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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
Through the Monitoring & Evaluation
program, make the recommendation for the B )
" . Council to pursue this
employment of a Coastal / Estuary officer to |Active . . i
All_A All All . . . All NA NA Council Yes Yes NA Yes option outside of the CMP
be employed full time to undertake the intervention 3
L . - actions
actions identified in Council's Coastal
Management Programs.
Coastal development resulting in loss
Snapper Island, Environmental Proceed to viabilit
CD1_A CD Threat 1 |of plant and animal species (habitat |Snapper Island Penguin monitoring program |Alert pp Medium High . Yes Yes Yes Yes v
. Batemans Bay Services assessment
disturbance or loss)
- Dune vegetation management. Prioritise the
Coastal development resulting in loss northern end of the beach to mitigate Active Communit Proceed to viabilit,
CD1_B CD Threat 1 |of plant and animal species (habitat L . s . . Broulee Medium High R v Yes Yes Yes Yes v
. erosion risk to the road and private intervention Working Groups assessment
disturbance or loss) .
properties.
Coastal development resulting in loss . o
Active Proceed to viabilit:
CD1_C CD Threat 1 |of plant and animal species (habitat |Weed management at Potato Point Headland|. . Potato Point Medium High Council Yes Yes Yes Yes Y
X intervention assessment
disturbance or loss)
Community
Water pollution from urban Investigate source of water quality issues at Working Groups Proceed to viabilit
CD2_A CD Threat 2 |stormwater and treated effluent g g v Alert Surf Beach & Broulee Low Medium Yes Yes Yes Yes Y
. Surf Beach and develop management plan . assessment
discharge Engagement with
Mogo LALC
Water pollution from urban Investigate impact of stormwater outlet / Communit Do not proceed: combined
CD2_B CD Threat 2 |stormwater and treated effluent stormwater overflow on water quality at Alert Broulee Low Medium . v Yes Yes Yes Yes ) P o
. . . Working Groups with option CD2_A
discharge Broulee Head and provide recommendations
A review of Council's
. Update Council's sediment and erosion o L
Water pollution from urban control guidelines to ensure alignment with Communit relevant guidelines indicate
cb2_C CD Threat 2 |stormwater and treated effluent 8 . o g X Alert All Low Medium . v No Yes NA Yes that they align with the
- N NSW water quality objectives (in relation to Working Groups !
discharge . o NSW Warine WQ
impact on coastal receiving waters) B
Objectives.
Identify high risk locations with regards to .
. . . . Community
Water pollution from urban urban drainage impacts on marine water Active Working Grouns Proceed to Viabilit
CD2_D CD Threat 2 |stormwater and treated effluent quality. Consider installation of water quality |. . All Low Medium . 8 ps, Yes Yes TBC Yes v
. N . intervention Environmental Assessment
discharge improvement devices (e.g. GPTs) at key Services
locations to improve receiving water quality.
Pollution of water, beach sand and . .
other habitat areas with litter, solid Access improvements, weed and rubbish Active Combined with CH1_M
CD3_A CD Threat 3 . ) ! control on public land adjacent to Wharf ! . Wharf Road Low Medium |Wharf Road CZMP Yes Yes Yes Yes LT
waste, marine debris and Road intervention (property acquisition)
microplastics
Pollution of water, beach sand and L
other habitat areas with litter, solid Beach watch monitoring program for water Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
CD3_B CD Threat 3 . . ! quality at recreational beaches - Continued  |Alert All Low Medium [Discussion Paper Yes Yes NA Yes v
waste, marine debris and Assessment
3 . Program (2018)
microplastics
Support DPI-Fisheries in preparing a Marine
Coastal development encroachin, Vegetation Strategy to identify priority areas
P! e 9 i td v P Y N 5 Community Proceed to Viability
CD3_C CD Threat 4 |onto natural coastal processes to for the protection of healthy mangrove and  [Alert All Medium High R Yes TBC TBC Yes
. I Working Groups Assessment
exacerbate hazard impacts saltmarsh areas and rehabilitation of
degraded areas.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
. Combined into LGA wide
. Planning for L . N 5 Stage 2 Coastal A
CDA_A CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls Active intervention Medium High X - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping N
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Planning for Stage 2 Coastal Combined into LGA wide
CDA_B CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls 8 Long Beach Medium Extreme 8 X - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping !
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Planning for Stage 2 Coastal Combined into LGA wide
CDA_C Ch Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls J Surfside / Wharf Road | Extreme Extreme 8 X - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping 3
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Combined into LGA wide
Planning for Batemans Bay: Princes Stage 2 Coastal
CDA_D CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls 8 . v . Extreme Extreme 8 X - - - - option - should have
change Highway to Corrigans Hazard Mapping !
