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Executive Summary 

The Collingwood Beach Preservation Group submits that Shoalhaven City Council (SCC) 

cannot adopt the Exhibition Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan for the Shoalhaven 

Coastline (Draft CZMP) as it relates to Collingwood Beach (and other beaches in the 

Shoalhaven) because the document does not have a legal standing, a reasonable time has 

not been allowed for the review period, the risk assessment is flawed and the engineering 

assessment is based on outdated principles.  It follows that liability will attach with the 

acceptance of the plan to the detriment of Council and ultimately residents. 

It is relevant to note that CBPG recommended to SCC that the previous Draft CZMP should 

not be submitted to the Minister because it contained fundamental flaws.  This advice was 

ignored and not surprisingly the Draft CZMP was rejected.  This Draft CZMP is simply the 

previous Draft CZMP with some additional amendments.  Again the CBPG recommends that 

this Draft CZMP not be submitted to the Minister until it is of suitable standard.   

The key issues can be summarised as follows: 

1. The SCC Draft CZMP has been prepared under the Coastal Management Act 1979 

which was repealed on 3 April 2018 by section 35 of the Coastal Management Act 

2016 No. 20, and as such has no legal standing. 

2. The community consultation period has been limited to 12 days which is the time that a 

complete set of documents has been available for review on the SCC website, and as 

such this can only be considered as a totally inadequate period of time for a 

comprehensive review. 

3. The Bruun Rule that has been used to predict shoreline erosion and recession does 

not address several key criteria required for a robust analysis and is not considered by 

the engineering community as best practice. 

4. The software used to determine inundation maps has been confirmed by the software 

developer and subject matter experts as not being suitable for embayments (like 

Collingwood Beach) and has been overtaken by more comprehensive software 

commissioned by the Office of Environment and Heritage. 

5. Calculating coastal hazard lines and inundation lines utilising methods and parameters 

that are no longer accepted as best practice has resulted in an assessment that is 

fundamentally flawed and therefore invalid.  

6. By not utilising best practice techniques and current parameters in the development of 

the Draft CZMP arguably SCC has not acted in good faith and will not be afforded 

protection under section 733 of the Local Government Act 1993 which provides an 

exemption from liability. 

7. The risk assessment included in the Draft CZMP does not consider private housing, 

includes subjective assessments that are illogical in some instances and is convoluted, 

all of which means that the risk assessment is fundamentally flawed. 

8. The appropriate level of participation (that is collaboration) documented in the NSW 

Government A Guide for Engaging Communities in Environmental Planning and the 

Decision Making, and the International Association for Public Participation Australasia, 

has not been fulfilled with regard to all key stakeholders during the development of the 

Draft CZMP. 
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9. The placement of coastal hazard and inundation lines across water front properties 

based on a flawed and invalid assessment has caused the owners of those properties 

anguish and financial loss which can be rectified by a proper engineering assessment. 

10. The fact that SCC has not been able to manage the process of producing a Draft 

CZMP in a timely manner cannot be used as an excuse to trump the rights of residents 

who have had the value of their properties diminished by the introduction of arbitrary 

coastal erosion hazard and inundation lines. 

11. SCC cannot submit the Draft CZMP to the Minister, which it knows to be flawed, as the 

reputation of the Shoalhaven will be tarnished further with yet another rejection. 

1.0 Threshold Issues 

Legislative Compliance 

The Coastal Management Act 2016 No. 20 (Act) and State Environmental Planning Policy 

(Coastal Management) 2018) commenced on 3 April 2018. Section 35 of the Act has 

repealed the Coastal Protection Act 1979 (Former Act), and implements the coastal reforms 

first proposed by the NSW Government in 2015. 

The Act has introduced Coastal Management Programs (CMPs) to replace the Coastal Zone 

Management Plans (CZMPs) that were required under the Former Act.  CMPs will give effect 

to the management objectives of the coastal zone. CZMPs that were in force under the 

Former Act will continue to have effect, until they are replaced by a CMP. However, CMPs 

will need to be prepared and adopted by 31 December 2021. 

The Draft CZMP that has been developed by SCC references the Coastal Protection Act 

1979 and as such appears to have no legal standing as the Former Act is no longer in force.  

On the face of it there being no approved CZMP in place prior to 3 April 2018 SCC would 

appear bound to proceed with the development of a CMP under the current Act. 

This matter is complicated further as the previous NSW Coastal Panel has been replaced by 

the NSW Coastal Council which is tasked with providing independent advice to the Minister 

administering the Act on coastal planning and management issues.  As such there is no 

body in place with authority to provide advice to the Minister on the approval of a CZMP. 

Exhibition Period 

The Draft CZMP dated 22 May 2018 was published on the SCC website on or about 22 May 

2018.  The closing date for submissions was nominated as 12 June 2018.   

To the extent that SCC believes the repealed Coastal Protection Act 1979 is still applicable it 

is relevant to note that section 55E (a)(b) requires that the exhibition period be at least 21 

days.  This requirement is replicated in the Draft CZMP at Table 1.3 Key Requirements from 

the Guidelines for Preparing Coastal Zone Management Plan (DECCW 2013). 

By email on 29 May 2018 a member of the CBPG Executive advised SCC that there was no 

link to the exhibited documents from the Public Exhibition section of the SCC website and 

that some of the exhibited appendices did not include the nominated documents.   

The SCC Director of Planning Environment and Development responded by email on 1 June 

2018 advising that the problem had been rectified.  In reply by email 1 June the member of 

the CBPG Executive pointed out that the exhibition period had been reduced from 21 days to 

12 days and asked whether SCC intended to extend the closing date for submissions.  

There was no response from SCC to that email and the exhibition period was not extended. 



Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Submission 
Exhibition Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan for Shoalhaven Coastline 

3 | P a g e  

 

Without a full set of documents it was simply not possible to undertake a review of the Draft 

CZMP in any meaningful way.  As such SCC did not comply with section 55E (a)(b) of the 

repealed Coastal Protection Act 1979 by not extending the exhibition period to cover 21 

days.  The community must be given a reasonable time to comment on the Draft CZMP 

especially considering the complexity of the document.  

2.0 Context of Submission 

The Draft CZMP includes multiple references to the repealed Coastal Protection Act 1979.  

The CBPG submission does not address those references individually as the CBPG believes 

that references are null and void.  The CBPG submission is limited to the science and 

engineering principles that have been documented in or referenced from the Draft CZMP, 

and in particular with regard to the application of those principles at Collingwood Beach. 

3.0 Background 

Overview 

SCC has commissioned various consultant reports into coastal processes, hazards, risks 

and issues in an attempt to produce a CZMP.  The initial report for beaches commissioned 

by SCC was the SMEC 2004 Coastline Risk Management Report followed by the SMEC 2009 

Shoalhaven Coastal Hazard Report (SMEC 2009 Report). 

The full SMEC 2009 Report has not been released by SCC.  The document in the public 

domain is titled the Shoalhaven Coastal Hazard Study - Summary Report (SMEC 2009 

Summary Report).  Aspects of the SMEC Summary 2009 Report were challenged in a 

report by consultant Worley Parsons produced in response to a peer review commissioned 

by SCC.  The SMEC 2009 Summary Report was also challenged by Dr Howard Thomas 

Brady, an eminent scientist, in a submission to SCC in April 2010.   

