Areas are meticulously 
mapped and checked for each and every section of the populated sections of the coast. If this is not done 
many people will be unfairly and unnecessarily disadvantaged. (See Q1 for detail of this). 
 
Question 12: Should consideration be given to applying other controls for these areas?  For example, what types of 
exempt and complying development might be appropriate in coastal wetlands and littoral rainforests or in the 
catchments of sensitive coastal lakes and lagoons? 
Yes. For example, allow such things as a bird hide in a wetland area, raised walkways for public access etc. 
 



Question 13: Should any provisions be retained to allow the use of emergency coastal protection works in emergency 
situations? What limitations should be put on such works being undertaken by private individuals or public 
authorities? 
Yes, emergency provision should definitely be available. The current arrangement seems satisfactory. People 
should be allowed to provide emergency protection for their property. To remove this facility is NOT 
acceptable and is counterproductive.  
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