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
. Combined into LGA wide
) Planning for . N 5 Stage 2 Coastal A
CDA_E CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls Corrigans Beach Medium High X - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping 3
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Planning for Stage 2 Coastal Combined into LGA wide
CDA_F CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls 8 Caseys Beach High Extreme 8 X - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping !
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
. Combined into LGA wide
) Planning for N Stage 2 Coastal A
CDA_G CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls Malua Bay Low High R - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping N
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Planning for Stage 2 Coastal Combined into LGA wide
CDA_H CH Threat (All) |Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls g Tomakin Medium High 8 . - - - - option - should have
change Hazard Mapping !
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Do not proceed as
individual options.
Combined into LGA wide
) Planning for Broulee Beach & N Stage 2 Coastal A
CDA_I CH Threat (All) [Coastal Hazards Property Planning Controls Low High X - - - - option - should have
change Broulee Island Hazard Mapping 3
consistent approach for all
development in vulnerable
locations.
Supported dune recovery following erosion
events: restricting access to eroded location |Active Communit Proceed to Viabilit
CH1_A CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion A s . . . South Durras Low Low R 4 TBC Yes Yes Yes v
to minimise further disturbance, sand intervention Working Groups Assessment
scraping, revegetation.
Northcove Road Upgrade:
- Raise road as part of option to also provide
resilience to inundation from waves and
catchment flooding.
- Include additional culvert cells t id Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH1_B CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion ne u' © additional culvert cefls oprlow € . ctive . Maloneys Beach None Medium age < Loas ,a Yes Yes TBC Yes roceecto Yiabllity
- capacity for catchment flod flows (raised intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
invert to minimise disturbance on existing
tidal flow)
- Seawall to tie into road upgrade to protect
against coastal erosion
D t f tal hazard
. une mlanageme.n or‘coas al hazar Active . Council Area Based Proceed to Viability
CH1_C CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion protection: nourish, build low dunes and . . Long Beach Medium Extreme 3 Yes Yes Yes Yes
intervention Actions Assessment
vegetate
— Tact " P Viabili
CH1_D CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion Low rock wall to protect public infrastructure: [Active Long Beach Modiom e Council Area Based Yes Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability

Bay Road

intervention

Actions

Assessment
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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
Staged truction of | k wall t
. aged cons ruc lon o w,/ rockwalito " Active . Council Area Based Proceed to Viability
CH1_E CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion protect all private properties and council . . Long Beach Medium Extreme 3 Yes Yes TBC Yes
intervention Actions Assessment
assets.
Batemans Bay
Coastline H: d Combined into LGA wid
CH1_F CH Threat 1 |Coastal Inundation Relocate assets Avoid risk Cullendulla TBC TBC oastline nazar TBC Yes TBC Yes ombine |n40 wiae
- Management Plan option
(2001)
Batemans Bay
Acti Coastline Hazard Combined with opti
CH1_G CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion Beach nourishment i ctive . Cullendulla Unknown | Unknown oastline Hazar TBC Yes TBC Yes ombinec with option
- intervention Management Plan CH1_L
(2001)
Revetment running parallel to the shoreline . e
Acti GHD St 2 (March P d to Viabilit
CH1 H CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion at Surfside Beach, combined with beach . ctive . Surfside Low High age 2 (Marc TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viabllity
- ) intervention 2020) Assessment
nourishment
Offshore low-crest breakwaters in front of
Active GHD Stage 2 (March Proceed to Viabilit
CH1_I CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion Surfside Beach, combined with beach i . Surfside Low High ge 2 TBC Yes TBC Yes 1anfity
. intervention 2020) Assessment
nourishment
CHIJ CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion Nourishment with vegetation stabilisation Actlve ) Surfside e High Stage 2 Coast.al Yes Yes TBC Yes Combined with option
(grasses) intervention Hazard Mapping CH1_ZA
Wharf Road Protection:
- Priority works at exposed corner of Wharf
Road
- Seawall raising infront of Big4, include
walkway along top
- Opportunistic raising of the remainder of . B
CH Threat 1 & Act St 2 Coastal Pi d to Viabilit
CH1_K rea Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation|Wharf Road as maintenance works are . ctive . Surfside / Wharf Road | Medium High age £ Loas .a Yes Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
4 . . intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
undertaken or funding becomes available to
maintain access during inundation events
- trigger based protection of sewer line and
remainder of Wharf Road from erosion:
triggered by erosion event (this component
may form part of CZEAS)
Undertake regular nourishment at Surfside
when dredging is undertaken in Batemans Active Stage 2 Coastal Proceed to Viabilit
CH1_L CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion e .g . . Surfside / Wharf Road | Medium High 8 . Yes Yes Yes Yes 1anfity
Bay / Clyde River. Sand to be placed at intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
locations identified in this CMP.