Other interim reports produced by SCC include but are not limited to: 

• BMT WBM Pty Ltd Shoalhaven Public Asset Coastal Risk Management Review July 

2012 (BMT WBM 2012 Review); 

• Umwelt (Australia) Pty Ltd Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan for the Shoalhaven 

Coastline October 2012 (Umwelt Draft CZMP); 

• Whitehead & Associates South Coast Regional Sea Level Rise Policy and Planning 

Framework July 2014; and 

• Royal Haskoning Shoalhaven Coastal Remediation Report July 2014. 

The SMEC 2009 Report incorporated the sea level rise policy settings of the NSW Government 

(DECCW, 2009).  Those sea level rises were abandoned by the NSW Government and a 

new lower sea level rise policy was adopted by SCC Councillors.  The new sea level rise 

projections required the hazard lines calculated by SMEC to be reworked.  This provided a 

perfect opportunity to address the flaws in the SMEC 2009 Report. 

However, SCC staff engaged the author of the SMEC 2009 Report (now working for Advisian) to 

produce a revised report.  The Advisian 2016 Shoalhaven Coastal Hazard Mapping Review 

(Advisian 2016 Review) was subsequently produced.  Clearly the author was not going to 

criticise his own work and as such the fundamental flaws in the SMEC 2009 Report have 

flowed through to the Advisian 2016 Review.   



Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Submission 
Exhibition Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan for Shoalhaven Coastline 

4 | P a g e  

 

The Umwelt Draft CZMP was submitted with the Advisian 2016 Review to the Minister for 

approval.  CBPG recommended to SCC that the Umwelt Draft CZMP should not be 

submitted to the Minister because it contained fundamental flaws flowing from the inclusion 

of findings from the SMEC 2009 Report.  This advice was ignored and not surprisingly the 

Umwelt Draft CZMP was rejected.   

The Draft CZMP now on exhibition is a reworked version of the Umwelt CZMP and includes the 

same references to the superseded Coastal Protection Act 1979.  However, the Draft CZMP 

now includes the Advisian Shoalhaven Coastal Zone Management Plan Risk Assessment May 

2018 (Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment) which has updated the previous BMT WBM 2012 

Review. 

The convoluted approach taken by SCC staff is in marked contrast to the approach taken by 

Eurobodalla Shire Council (ESC).  ESC engaged the University of New South Wales (UNSW) 

Water Research Laboratory to produce the Eurobodalla Coastal Hazard Assessment October 

2017.  That assessment was co-authored by 8 subject matter experts as opposed to the single 

author who produced the Advisian 2016 Review. 

Liability 

The Act clearly states that local councils are responsible for establishing CMPs that set the 

long-term strategy for the co-ordinated management of land within the coastal zone with a 

focus on achieving the objects of the Act.   

Section 733 of the Local Government Act 1993 provides an exemption from liability for 

certain management actions by Councils relating to flooding and coastal management, 

provided these actions were made in good faith.   

Decisions are said to be made in ‘good faith’ where they are based upon the best available 

information and sound science, and this implies the use of the best predictive tools available 

to investigate the extent of coastal hazards.  The Draft CZMP has not been developed using 

the best predictive tools and therefore liability will attach to the detriment of SCC, Councillors 

and more broadly the community. 

4.0 Exhibition Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan for the 

Shoalhaven Coastline 

Commentary is provided on relevant aspects of the Draft CZMP with respect to headings 
included in the document.  

Document Control Sheet 

The Draft CZMP includes the following disclaimer: 

Shoalhaven City Council is committed to quality and makes every attempt to ensure that the 

information contained in this document is accurate, current and complete, however, 

Shoalhaven City Council, its employees, servants or agents, make no warranty, express or 

implied, as to the accuracy or completeness of information in this document and takes no 

responsibility for actions based on this information. All material published is for information 

and communication purposes only. It is the responsibility of the user to make his / her own 

decisions about the correctness of information found. 
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The Act clearly nominates Councils as being responsible for documenting CMPs and 

implementing those plans.  SCC cannot contract out of legislative obligations.  

1. Introduction 

1.2  Coastal reforms 

The timeline in section 1.2 of the Draft CZMP is incomplete.  The timeline omits the 

exhibition of the previous Umwelt Draft CZMP.   It is relevant to note that the CBPG 

submission dated 8 August 2016 and subsequent deputation 15 November 2016 both 

pointed out the inadequacies of the previous Umwelt Draft CZMP and recommended against 

its submission to the Minister.  That advice was ignored by SCC which ultimately resulted in 

embarrassment when the Minister rejected the plan. 

1.4.1 Purpose, scope and process 

Figure 1.4 shows the six steps necessary in the preparation of a CZMP.  The fourth step is 

stated to be stakeholder engagement for options appraisal and determination of preferred 

options.  The stated SCC methodology is to: Consult with the Shoalhaven Natural 

Resources & Floodplain Management Committee (SNRFMC) and other stakeholders. 

The SNRFMC does not include members of the CBPG.  In fact applications from members 

of the CBPG to join the SNRFMC were rejected by SCC.  Further, owners of waterfront 

properties at Collingwood Beach, who are the key stakeholders in assessing preferred 

options, do not have representation in the SNRFMC either.  In addition, neither the CBPG 

nor waterfront property owners have been deemed to be ‘other stakeholders’ by SCC.   

This is a particularly significant omission in light of the funding options documented in 

section 1.8.1 of the Draft CZMP which include requiring all private landholders directly 

impacted by coastal hazards to pay for any coastal protection works from which they benefit, 

including maintenance of existing protection works. 

According to the hierarchy documented in the NSW Government A Guide for Engaging 

Communities in Environmental Planning and Decision Making and the International 

Association for Public Participation Australasia the level of key stakeholder involvement 

needs to be elevated to collaboration. 

SCC has not collaborated with key stakeholders.  As such it has failed at the fourth gateway 

to the development of the Draft CZMP.  As such the content of the Draft CZMP can only be 

deemed as the view held by SCC staff, the consultants that have been engaged to produce 

various reports and some members of the community who comprise the SNRFMC.  In this 

regard the CZMP is fundamentally flawed.  SCC must engage with key stakeholders in a 

collaborative manner and then proceed with finalising the Draft CZMP. 

1.8.1 Funding options 

A number of funding options have been documented including requiring all private 

landholders directly impacted by coastal hazards to pay for any coastal protection works 

from which they benefit, including maintenance of existing protection works. 

The CBPG is strenuously opposed to a direct levy on residents.  The coastal hazard lines 

drawn across properties have actually devalued the properties as portions of the land can no 

longer be used for development.  Further, waterfront residents already pay additional rates 

due to the assessed greater value of the land, for which they receive no additional benefit.   
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Any coastal protection works at Collingwood Beach would be constructed to protect the coastal 

walkway and public infrastructure that are located between the waterfront properties and the 

sea.  The coastal walkway in particular has been constructed by SCC to attract tourists and as 

such waterfront residents must not be levied to protect an asset that benefits the whole 

community. 

One of the options referenced is to continue allocation of funds each year into the SCC Coastal 

Management and Infrastructure Reserve.  The CBPG supports the use of funds from this 

reserve to implement strategic coastal management actions as preventive measures and to 

address the impact of coastal storm events. 