Apply for the NSW government to purchase
private properties at Wharf Road to assure
current and future generations have public S
. L Proceed to Viability
CH1_M CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion access to the foreshore and beaches. Upon  |Avoid risk Wharf Road Extreme Extreme |Wharf Road CZMP Yes Yes Yes Yes Assessment
successful implementation undertake site
remdiation and clean up, including removal of
illegal coastal protection structures.
. y . Combined into LGA wide
Investigate options for the relocation or .
improved protection of water and sewer review of water a sewer
CH1I_N CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion p S . Avoid risk Wharf Road Medium High Wharf Road CZMP - - - - mains at risk from Coastal
mains at Wharf Road and prioritise against
. ) I Hazards - to better allow for
other infrastructure in the shire. I
prioritisation across LGA
Investigate opportunities to track sediment Umwelt Internal Unlikely to produce an
. . . . See hazards|See hazards| _. . .
CH1_O CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion movement in Batemans Bay using LiDAR Alert Batemans Bay Discussion Paper No No NA Yes outcome that will reduce
- assessment | assessment
flown with a drone (2018) coastal risks
Upgrade existing coastal protection works at
Caseys Beach to reduce likelihood of damage
from wave overtopping during storm events. Active Proceed to Viabilit
CH1_P CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion The design should incorporate a walkway in | . Batehaven High High Council Yes Yes Yes Yes v
) - R intervention Assessment
line with the proposal in the REF for Caseys
Beach which aligns with the Coastal Headland
Walk
Sand ishment post i t - Malua [Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH1_Q CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion and nourishment post erosion even alua . ctive . Malua Bay Low High age 2 Loas ,a Yes Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
~ Bay intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH1_R CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion Private land acquisition - Malua Bay Avoid risk Malua Bay Low High age 2 Loas ,a Yes Yes Yes Yes roceed to Viability
Hazard Mapping Assessment
Sand ish t t i t - Acti St 2 Coastal Pi d to Viabilit
CH1_S CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion an n?urls ment post erosion even . ctive . Tomakin Low High age 2 Loas ,a Yes Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
- Tomakin intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
ri based stabilisation of sand spit t Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CHLT CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion rieger based stavilisation of sand spitto - |Active Tomakin Low High age 2 Loasta TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
~ rocky outcrop at Tomakin Cove intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
Offsh: f dissipation - Tomaki Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CHI_U CHThreat1 |Beach Erosion shore reef / wave dissipation - Tomakin  |Active Tomakin Low High |>1oBe s toasta TBC Yes TBC Yes roceecto Viabllity
~ Cove intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
Private land isition - North end of Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH1V CHThreat 1 |Beach Erosion rivate fland acquisition - Rorth end o Avoid risk Broulee Low High age < Loas ,a Yes Yes Yes Yes roceecto Yiabllity
- Broulee Hazard Mapping Assessment
Prioriti tati t on d t | Actit St 2 Coastal Combined with opti
CH1_ W CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion rloritise vegetation management on dune a ) ctive R Broulee Low High age 0as ,a Yes Yes Yes Yes ombinec with option
- northern end of beach intervention Hazard Mapping CD1_B
Acti P d to Viabilit
CH1. X CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion Beach Nourishment, One tree Beach ! ctive . Tuross Heads Unknown | Unknown |Tuross / Coila CMP TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
~ intervention Assessment
Sewage pump stations and reticulation
infrastructure on frontal dunes/waterfront  |Active See hazards|See hazards Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
CH1_Y CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion . . . All Discussion Paper Yes Yes TBC Yes v
- reserves — coastal protection works or intervention assessment | assessment (2018) Assessment
relocation upon renewal
Confirm locations of stormwater outlets in
the immediate coastal erosion hazard area See hazards|See hazard: Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
CH1.Z CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion . ) ) Alert All ee hazards|See hazards Discussion Paper Yes Yes TBC Yes Y
- and identify any risk from coastal hazards to assessment | assessment (2018) Assessment
the outlets.
G fields, bined with beach Acti . GHD Stage 2 (March P d to Viabilit
CH1_ZA CH Threat 1 |Beach Erosion roy.ne €'ds, combined with beac i ctive . Surfside Extreme Extreme age 2 (Marc| TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
nourishment intervention 2020) Assessment
Check structural stability and drainage
arrangements at properties between Beach )
Road and the Corrigan’s Beach Headland; Corrigans Beach, Umwelt Internal Replaced with updated
CH10_A CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability . s ’ Alert Caseys Beach, Long Unknown | Unknown |Discussion Paper - - - - P . P
dwellings north of Bronte Crescent at Caseys options below
. Beach (2018)
Beach Headland and properties close to the
cliff at Long Beach.