2. Coastal Processes, Hazards, Risks and Issues 

2.1.1 Coastal processes 

Overview 

Section 2.1.1 of the Draft CZMP states that key coastal processes that induce coastal 

hazards are: 

• Short-term coastal erosion including that resulting from severe storms, the behaviour 

of estuary entrances and slope instability 

• Long-term coastal recession including that resulting from imbalances in the sediment 

budget, such as Aeolian sand transport, climate change and beach rotation 

• Oceanic inundation of low-lying areas. 

Coastal processes have been addressed by a number of consultant reports the last of which 

was the Advisian 2016 Review.  The Advisian 2016 Review documents the engineering 

principles that have been used to assess coastal processes and documents the findings 

from the assessments that were undertaken.   

The Advisian 2016 Review was produced to update the SMEC 2009 Report and as a 

supplement to the Umwelt Draft CZMP.  The CBPG made a submission on the inadequacies 

of the Advisian 2016 Review dated 3 February 2017 (CBPG 2017 Submission).  Advisian 

responded to issues raised by the CBPG (and other parties) in a letter to SCC dated 15 May 

2017 (Advisian 2017 Letter).  The CBPG believes that the response provided by Advisian 

does not adequately address the substantive matters raised. 

Storm recurrence interval 

The Advisian 2016 Review has taken the 1974 storm event as the design storm for its 

assessment and allocated it a 1 in 100 year Average Recurrence Interval (or 1% Annual 

Exceedance Probability - AEP) without justification.  SCC commissioned the 

consulting firm Worley Parsons to review the SMEC 2009 Summary Report.  The 

Worley Parsons review refers to the 1974 storm as having a 1 in 1000 ARI (or 

0.1% AEP).   

A recurrence interval is an estimate of the probability of an event such as a storm occurring.  

A 100 year storm will not happen regularly every 100 years or only once in 100 years, 

despite connotations derived from the term ‘recurrence interval’.  In any given 100 year 

period, a 100 year event may occur once, twice, more, or not at all, and each outcome has a 

probability that can be computed. 
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To better explain the statistical nature of storm frequency, that is the percentage of a 

particular storm event being exceeded in any one year, probability is now expressed as the 

AEP.  For example, a 1% AEP storm has a 1% or 1 in 100 chance of occurring in any one 

year and a 0.1% AEP storm has a 0.1% chance or 1 in 1000 chance of occurring in any one 

year.   

One cannot determine the size of a 1000 year event based on records alone as such 

records do not exist.  Instead it is necessary to use a statistical model to predict the 

magnitude of such an unobserved event.  The Worley Parsons review states that the 1974 

storm was assessed as being a 1 in 1000 ARI event (or 0.1% AEP) based on an analysis of 

wave statistics at Port Kembla. 

The 1974 storms have been used as the basis for coastal design and prediction of foreshore 

change along the NSW coast over the past 25 years. They are commonly adopted as the 

1in100 year ARI.  However, the recurrence of this event will be considerably less when 

considered in conjunction with ocean water levels at the time, being the highest recorded for 

the NSW coast (concurrent tide and storm surge).   

Currently, the 1 in 100 year ARI (1% AEP) event is designated as having an 'acceptable' risk 

for planning purposes nearly everywhere in Australia.  The 1974 storm has been classified 

as a 0.1% AEP event by Worley Parsons and Advisian has not justified why it should be 

considered otherwise or in the alternative provided an assessment as to why the 1974 storm 

should be classified as a 1 in 100 year ARI (1% AEP).  Advisian has simply adopted 

conventional practice.  As such the 1974 storm event should not be considered for planning 

purposes without justification. 

Short-term coastal erosion 

Schema for dune stability 

Short-term coastal erosion is addressed at section 3.1 of the Advisian 2016 Review.  Section 

3.1 includes the schema for dune stability adopted to determine the various zones affected by 

wave impact.  The basis for the assessment is outlined and it is stated that a 1.5 Factor of 

Safety has been adopted for the location of the edge of the stable foundation area.  

Advisian has adopted the 1974 storm event for the purpose of calculating the coastal hazard 

lines.  The storm event has been adopted based on conventional practice of accepting that 

the 1974 storm was a 1:100 year ARI (or 1% AEP) event despite there being no definitive 

literature that supports this contention. 

The approach taken to determine coastal hazard lines is scientifically conservative because 

of the direct addition of individual components each of which has been conservatively 

assessed using extreme values of threat, such as the 1974 storm event.  This approach 

focuses mainly on risk avoidance of natural processes and their associated threats. 

Section 3.1 also states that: 

The top of the swash zone for the open coast beaches at low tide was assumed to be at a 

level of 2.0 m AHD, with a scour level of -1.0 m AHD (as per, Nielsen et al, 1992). These 

values are typical of those commonly adopted for open coast beaches. 

Collingwood Beach is not an open coast beach and as such the approach taken in 

calculating the hazard lines is flawed.  The Eurobodalla Coastal Hazard Assessment produced 

by the UNSW Water Research Laboratory adopted a swash elevation of 1m AHD for beaches 

with a lower energy wave climate.   
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Separately, it is not expressly stated what assumption has been made with regard to eroded 

beach face slope and how that has been addressed in the calculations.  This could be a simple 

omission but nevertheless is a matter that needs to be clarified. 

Dune vegetation 

Section 3.1 also documents the importance of dune vegetation in capturing wind-blown sand 

to build up dune volumes.  An extract from the NSW Coastal Dune Management Manual 

showing dune vegetation zones has been included in section 3.1.   However, Collingwood 

Beach does not have a hind dune and as such the extract does not apply.  Dune resilience is 

addressed in the Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Dune Vegetation Management Plan 

Frequently Asked Questions information document which is included at Appendix A of this 

submission. 

Long-term coastal erosion 

Accuracy of measurement 

Section 3.2 of the Advisian 2016 Review addresses long-term coastal erosion.  It is stated 

that an assessment of the long-term beach recession rate has been made empirically using 

photogrammetric data from the 1940’s to 2014.   

It is also stated that as the natural fluctuations of a beach and dune are large compared with 

any underlying long-term trend in beach change, sometimes it can be difficult to quantify an 

accurate rate of erosion or accretion.   

It is further stated that often it can be more accurate to measure beach recession by 

mapping the response of the dune erosion escarpment over time utilising the 

measurement of the dune face along each profile.  Such data however is not available and 

therefore the conclusion to be drawn is that the methods adopted do not have any degree 

of accuracy. 

Assessment of interim recession 

Appendix A Section 1.6.2 of the Advisian 2016 Review states that the trend in long-term 

recession or accretion of Collingwood Beach has been examined and compared with the 

previously assessed trend by SMEC. 

It is stated that south of Moona Moona Creek and north of Church Street has been assessed 

as stable or accreting over time since the start of the photographic records in 1969, that is a 

period of 47 years. 

It is further stated that long-term recession has been assessed as zero when taking into 

account recession that would be expected due to sea level rise that has already occurred 

over the period.   

Future beach recession due to sea level rise 

Bruun Rule 

Section 3.3 of the Advisian 2016 Review addresses future beach recession due to sea level 

rise.  Reference is made to the Bruun Rule which Advisian has adopted to calculate 

recession due to sea level rise.  It is stated that the Bruun Rule is based on the concept that 

sea level rise will lead to erosion of the upper shoreface, followed by re-establishment of the 

original equilibrium profile.  Section 3.3.2 of the Advisian 2016 Review discusses the 

application of the Bruun Rule. 
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The CBPG 2017 Submission referenced engineering publications that documented the 

limitations of the Bruun Rule and listed those limitations.  The Advisian 2017 Letter 

acknowledges that the identified limitations are valid but goes on to state that being aware of 

the limitations (and assumptions) further assessments have been undertaken to address the 

inadequacies of the Bruun Rule where applicable.  The CBPG does not agree that a robust 

process has been followed. 

Advisian utilised the Standard Bruun Rule with “bolt on” assessments to determine the 

coastal hazard lines.  Being fixated with using the Bruun Rule Advisian was obligated to 

search the literature to determine a suitable Modified Bruun Rule, for example a rule that 

accounted for the loss of fines from the littoral zone and net longshore movement, but failed 

to do so.   

Having decided to proceed with the Standard Bruun Rule Advisian needed to consult with 

experts in the field to determine input criteria but failed to do so.  This is in stark contrast 

with the UNSW Water Research Laboratory which established an expert panel comprising 

in-house personnel and personnel from the University of Sydney School of Geosciences (a 

Professor) and the Office of the Environment and Heritage.   

It is relevant to note that the expert panel could not agree on the ‘Bruun Factor’ to be applied 

to each beach with individual preferences for the same location ranging from 15 to 50 and 25 

to 65, which in turn forced the project team to determine a mean figure.  This clearly 

demonstrates the vagaries of the Bruun Rule and inaccuracies that can arise by simply 

failing to use the correct input criteria. 

The Bruun Rule has significant limitations in both its general applicability and particularly in 

its usefulness on a littoral drift coast.  The fact that the Bruun Rule is widely used simply 

reflects its simplicity rather than its appropriateness. 

Interestingly, the two beaches on the NSW coast with the longest detailed records of beach 

profile movement, namely Moruya and Collaroy-Narrabeen, show no net landward 

translation of their shorelines over the 40 years of available data, despite the recorded sea 

level rise that has occurred over this period.  This supports the CBPG argument that the 

application of the Bruun Rule in calculating coastal hazard lines is flawed. 

Alternatives to the Bruun Rule 

There are alternative modelling options to the Bruun Rule such as SBEACH, which has been 

developed to predict storm induced beach erosion and post storm recovery.  The model 

calculates net sand transport rates in four regions of the nearshore extending from deep 

water to the limit of wave runup.  Wave height and setup across the profile are also 

calculated to obtain the net cross-shore sand transport rate.  Advisian has not undertaken a 

review of available models and established that the Bruun Rule model should be adopted 

ahead of more comprehensive models such as SBEACH.  

In response to the CBPG deputation on the Umwelt Draft CZMP 15 November 2016 Councillors 

requested SCC to seek guidance from the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) on 

alternate methodologies to the Bruun Rule.   

That advice was provided to the Strategy and Assets Committee meeting 13 June 2017 (Item 

SA17.167).  Councillors were advised that a peer review including a new assessment of sea 

level rise with a different methodology to the Bruun rule could cost approximately $80,000 to 

$120,000.   
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A new assessment of sea level rise is not required because all the options for sea level rise 

are clearly set out in the Whitehead & Associates South Coast Regional Sea Level Rise 

Policy and Planning Framework July 2014 and Councillors have agreed on a sea level rise 

policy based on the Whitehead report.  However, a peer review utilising a different 

methodology to the Bruun rule must be undertaken.  SCC cannot allow the wasted 

expenditure to date to preclude further expenditure to obtain a sound scientific assessment 

of coastal hazards. 

Modelling 

The data captured for use in the assessment cannot be robustly interrogated.  Historical 

beach survey information has been used to predict future impacts.  There is however no 

data on key criteria such as the condition of the beach at the time and the stage of the 

erosion/accretion cycle. 

Aerial photographs and more recently Light Detection and Ranging (LiDAR) have been used 

to obtain information on coastal change.  Section 3.1 of the Advisian 2016 Review states 

that a Digital Terrain Map was developed utilising LiDAR information provided by SCC.   

Early aerial imagery is questionable due to quality and camera distortion.  LiDAR provides 

relatively accurate beach profiles however the reliability of the data depends on the survey 

frequency which needs to be sufficient to capture shoreline trends and fluctuations.  Also, 

there is the matter of the accuracy of LiDAR information and the impact that this may have 

on the modelling in the context of a narrow dune several metres wide, for example the 

spatial variability of error and the accuracy of the horizontal component.   

Further, site specific parameters such as the water table in the dune and the homogeneity of 

the dune material and its consolidation have not been considered in the adopted model.  In 

addition, there has been no consideration given to the impact of vegetation on the dunes 

which may delay the slumping of the crest thereby allowing the re-building of the foredunes at 

the base of the escarpment resulting in a reduction of slumping.  SCC needs to assess the 

impact of site specific criteria on the development of coastal hazard lines at each location. 

Another factor that has been overlooked is that the shoreline trends are based on averaged 

results of analysis of the available data over specific periods of time.  Therefore, when using 

these trends to predict shoreline positions at 2050 and 2100, the assessed probability of the 

predicted outcome also needs to be determined for a complete risk profile to be established.  

The approach taken by Advisian has assumed that there is a 100% probability that the 

predicted storm events will eventuate causing the shoreline to recede to the calculated 

coastal hazard line by the nominated year.  SCC needs to calculate the probability of 

occurrence to provide a complete risk profile. 

The coastal region involves complex interactions, leading to contradictions regarding 

outcome objectives for natural systems and processes, the desire of communities, economic 

drivers and strategic planning.  A more sophisticated risk based approach is required in 

order to allow all the elements of the decision making process to be expressed and 

considered by all stakeholders in a structured manner.  This alternative approach needs to 

be considered by SCC. 

Assessment of long-term recession 

Appendix A Section 1.6.3 of the Advisian 2016 Review (related to Collingwood Beach) states 

that based on the characteristic beach profile and the wave-equilibrium profile shown in 

Figure 55 sea level rise is projected to cause recession.   
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It is stated that: 

• By 2030 (within14 years) based on a sea level rise 0.1m shoreline recession will be 

between 1.5m and 3.0m 

• By 2050 (within 34 years) based on a sea level rise 0.23m shoreline recession will be 

between 3.5m and 6.9m 

• By 2100 (within 84 years) based on a sea level rise of 0.35m shoreline recession will 

be between 5.3m and 10.5m.    

It is incomprehensible how anybody could reach this conclusion when historical evidence 

has been assessed by Advisian as showing there has been zero long-term recession over 

47 years.  In the context of the 47 years of data that has been reviewed it is relevant to note 

that the May and June 1974 storms and 1978 storms have occurred together with an East 

Coast Low in 2016.  Yet despite this devastating impact Collingwood Beach has managed to 

avoid recession.  It is evident that after each storm not only is the sand restored but that the 

vegetation again grows seaward and traps more sand which then forms another protective 

barrier. 