M t of cliff instability at south end ~ |Acti C it Replaced with updated
CH10_B CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability anagement of clift instability at south en i ctive . Malua Bay Unknown | Unknown omnl'\um ¥ - - - - ep aceA With update
- of Malua Bay intervention Working Groups options below
Conduct periodic inspections of the slopes of
the cliffs and bluffs at Corrigans Headland, .
. Corrigans Headland, .
Sunshine Bay, Caseys Beach Headland and Sunshine Bay, Casevs ACT Geotechnical Proceed to Viabilit
CH10_C CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability Long Beach Headland to identify evidence of [Alert v, v Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd Yes Yes Yes Yes v
. o Beach Headland and Assessment
instability, such as loose rock, mantle creep, (2012)
[ . . Long Beach Headland
stormwater incision, tension cracks or leaning
or fallen trees.
A check of the structural stability of the
dwellings and retaining structures between
Beach Road and the coastal reserve at the
SW end of Corrigan’s Beach Headland, those Corrigans Beach, ACT Geotechnical ) .
5 " N . . . Council have advised that
CH10_D CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability north of Bronte Crescent near the cliff edge |Alert Caseys Beach, and Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd No Yes Yes Yes this is not required
at Casey’s Beach Headland, those close to the Long Beach (2012) q
cliff edge at Long Beach Headland and those
close to the slope at the rear of the dwellings
in Bay Road, Long Beach.
Maintain or improve native vegetation cover
t | tal cliffs and bluffs. Priority to th
on.s eep sl opets on coastal cliffs and bluffs ) riority to those ACT Geotechnical o
. . This may also involve weed management and |Active affected by N 5 . Proceed to Viability
CH10_E CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability X Ny ) . . Medium High  [Engineers Pty Ltd Yes Yes Yes Yes
use of matting/geotextile to protect the intervention geotechnical hazards, (2012) Assessment
surface from erosion as well as control and accessible.
weeds.
Prepare community and landholder
inf ti bout th tential i ts of
LTOOLTESLZEilait o:azafdzoa:;vlvah Ir:zrances ° Umwelt Internal Not considered high
CH10_F CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability P v v Alert All Medium High Discussion Paper No Yes Yes Yes priority. Do not proceed to

slopes on the shore of Batemans Bay and
elsewhere in the Shire are affected by
geotechnical hazards.

(2018)

viability assessment
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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
Installation of safety and warning signs:
- Install general warning signs along the base
of the headlands at Corrigans, Caseys and .
Long Beaches to warn wjkers of thi ACT Geotechnical Proceed to Viabilit
CH10_G CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability 8 X Alert All Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- potential hazards. (2012) Assessment
- Fences and warning signs be installed along
the top of steep slopes where a risk exists of
persons falling over the edge.
Rip-rap be placed along the base of slopes
where active erosion is occurring or likely to
occur with a rise in sea level Mittin sh\i)uld Active ACT Geotechnical
CH10_H CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability i s . . All Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd Yes Yes Yes Yes Combined with CH10_E
- also be placed upslope to support the intervention
) . . (2012)
establishment and maintenance of suitable
vegetation to prevent further erosion.
Install and maintai face dish drain at
tr:e :o aZf sr;lalzsatlg c?i\j::ta\ltheI:aw;al?rza)m Active ACT Geotechnical Proceed to Viabilit
CH10_| CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability P P ) v . . All Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd Yes Yes Yes Yes v
slopes that are being eroded or have the intervention (2012) Assessment
potential to be so.
The caves at the cliff base on the western
side of Corrigan’s Beach Headland and
northern side of Casey’s Beach Headland be Active Corrigans Beach ACT Geotechnical Council have advised that
CH10_J CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability filled with rip-rap and the slope above . . s ! Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd No Yes Yes Yes . .
I N . R intervention Caseys Beach this is not required
stabilised with vegetation, or alternatively (2012)
the caves could be deliberately collapsed in a
controlled manner.
Coloured shotcrete or similar material to
blend in with the environment be applied to
the interior of the cave at the base of the cliff
t Corrigan’s Beach Headland and th
at Forrigan's eac_ cactan ) andthe . ) ACT Geotechnical . .
. . undercut upper cliff at Casey’s Beach Active Corrigans Beach, N 5 . Council have advised that
CH10_K CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability . . . Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd No Yes Yes Yes o )
Headland to prevent further weathering and |intervention Caseys Beach (2012) this is not required
erosion. Alternatively, the cave can be fenced
off or meshed, and be regularly monitored
(say every 6 months) and any loose rock(s)
removed.
If necessary, chain wire be placed over the Active ACT Geotechnical
CH10_L CH Threat 10 |Coastal Cliff Instability slope immediately behind the dwelling very intervention Long Beach Medium High Engineers Pty Ltd No Yes Yes No Do not proceed to viability
close to the slope in Bay Road, Long Beach. (2012)
Murramarang Nature
Resort.