The Advisian assessment was challenged in the CBPG 2017 Submission.  The Advisian 

2017 Letter concedes that Collingwood Beach is accreting and the beach ridge barrier has 

prograded (moved seaward) some 500m in around 7,000 years, or 70 mm/annum. 

The Advisian 2017 Letter goes on to state (in simple terms) that this movement will be more 

than offset by the impact of sea level rise.  This is a subjective conclusion in light of the 

inaccuracies of the Bruun Rule.   

Collingwood Beach is a sustainable accreting beach.  The CBPG regularly carries out 

survey measurements of the dunes to monitor stability.  This data is provided to the SCC.  

The survey measurements undertaken by the CBPG show that the edge of the dune 

vegetation is now 8m further seaward of what was the Mean High Water Mark on the 

original subdivision built in the 1960s.  This confirms the prograding nature of Collingwood 

Beach. 

There is a vast sediment basin in Jervis Bay that feeds the accretion process.  

Calculations by the CBPG have shown that based on historical records between 1974 (that 

is after the storm event) and November 2016 some 93,165 cubic metres of sand has been 

deposited on the beach, and this is with the significant East Coast Low in June 2016 taking 

place in the intervening period.  More recent measurements show that between 21 

November 2016 and 29 January 2017 a total of 13,320 cubic metres of sand was 

deposited on the beach.  

There is no basis upon which a logical conclusion can be drawn that Collingwood Beach will 

be subject to recession in the period up to 2100. 

Inundation 

Overview 

Inundation is the extent to which the land around the coastline is inundated by regular tide 

events.  The diagram below is reproduced from the UNSW Water Research Laboratory 

Eurobodalla Coastal Hazard Assessment.  The diagram on the following page shows the 

criteria that have to be considered in the assessment of a robust inundation study. 

The CBPG 2017 Submission identified discrepancies between the SMEC 2009 Summary 

Report and the Advisian 2016 Review in relation to a number of matters as well as 

anomalies in the methodology used for the analysis. 
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Wave runup 

The SMEC 2% wave runup levels for a 1 in 1000 ARI (0.1% AEP) event are less than the 

Advisian 2% wave runup levels for a 1 in 100 ARI (1% AEP) event.  The differences are 

shown in the table below. 

 

SMEC 2% Wave Runup AHD 

1000 ARI (0.1% AEP) 

Advisian 2% Wave Runup AHD 

100 ARI (1% AEP) 

4.5m to 5.0m. 5.0m south and central 5.7m north 

 
The CBPG 2017 Submission queried why SMEC adopted a 0.1% AEP and Advisian 
adopted a 1% AEP to calculate the same impact.  The Advisian 2017 Letter does not 
address this matter.   

Computer modelling 

The CBPG 2017 Submission queried why Advisian referred to replicating the SMEC 

modelling using a SWAN analysis when the SMEC 2009 Summary Report did not reference 

that software.   The Advisian 2017 Letter does not address this matter. 

To the extent that Advisian has used the SWAN software to model Collingwood Beach it is 

relevant to note that the software developer (Delft University of Technology, 2016) has 

stated that the wave model does not properly handle diffraction into bays around headlands.  

This was acknowledged by the UNSW Water Research Laboratory which produced the 

Eurobodalla Coastal Hazard Assessment.  That assessment modelled relevant locations using 

desktop methods. 

It is also relevant to note that the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) has 

commissioned the NSW Public Works Manly Hydraulics Laboratory to produce the NSW 

Coastal Wave Model State Wide Nearshore Wave Transformation Tool.  This document 

describes the development and validation of wave transfer functions, which are applied to 

transfer measured or modelled deep water directional wave data to any nearshore location 

along the NSW coast.  As such Advisian has not used the latest computer modelling 

endorsed by the OEH. 

Extent of inundation 

Table 3.5 in the SMEC 2009 Summary Report states that up to three properties at southern end 

and five properties at northern end from Moona Moona Creek would be affected by inundation.      
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The 2016 Hazard Map in Appendix B of the Advisian 2016 Report shows the inundation of a 

large number of properties at the southern section of beach and no inundation of properties 

at the northern section of beach.  Table 2-5 Residential lots and buildings within coastal 

hazard areas in the Draft CZMP states that 58 properties are at threat of inundation. 

The CBPG 2017 Submission highlighted that the extent of inundation shown on the 2016 

Hazard Map was inconsistent with the dune surveys that have been undertaken by the 

CBPG.  An outline of apparent inconsistencies was documented and included in the 

submission. 

The Advisian 2017 Letter states that the predicted wave runup level for a 1 in 100 ARI 

storm is 5m AHD for the area of inundation.  It is also stated that dune heights have been 

determined from aerial LiDAR measurements.   

Particular reference is made to 152-154 Elizabeth Drive and 176-188 Elizabeth Drive.  It is 

stated that the foredune is around 4.5m AHD and the lot levels are also around 4.5m AHD.  

As a spot check for this submission the CBPG measured the level of the dune height in front 

of 152 Elizabeth Drive.  The level was found to be 6.7m AHD which is 2.2m above the 

LiDAR reading used by Advisian. 

The Advisian 2017 Letter also references mitigating factors, for example vegetation 

diminishing wave energy and wave runup being absorbed back into the ground after 

overtopping the dunes.  There has been no attempt to assess the impact of these 

mitigating measures. 

The Advisian 2017 Letter further states that the LiDAR does not pick up the floor levels of 

dwellings and that some dwellings may have floor levels above 5m AHD due to 

development conditions imposed by SCC.  These dwellings would not be subject to 

inundation. 

Advisian must revise the inundation map based on scientifically sound modelling methods 

and physically measured dune heights.  Adivisian must then identify which houses can be 

excluded from the inundation area based on the floor level of dwellings. 

2.1.3 Long-term trends in climate change 

Section 2.1.3 of the Draft CZMP states that the highest value of sea level rise projected by 

the fifth assessment report from the International Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) does not 

differ largely from the information presented in previous IPCC reports.  Emphasising the 

highest predicted sea level rise in the IPCC report is misleading.    

The reality is that scientists cannot agree amongst themselves on what the future outcome 

will be.  The IPCC Fifth Assessment Report had 600 contributing authors from 63 countries, 

cited 9,200 publications and had 1,089 Expert Reviewers from 55 countries and 38 

Governments.   

The IPCC report documents four Representative Concentration Pathways (or RCPs) which 

determine possible greenhouse gas concentration trajectories that impact on sea level rise.  

Each RCP is based on credible and widely accepted competent scientific principles.  Each 

RCP has a mean and likely range as it is impossible to predict the outcome between RCPs 

and within RCPs with any certainty. 

Those SCC Councillors supporting the current sea level rise policy need to be applauded for 

their insight and their pragmatic approach, which was endorsed by the Minister for Planning the 

Honourable (Rob) Robert Stokes (as he then was) during his visit to the CBPG in May 2016. 
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It is also stated that the landforms along the Shoalhaven coast are the result of relatively 

stable sea level and climatic conditions over the last 6,000 years, when sea level fluctuations 

on the east coast have been restricted to about two metres.  To gain a proper perspective is 

necessary to acknowledge that global sea levels fluctuate widely, for example the level was 

120m lower at the peak of the last ice age around 20,000 years ago. 

Planning must be undertaken with regard to a reasonable horizon taking into consideration that 

housing has a life of 40 to 60 years and infrastructure has a life of approximately 100 years. 

2.1.4 Studies of coastal hazards and risks 

Dune stability schema 

Section 2.1.4 of the Draft CZMP refers to the Advisian 2016 Review.  Figure 2.3 shows the 

dune stability schema adopted to determine the various zones affected by wave impact.  Figure 

2.3 replicates Figure 21 from the Advisian 2016 Review which in turn has been adopted from the 

SMEC 2009 Report.  Section 3.1 of the Advisian 2016 Review outlines the basis for the 

assessment and states that a 1.5 Factor of Safety has been adopted for the location of the 

edge of the stable foundation area. This is shown diagrammatically in the marked up figure 

below. 

 

It is relevant to note that the Zone of Reduced Foundation Capacity (ZRFC - shown in yellow) is 

an area not affected by coastal processes.  The extent of the Stable Foundation Zone has been 

reduced arbitrarily to achieve a 1.5 Factor of Safety.   

2.1.5 Risk analysis – coastal erosion and recession 

Overview 

AS/NZS ISO 31000:2009 Risk management – Principles and guidelines (Australian Risk 

Standard) defines the processes related to risk management.  These processes are 

replicated in the NSW Coastal Management Manual Part B: Stage 1 (Coastal Management 

Manual).  The level of risk is defined as the magnitude of a risk, or combination of risks, 

expressed in terms of the combination of consequences and their likelihood. 

The Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment has updated the previous BMT WBM 2012 Review and 

forms the basis for the risk assessment included in the Draft CZMP.  
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Risk management process 

Section 1.8.2 of the Coastal Management Manual references the Australian Risk Standard 

and includes at Figure B1.4 a flowchart of the risk management process (see below).  

 

The Australian Risk Standard states that the first step in the risk assessment process is to 

identify risks.  The Australian Risk Standard also states that risk identification involves the 

recognition of risk sources, events, their causes and their potential consequences.  The 

Australian Risk Standard further states that risk identification can involve historical data, 

theoretical analysis, informed and expert opinions, and stakeholder needs. 

The resilience of the dune system is one of the primary safety controls against storm 

erosion.  The NSW Coastal Dune Management Manual (Coastal Dune Manual) sets out the 

vegetation that needs to be planted in different zones of the dune system in order to 

establish a mechanism that will capture wind-blown sand to build up the volume of sand in 

the dunes.  In the context of the type of dune system that exists at Collingwood Beach 

vegetation in the Coastal Dune Manual is prescribed to be low growth shrubs.  There is no 

objective evidence that dune resilience has been considered in the risk assessment. 

The Coastal Dune Manual also states that trees must only be planted on hind dunes.  There 

is no hind dune at Collingwood Beach.  However, there are a large number of illegally 

planted trees which constitute a hazard as historical evidence and eyewitness accounts 

(provided to SCC) confirm that trees were washed away in the 1974 storm and used as 

battering rams to demolish 

the dunes. A formal Statement 

of an eyewitness account is 

included at Appendix B of this 

submission. 

The adjacent photo of 

Collingwood Beach in 1974 

reproduced from the Umwelt 

Draft CZMP demonstrates the 

hazard created by having 

large trees on the dunes.   
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It is clear that the tree has not reduced the erosion of the dune in the vicinity of the tree.  

There is no objective evidence that historical evidence has been considered in the risk 

assessment. 

SCC has also received submissions from eminent scientist Dr Howard Brady on the 

vegetation required to establish a resilient dune system.  There is no evidence that this 

expert opinion has been considered in the risk assessment. 

Another factor that needs to be considered is the natural accretion (deposit of sand by waves) 

that takes place at Collingwood Beach.  This process has been acknowledged in th Advisian 

2016 Review.  There is no evidence that accretion has been considered in the risk assessment.  

The Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Dune Vegetation Management Plan Frequently 

Asked Questions information document addresses the key issues related to risks faced by 

Collingwood Beach in more detail.  A copy of the document is included at Appendix A. 

Likelihood 

Section 2.3 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment outlines the approach to determining the 

likelihood of an event.  Table 2 documents the likelihood scale for coastal risk assessment.  

Table 2 is replicated in Table 2.2 of the Draft CZMP.  The approach taken in assessing 

likelihood is subjective, convoluted and is illogical in some instances. 

It is stated that the likelihood of a risk occurring is defined by the coastal hazard mapping. 

The adopted schema for dune stability is shown in the figure included at page 14 of this 

submission.  The assumption made is that the Zone of Slope Adjustment (ZSA) represents 

the landward extent of erosion and slope adjustment that could occur with a nominal 1% 

AEP storm event, equivalent to a 1 in 100 year ARI.   

Subjective assessments have been documented for four AEPs each of which have been 

given a descriptor, namely Almost Certain (1 to 5 year event), Likely (20 year event), 

Possible (100 year event) and Unlikely (250 year event).  The impact on present day, 2050 

and 2100 has been assessed for each descriptor in relation to the ZSA and the Zone of 

Reduced Foundation Capacity (ZRFC).   

The impact assessment is not logical, for example the Likely (20 year event) descriptor.  It 

is stated that there would be an ‘Immediate’ impact on the ZSA.  It is also stated that ‘For 

2050’ the 2100 ZSA line would be impacted which means that the 2050 ZSA and ZRFC 

(which incorporates a 1.5 Factor of Safety) would have to have been eroded in the same 

storm event.  This is inconsistent with the fundamental assumption that underpins the 

assessment, namely that a 100 year event will only erode the ZSA.  It is further stated that 

‘For 2100’ the 2050 ZRFC line would be impacted which in essences means that the risk 

reduces between 2050 and 2100.  

Separately, it is stated that the Possible (100 year event) ‘For 2050’ will affect the 2050 

ZRFC line.  It follows (illogically) that assets in 2050 will be at greater risk from a 20 year 

event (which is stated to affect the 2100 ZSA) than a 100 year event (which is stated to 

affect the 2050 ZRFC).  

Best practice requires a probabilistic analysis incorporating Monte-Carlo simulation.  The 

storm demand needs to be calculated for each simulation, combined with sea level rise and 

the underlying trend to calculate a receded shoreline position for each year. Using this 

approach the most extreme erosion event can be identified for all of the different planning 

periods and the erosion hazard lines can be determined for each encounter probability.   
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The abovementioned approach was utilised by the UNSW Water Research Laboratory to 

produce the Eurobodalla Coastal Hazard Assessment.  The Draft CZMP needs to be revised in 

accordance with best practice so that a robust risk assessment is produced that can be relied 

upon for future planning purposes.  

Consequence 

Section 2.4 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment outlines the approach to determining the 

consequence scale.  A consequence scale, which has been adopted from the BMT WBM 

2012 Review, is included at Table 3. 

The consequence scale addresses criteria that include finance.  The potential cost of losing 

public assets has been assessed.  As noted in section 2.5 of the Advisian 2018 Risk 

Assessment the potential cost of losing private property has not been assessed.  As such 

the consequence table is incomplete. 

Existing risk mitigation measures 

Section 2.6 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment states that existing risk mitigation 

measures have been taken into account in determining the residual risk for each asset.  

There is however no objective evidence, for example, that the accretion of Collingwood 

Beach (which is a risk control) has been considered.  