Prepare frontal dune management plan for
. Beach reserves at Umwelt Internal
dunes seaward of caravan parks and camping . .
rounds, and foreshore reserves to optimise Maloneys Beach, Long Discussion Paper Proceed to Viabilit
CH9_A CH Threat 9 |Dune Slope Instability 8 o . P Alert Beach, Surfside Medium High (2018), ESC Yes Yes Yes Yes v
resilience of the dunes as protection for R ) . Assessment
temporary land uses and enhance ecological Corrigans (include Environmental
P . y 8 Clyde View Holiday Division
connectivity.
Park)
Malua Bay reserve
Management of un-named ICOLL / Wetland Active Communit: Proceed to Viabilit
CH4_A CH Threat 4 Coastal Inundation to protect against coastal inundation ! . South Durras Unknown | Unknown ) Y TBC Yes TBC Yes v
- - B intervention Working Groups Assessment
(stabilise dune so breakout doesn’t occur)
Bat B:
Active Czai:rl‘iiZSH:zyard Combined with dune
CH4_B CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation Beach nourishment i . Long Beach Medium High - - - - management option for
intervention Management Plan erosion hazard protection
(2001) P
. . . Batemans Bay . .
Beach reshaping and nourishment to raise Active Coastline Hazard Combined into the
CH4_C CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation the dune to prevent overtopping during . . Surfside Beach Extreme Extreme - - - - revetment wall and flood
maior storms intervention Management Plan levee options
. (2001) P
Flood levee to protect against stormsurge . e
Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH4_D CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation inundation from creek / estuary (surf side . ctive . Surfside Extreme Extreme age £ toas .a TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
creek and Cullendulla)
Stage 2 Coastal Combined with opti
CH4_F CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation Wharf Road Raising Avoid risk Wharf Road Low High age < Loas ,a Yes Yes TBC Yes ombined with option
Hazard Mapping CH1_K
Wharf Road
. Active art Roa R R Stage 2 Coastal Proceed to Viability
CH4_G CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation Flood gates on stormwater outlets . . Batemans Bay to Varied Varied X TBC Yes TBC No
intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
Batehaven
Batemans Bay
§] di d raising th. k wall along the [Acti Coastline Hazard P d to Viabilit
CH4_H CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation perading an. raising the rock wall along the . cive . Wharf Road Low High oastiine Hazar TBC Yes TBC Yes roceecto Yiabllity
- western section of Wharf Road intervention Management Plan Assessment
(2001)
Batemans Bay
Reshapi d additional rock ired to|Acti Coastline Hazard P d to Viabilit
CH4_1 CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation es 'aplng ar? ,a ! Io,n,a rock are required to . ctive . Batemans Bay CBD Medium High oastiine Hazar TBC Yes TBC Yes roceecto Viabllity
- repair the existing training wall intervention Management Plan Assessment
(2001)
Active Stage 2 Coastal
CH4_J CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation Seawall raising . . Batemans Bay CBD Medium High 8 . TBC Yes TBC Yes Combined with CH4_K
intervention Hazard Mapping
Seawall raising. See CBD masterplan for
proposed extent.
Install wave return barriers (e.g. curved Active Batemans Bay to Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
CH4_K CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation . .g._ . . Y Medium High Discussion Paper TBC Yes TBC TBC Y
- capping) on the sea wall protecting the intervention Batehaven (2018) Assessment
Batemans Bay foreshore, to reduce impact of
wash-over in short to medium term.
Gradually raise th d level of Beach Road
. .ra ua. Y raise the road leve 0, each Roa . Batemans Bay to N Stage 2 Coastal Proceed to Viability
CH4_L CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation (its entire length), through routine Avoid risk High Extreme X Yes Yes TBC Yes
. Batehaven Hazard Mapping Assessment
maintenance.
i illi i : P d to Viabilit
CcHA_M CHThreat 4 |Coastal Inundation Ac{a_ptatlon pathway through filling and asset |Planning for Bate.mans Bay ER. ER—. Stage 2 Coast.al TBC TBC TBC Yes roceed to Viability
raising change Corrigans area Hazard Mapping Assessment
Batemans Bay Do not proceed due to
. Construction of a levee around the caravan  |Active . Coastline Hazard drainaige impacts and
CH4_N CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation . . Hanging Rock Extreme Extreme Yes Yes No Yes o .
park area intervention Management Plan feasibility issues associated
(2001) with access across the levee
Batemans Bay Do not proceed due to
Construction of a | d all of th Acti Coastline Hazard drainaige il ts and
CH4_O CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation ons.ruc ‘onota e.v.et_e aroundafiorthe . ctive . Hanging Rock Extreme Extreme oastiine Hazar Yes Yes No Yes ra!rTalg'e ‘mpac sarl
- Hanging Rock subdivision intervention Management Plan feasibility issues associated
(2001) with access across the levee
. . Do not process to viability
L flood b long foresh d Acti Stage 2 Coastal
CH4_P CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation evee / floo al’l’lfél’ alon foresnore an X ctive . Batemans Bay Extreme Extreme age £ Loas .a Yes Yes No Yes assessment due to
- flood gates at Marina Entrance intervention Hazard Mapping . R )
engineering constraints
There are a significant number of properties
impacted by both coastal and catchment
flooding between Hanging Rock Creek and
Joes Criek A flood refi egshould be Emergenc Stage 2 Coastal To be considered as part of
CH4_Q CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation . . 8 . gency Batemans Bay Extreme Extreme 8 . Yes Yes Yes Yes Floodplain Risk
- established to allow safe evacuation of Response Hazard Mapping
. . Management Program
homes in the event of flooding. The refuge
should be set above PMF Catchment and 100
Year ARI Coastal Inundation flood levels.
Stage 2 Coastal Proceed to Viabilit
CH4_R CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation Raising of George Bass Drive Avoid risk Batehaven Extreme Extreme 8 X Yes Yes TBC Yes v
Hazard Mapping Assessment
E R Plan - Big4 Bat Ei St 2 Coastal Pi d to Viabilit
CH4_S CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation mergency Response Flan - Blga Batemans mergency Batemans Bay Extreme Extreme age £ Loas .a Yes Yes Yes Yes roceed to Viability
Bay Beach Resort Response Hazard Mapping Assessment
Offsh f fi dissipation - C. Acti Stage 2 Coastal P d to Viabilit
CH4_T CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation shore reetforwave dissipation - Laseys . ctive . Batehaven High Extreme age £ toas .a TBC Yes TBC Yes roceed to Viability
Beach intervention Hazard Mapping Assessment
E R Plan - Beach b Ei
CH4_U CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation mt_ergency esponse Flan - Beachcomber mergency Potato Point Medium High Site inspections Yes Yes Yes Yes Combined with CH4_S
Holiday Park Response
A d raising - Beach ber Holid, P d to Viabilit
CH4_V CH Threat 4 |Coastal Inundation ceess road raising - beachcomber Holiday Avoid risk Potato Point Medium High Site inspections Yes Yes Yes Yes roceed to Viability
Park Assessment
Implement a program to monitor
groundwater response to sea level rise to . R,
Council Area Based Proceed to Viabilit
CH5_A CH Threat 5 |Tidal Inundation determine scope of the hazard and risk to Alert Surfside Low Medium Actions Yes Yes Yes Yes Assessment v
Surfside and existing governance and
planning practices.
Management of un-named ICOLL / Wetland  [Active Communit Proceed to Viabilit
CH8_A CHThreat8 |Entrance Management & . /, . . . South Durras Medium High R 4 TBC Yes Yes Yes v
to restore natural opening and closing regime |intervention Working Groups Assessment
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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
South Durras,
Surfside, Joes Creek, )
Active Short Beach, Wimbie - Council Proceed to Viabilit
CH8_B CH Threat 8 Entrance Management Review of ICOLL EMP . . o Medium High - Community Yes Yes Yes Yes v
intervention Beach, Kianga, Little Working Grouns Assessment
Lake (Narooma), J P
Nangudga Lake
Congo, Potato Point,
ICOLL Entrance Management Policy - Active Lake Brou, Lake Proceed to Viabilit
CH8_C CH Threat 8 |Entrance Management N g N v ) . ! Medium High NPWS Yes Yes Yes Yes 1ability
engagement and finalisation intervention Mummaga, Corunna Assessment
Lake
Active Communit: Proceed to Viabilit
CH9_A CH Threat 9 |Dune Slope Instability Dune stability management (rabbit impacts) |. . Rosedale Beach Unknown | Unknown R v TBC Yes Yes Yes v
intervention Working Groups Assessment
Drainage infrastructure to manage erosion of . . R
Active Communit: Proceed to Viabilit
CH9_B CH Threat 9 |Dune Slope Instability dune caused by stormwater runoff at the end |, . Rosedale Beach Unknown | Unknown . v Yes Yes Yes Yes v
intervention Working Groups Assessment
of Knowlman Road
Prepare a preliminary coastal risk assessment
CH Threats for national parks along the ESC coast, to . ) ) U_rnwelt_ Internal Proceed to Viability
CHALL_A All understand the scope of coastal process, Alert National Parks Varied Varied |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes
(All) L . Assessment
hazard and risk issues and timeframes of (2018)
potential impacts
Review design and resilience of ocean boat Umwelt Internal
CH Threats 1 Planning for No boat ramps in hi risk
CH14_A Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation [ramps, in relation to safety and impact of g TBC Varied Varied |Discussion Paper no Yes Yes Yes . P N .
and 4 . change location (for erosion risk)
storm conditions (2018)
Assess resilience of surf club buildings to
CH Threats 1 storm events, to provide input to emergency [Planning for Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
CH14_B Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation - top P gency g TBC Varied Varied |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes v
and 4 response preparedness and a surf club change (2018) Assessment
adaptation plan
There already is signage.