Evaluation of Risk 

Section 3.1 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment documents the risk methodology.  The 

risk matrix used to evaluate each asset is included at Table 6.  The risk matrix includes 5 

likelihood ratings however only 4 likelihood ratings have been documented in Table 2 section 

2.3 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment.  As such any risk rating determined from risk 

matrix is invalid. 

Further the terminology used in Table 3 section 2.4 of the Advisian 2018 Risk Assessment 

for consequence is different in some instances to the terminology used in the risk matrix, 

for example Severe (Catastrophic) and Negligible (Insignificant).  There must be 

consistency in terminology to ensure that the correct category is selected in the risk 

assessment process.  

2.1.8 Results of the risk assessment – beach erosion, recession and 

inundation 

Burdened Properties 

The Draft CZMP at Table 2-5 documents residential lots and buildings within coastal hazard 

areas as defined by ZSA and ZRFC lines, and inundation line.  For reasons outlined 

elsewhere in this submission the CBPG believes the numbers of dwellings listed in the table 

has been overestimated because of the flawed engineering that has been used to produce 

the various lines.   

The coastal hazard lines and inundation line for Collinwood Beach are included in the 

Appendix 1 of the Draft CZMP.  The maps depicting the coastal hazard lines and inundation 

line have also been included at Appendix C of this submission. 

The number of properties identified in Table 2-5 as being affected is documented in the table 

below. 
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Coastal Hazard Line 

Year ZSA ZRFC 

2016 0 1 

2030 0 13 

2050 1 34 

2100 1 42 

Inundation Line 

Year  

2016 58 

 

The present risk has been assessed as Low.  The 2050 risk has been assessed as Moderate.  

The 2100 risk has been assessed as High, that is one level down from the maximum risk level of 

Extreme.  It should not be forgotten that there is a 1.5 Factor of Safety applied to the ZRFC. 

The recommended future strategies documented in Table 2-5 for Collingwood Beach are 

stated to be: 

• Apply development controls through Shoalhaven Development Control Plans and 

Shoalhaven Local Environmental Plan. 

• Monitor dune crest levels. 

• Options for managing dune heights include dune scraping. 

• Dune vegetation management and manage access ways to maintain dune resilience. 

• Obtain approval from Jervis Bay Marine Park Authority to undertake post-storm 

Nature Assisted Beach Enhancement as a coastal protection measure. 

Development controls 

The Draft CZMP at section 2.1.8 states that the risk to private development in the coastal 

hazard areas is being managed through the application of development controls. It is stated 

that this includes application of foreshore setbacks and deep-piled foundations for new 

developments. It is further stated that this approach is feasible in the medium term, where 

existing building lots have sufficient area to accommodate foreshore setbacks for new 

development so that it can be located outside the coastal hazard area and can 

accommodate future erosion within an acceptable planning horizon. 

The Worley Parsons Review recommended changes to development controls.  The review 

states that requiring new developments located within the 2100 ZRFC to be on pier (deep-

piled) foundations designed to transfer the building loads into a stable zone is a conservative 

requirement for such a long planning period.  The review notes that the typical economic life 

of a residential structure is about 40 years, with the cost of new residential development 

amortised for tax purposes over 40 years.  The review further states that the location of the 

ZSA may be more appropriate in assessing the suitability of development positions. 

Appendix B of the Advisian 2016 Review includes Hazard Maps.  Those maps have been 

reproduced in Appendix C of this submission.  The maps for Collingwood Beach (and in fact 

all maps) need to be revised in light of the adoption of the 1974 storm event as the basis for 

establishing those lines and the modelling assumptions that have been used to determine 

the lines. 
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Any review of controls needs to consider the flawed use of the Bruun Rule to determine the 

ZSA and ZRFC lines and the flawed use of SWAN software to determine inundation lines.  

The review also needs to consider the 1.5 Factor of Safety applied to the ZRFC. 

Monitor dune crest levels 

The fact that some of the dune crest levels are below the maximum predicted wave 

inundation level has been known since the SMEC 2009 Report was published.  SCC has 

never monitored the dune crest levels and has done nothing to address the risk of inundation 

faced by waterfront properties.  Implementing monitoring will not serve any purpose unless 

there is an action plan associated with the monitoring.   

Dune scraping 

Dune scraping to build up dune crests has been identified as an option.  There needs to be 

an action plan to consider this option within a nominated time frame.  Simply having options 

in place serves no purpose.  It is noted that building up the dunes would involve removal of 

existing vegetation.  It would seem prudent for this option to be reviewed prior to the 

implementation of the proposed dune vegetation management plan at Collingwood Beach.  

Dune vegetation management and maintenance of access ways 

The Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Dune Vegetation Management Plan Frequently 

Asked Questions information document addresses dune resilience.  The document is included at 

Appendix A of this submission. 

The maintenance of access ways whist important is not nearly as significant as addressing 

stormwater drainage through the dunes.  Drainage channels have been cut through the 

dunes creating a weak link that will be attacked in a significant storm resulting in a blowout.  

The photos below show the damage to the dunes caused by the stormwater drainage at 

Bayswater Street.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

It appears that the drainage channel at Bayswater Street has been identified as a weak link 

since the ZSA and ZRFC lines deviate landward at that location.  One property at this location is 

currently identified as being in breach of the ZRFC.  The rectification of stormwater drainage is 

an urgent priority and should be included as a future strategy. 
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Nature Assisted Beach Enhancement (NABE) 

Seeking permission from the Jervis Bay Marine Park Authority for NABE should proceed 

immediately.  Various environmental studies will be required which will take some time.  The 

approval needs to be in place prior to the next 1% AEP storm.  It is also relevant to note that 

consultation will be required with the Department of Primary Industries – Fisheries.  This 

needs to be included as a future strategy.  

3. Choosing the Right Actions 

3.2 Evaluating and prioritising the options 

Table 3-1 documents risk management options for existing developments.  One of the options 

listed is Retreat.  The NSW Government does not have a planned retreat policy and SCC must 

follow government policy. 

In March 2017 the Executive Director, Resources and Industry Policy (Policy and Strategy) 

Department of Planning and Environment wrote to the President of the Eurobodalla 

Community Forum on behalf of the Hon Anthony Roberts MP, Minister for Planning, Minister 

for Housing and Special Minister for State (as he then was).  The letter states in part: 

‘The NSW Government does not have a ‘planned retreat’ policy.  The coastal reforms 

require councils to devise appropriate management solutions in consultation with their 

communities’. 

The CBPG is strenuously opposed to the concept of Retreat.  Some of the shortcomings 

currently associated with withdrawal strategies include difficulties in implementation and the 

funding that may be required.  Other adverse impacts include effects on the local economy 

and losses for individual property owners.  

3.3 Evaluating and prioritising the options 

It was noted that this section is incorrectly numbered as 3.2.   

3.2.1 Strategies for the whole coast (Citywide) 

Strategy 4: Protect coastal biodiversity and ecosystems includes Action C4.5 which states: 

‘Support bush regeneration programs in coastal reserves.’    

The definition of bush regeneration can include the planting of trees.  The narrow coastal 

reserve at Collingwood Beach is not suitable for trees as outlined in the Coastal Dune 

Manual.  This matter is also addressed in the Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Dune 

Vegetation Management Plan Frequently Asked Questions information document included at 

Appendix A of this submission.   