Manage risk to life at unsafe beaches (e.g. Active Community . Y 8! ) 8!
NA #N/A . . . . Rosedale Beach Unknown | Unknown . No Yes Yes Yes Council is not supportive of
Rosedale) - possibly signage? intervention Working Groups . N
additional signage.
Opportunities for historical swimming site at Communit Proceed to Viabilit
CHO_A Opportunity |#N/A pp 8 Alert Moruya Heads NA NA . v No TBC NA Yes v
Moruya Heads Working Groups Assessment
Consider a ESC coast event/festival to
promote tourism opportunities, specifically
. linked to coastal values Active U_rnwelt_ Internal Proceed to Viability
CHO_B Opportunity |[#N/A Or . . All NA NA Discussion Paper NA Yes NA Yes
) - . intervention Assessment
Integrate with existing festivals such as (2018)
Narooma Oyster Festival, River of Art and Bay
Paddle Challenge
Conflict over resource access and use [Manage user conflicts at Bingie Dreaming Active . Community Proceed to Viability
RA1_A RA Threat 1 . . Congo Low Medium R Yes Yes Yes Yes
(e.g. beach users and dog walkers)  |Track intervention Working Groups Assessment
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, ) .
. . . Active " N Community . .
RA2_A RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore Dune vegetation protection . . South Durras Medium High . Yes Yes Yes Yes Combine with CH9_A
. intervention Working Groups
development, commercial and
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, Dune vegetation management - Rosedale Active Communit Proceed to Viabilit
RA2_B RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore 8 8 . . Rosedale Beach Medium High R Y Yes Yes Yes Yes Y
. Beach intervention Working Groups Assessment
development, commercial and
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Planting, signage, access
restriction has been
undertaken numerous time
and doesn’t work as people
Habitat (physical) and wildlife ) peop
. " . " continue to walk around at
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, Manage access along spit at Tomakin Beach . Community L
. K R ) Active . N . . high tide and get blocked,
RA2_C RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore to reduce impacts on vegetation and spit . . Tomakin Medium High Working Groups, No Yes Yes Yes .
. L intervention . sending them over the top.
development, commercial and stability Council .
. - The management of the spit
recreational fishing methods, etc) .
will be assessed through a
seperate Management plan
for Tomaga Spit (seperate
project).
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, . 5
. N N Active . N Community . N
RA2_D RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore Consolidate pedestrian access across dunes | . Broulee Medium High ) Yes Yes Yes Yes Combine with RA2_B
. intervention Working Groups
development, commercial and
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
N (phy ) Shorebird management across Eurobodalla:
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, Using our shorebird layer, identify shorebird |Active Environmental Proceed to Viabilit
RA2_E RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore g 3 Ver, 3 Y ! . All Medium High ) Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- . nesting sites and target these sites for pest  |intervention Services Assessment
development, commercial and
. L control.
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
N (phy ) Provide direction, funding and support for
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, community involvement in on ground works |Active Umwelt Internal
RA2_F RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore ¥ 8 i . All Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes Combine with CH9_A
- R along the ESC coast — through intervention
development, commercial and N (2018)
i i Coastcare/Landcare projects.
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Habitat (physical) and wildlife
. (phy ) Conduct follow up work on weeds of National
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, Significance in coastal reserves — e.g. from  |Active Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
RA2_G RA Threat 2 |overcrowding, foreshore 8! ) 3 ot ! . All Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes Y
- R Corrigans Beach to Mosquito Bay (2014-15) |intervention Assessment
development, commercial and . (2018)
. L and then in coastal reserves further south.