Trees must not be planted on the dunes at Collingwood Beach from an environmental 

perspective as they do not add to dune resilience.  Based on historical evidence when the next 

1% AEP storm event occurs the trees on the dunes will be washed away and used as battering 

rams to demolish the dunes.  It is also relevant to note that existing trees on the dunes pose a 

fire hazard with one waterfront property being declared to be in a bushfire zone. 

Strategy 5: Prepare for emergency response addresses beach access management.  

Beach access points serve as an important gateway to Collingwood Beach.  Beach access 

points cannot be closed without detailed community consultation.   
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For example, the most northern entry point requires special provision as it caters for the 

needs of the kite sailors and is the starting for the main northern entry to the coastal 

walkway. 

In a similar way the Church Street access point needs 

special provision.  It is the main southern entry for the 

coastal walkway and it has the narrowest sand dune 

between the beach and the walkway.  There is bulk 

movement of traffic when the Vincentia school groups 

visit the beach on a weekly basis.  The CBPG has 

already provided SCC with options for consideration in 

relation to this matter. 

The access ways need to be separated from the storm 

water discharge points or more to the point stormwater 

discharge points need to be extended so that the dunes 

are not eroded.  Trying to accommodate movement of 

water and movement of people at the same point is a 

safety issue, for example at Bayswater Street (see 

adjacent photo). 

Strategy 6: Incorporate coastal risk in public asset management includes Action C6.2 which 

states: 

Implement high priority recommendations from the Coastal Erosion Stormwater Impact 

Assessment (Footprint Sustainable Engineering, 2015)  

It is not known whether the referenced impact assessment addresses the stormwater 

erosion at Collingwood Beach.  If not, then relevant drainage works need to be added as a 

high priority for implementation. 

3.2.2.4  Land management arrangements in coastal reserves 

Table 3-15 includes Local Area Plan 3 Actions – Huskisson Beach, Collingwood Beach.  

Three actions have been identified for Collingwood Beach. 

Action LA3.19 

Initiate technical studies to investigate feasibility of future relocation of sewerage 

infrastructure along the beach front reserve at Collingwood Beach, between Argyle and 

Berry Streets 

The relocation of sewerage infrastructure is a long term strategy and it is appropriate that a 

technical feasibility study be undertaken as a planning exercise.  However, immediate 

action is required to address the stormwater drainage that is eroding the dunes.  There 

needs to be a separate action item related to stormwater drainage. 

Action LA3.20 

At Collingwood Beach, monitor dune crest levels to minimise wave overtopping onto shared 

path and road, accept risk and repair cycleway if subject to erosion. A minimum of 5.0m 

AHD may minimise the risk of wave overtopping. Manage dune heights with beach scraping 

and dune nourishment, if sand source is available  

In the first instance it is relevant to note that SCC also has an obligation to protect residents’ 

properties from inundation.  This must be expressly included in the action statement.   
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Monitoring dune crest levels will not minimise wave overtopping.  The required dune 

heights have been known since the SMEC 2009 Summary Report was published and have 

recently been confirmed in the Advisian 2016 Review.   

SCC needs to put in place an action plan to increase the dune heights rather than simply 

accept the risk and undertake repairs to the cycleway.  If SCC accepts the risk then that risk 

needs to extend to the waterfront properties and SCC needs to undertake any repairs that 

follow from inundation. 

Action LA3.21 

Following preparation of a draft vegetation management action plan for the Collingwood 

Beach Reserve, Council resolved to implement a 2 year trial in two sites – one for 

revegetation and one for managing views  

Any vegetation action management plan must reduce likelihood of erosion (Advisian, 2018).’  

The action statement needs to be amended to reflect that dune resilience is a key criteria in 

addition to the prevention of erosion.  The Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Dune 

Vegetation Management Plan Frequently Asked Questions information document included at 

Appendix A of this submission addresses dune resilience.  Erosion would be substantially 

mitigated if SCC addressed the stormwater draining onto the beach.  As noted previously 

this should be a separate action point.   

This action statement would benefit from more clarity.  For example, the Umwelt Draft CZMP 

stated: 

Select and maintain coastal vegetation to protect coastal views, stabilise the dune surface, 

provide habitat for small birds and other species and provide shade at key locations for 

coastal pathway users. 

Collingwood Beach is an example of a foreshore reserve where dune surface 

stability/erosion buffer and recreational/visual amenity are key functions in the coastal 

landscape, with biodiversity a less important value. 

5.0 Collingwood Beach Preservation Group Recommendations 

The Collingwood Beach Preservation Group recommends that: 

1. The Draft Coastal Zone Management Plan be revised and turned into a Coastal 

Management Plan so that it complies with the Coastal Management Act 2016.   

2. Shoalhaven City Council staff engages with key stakeholders in a collaborative manner 

and then proceed with finalising the Coastal Management Plan. 

3. The new Coastal Management Plan incorporates alternative assessment models in 

accordance with best practice techniques and current parameters so that protection is 

afforded under section 733 of the Local Government Act 1993. 

4. The new Coastal Management Plan incorporates updated coastal hazard lines and 

inundation line.   

5. The risk assessment be revised in accordance with consistent and logical parameters 

that include all the elements of the decision making process to be expressed and 

considered by all stakeholders in a structured manner. 

6. In the short term, the current inundation line be reviewed against existing dune heights and 

properties which have floor levels above the inundation level be listed as not being at risk. 
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7. In the process of developing a new Coastal Management Plan Shoalhaven City 

Council collaborates directly with key stakeholders, which include waterfront property 

owners.   

8. Collingwood Beach stormwater works be given an urgent priority and be identified as a 

separate action plan, and all action plans revised to produce a realistic outcome within 

a prescribed timeline that corresponds to a realistic risk assessment. 

Glossary 

AEP  Annual Exceedance Probability 

AHD  Australian Height Datum 

ARI  Average Recurrence Interval 

CBPG  Collingwood Beach Preservation Group 

CZMP  Coastal Zone Management Plan 

DECCW Department of Environmental Climate Change and Water 

RCP  Representative Concentration Pathway 

RL  Reduced Level 

SMEC  Snowy Mountains Engineering Corporation 

ZRFC  Zone of Reduced Foundation Capacity 

ZSA  Zone of Slope Adjustment 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX A  

   

COLLINGWOOD BEACH PRESERVATION GROUP 

DUNE VEGETATION MANAGEMENT PLAN 

FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

   
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX B  

   

STATEMENT OF JAMES HOWARD 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

APPENDIX C  

   

COLLINGWOOD BEACH 

COASTAL HAZARD AND INUNDATION LINES 

RISK MAPPING 

EMERGENCY SUBPLAN MAP 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 

Collingwood Beach 

2016 Coastal Hazard Lines 

and Inundation Line 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 

Collingwood Beach 

2030 Coastal Hazard Lines 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 1 

Collingwood Beach 

2100 Coastal Hazard Lines 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2b 

Collingwood Beach 

2050 Risk Map 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Appendix 2b 

Collingwood Beach 

2100 Risk Map 



 

 

 

 

Appendix 4 

Collingwood Beach 

2016 Emergency Action Subplan 