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Poorly located, poorly maintained Umwelt Internal
Y ) ! p' v Develop a ‘round the bay’ coastal walk and ~ [Active Batemans Bay . . . . Proceed to Viability
RA3_A RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and X . Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Unknown Yes
X I cycleway for Batemans Bay intervention Foreshore Assessment
supporting facilities (2018)
Poorly located, poorly maintained Bridge crossing at Cullendulla Creek to link . " . R,
Active Council - Tourism Proceed to Viabilit
RA3_B RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and the area up with Murramarrang walk and . . Cullendulla Medium Medium ) / Yes Yes Unknown Yes v
N N intervention planning Assessment
supporting facilities Coastal Headland walk
Monitor usage of marina berths and swing Unclear what threat this
moorings in Batemans Bay, includin option was looking to
Poorly located, poorly maintained 8 R v s Umwelt Internal P N s
) i courtesy moorings N . ) ) address. Without further
RA3_C RAThreat3  [and/or inappropriate access and . ) - Alert Batemans Bay Medium | Medium |Discussion Paper No Yes NA Yes . . .
supporting facilities Monitor changes in the condition of sea grass (2018) detail provided in Umwelt
PP e beds at or around swing moorings and in the (2018) unable to progress to
Batemans Bay marina Viability Stage
Unclear what threat this
L Subject to outcomes of DI-Land and Water option was looking to
Poorly located, poorly maintained Minor Ports Strategy development, promote |Active Umwelt Internal address. Without further
RA3_D RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and 8y X P ’ p. L i . Batemans Bay Medium Medium |Discussion Paper No Yes NA Yes L .
supporting facilities Batemans Bay as a suitable area for visiting  [intervention (2018) detail provided in Umwelt
PP g yachts. (2018) unable to progress to
Viability Stage
Unclear what threat this
S option was looking to
Poorly located, poorly maintained Umwelt Internal
Y ) ! p' v Continue maintenance and upgrade of the Active N . ) ) address. Without further
RA3_E RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and . . . Batemans Bay Medium Medium |Discussion Paper No Yes Yes Yes . . .
supporting facilities Batemans Bay public wharf intervention (2018) detail provided in Umwelt
PP 8 (2018) unable to progress to
Viability Stage
Improve facilities for tourism at Corrigans
Beach, in line with EDELS 2011 and Royal
Haskoning 2015.
This includes: Umwelt Internal
L eImproved & all-levels inclusive disabled . .
Poorly located, poorly maintained . Discussion Paper -
) i access Active . N . R Proceed to Viability
RA3_F RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and " . . Corrigans Medium Medium |(2018), 'ESC Yes Yes Yes Yes
X s eFacilities for kayaks and SUPs intervention . Assessment
supporting facilities . . Environmental
*Courtesy moorings and short term berths in Service
Batemans Bay
eImproved trailer parking
eSewage pump out facility
*Deep water marina berths for visiting yachts
Poorly located, poorly maintained Upgrade beach reserve infrastructure at Umwelt Internal
v . ! p' v P8 N . " L Active . " . . Proceed to Viability
RA3_G RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and Malua Bay, including toilet block, picnic . . Malua Bay Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes
intervention Assessment

supporting facilities

shelters

(2018)
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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
Poorly located, poorly maintained Umwelt Internal
Y ) ! p' v Provide a walking path from Malua Bay to Active Malua Bay to . N . ) This option is covered by
RA3_H RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and X . . X Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes TBC Yes .,
. s McKenzies Beach. intervention McKenzies Beach BMP's Coastal walk plan
supporting facilities (2018)
Poorly located, poorly maintained Umwelt Internal
! Provide basic public toilet facilities at Active Proceed to Viabilit
RA3_I RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and . P . . McKenzies Beach Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes TBC Yes v
- . N McKenzies Beach. intervention Assessment
supporting facilities (2018)
Poorly located, poorly maintained Communit
Y X ! p' v . . X . 5 5 X Y Proceed to Viability
RA3_J RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and Look at parking options at McKenzies Beach [Alert McKenzies Beach Medium Medium |Working Groups / Yes Yes TBC Yes Assessment
supporting facilities Umwelt (2018)
Poorly located, poorly maintained Review and upgrade access paths and public Umwelt Internal
v . p. v . P8 P P Active . . . . Proceed to Viability
RA3_K RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and toilets, showers etc. at One Tree Beach i . Tuross Lake Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes TBC Yes
- " . . intervention Assessment
supporting facilities (Tuross), to enhance safety and amenity. (2018)
Improving access and providing protection of
- midden sites along Mummaga Headland by
Poorly located, poorly maintained L . . o . S
X K formalising access on the south/eastern side |Active N N Site inspections, Proceed to Viability
RA3_L RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and X . i . Dalmeny Medium Medium Yes Yes Yes Yes
- ) N of headland, and revegetating the sections of |intervention Wagonga LALC Assessment
supporting facilities . . N
exposed midden and cliff face that are being
used as informal tracks
There is no desire by
Council to formalise this
Poorly located, poorly maintained coastal walk (there is
v X ! p' v Coastal walk opportunity: Mystery Bay to Active . . Community N (
RA3_M RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and X . Mystery Bay Medium Medium . TBC TBC TBC Yes already an informal walk).
. I Narooma intervention Working Groups
supporting facilities Area has a number of
Aboriginal culturally
significant sites.
Investigate, prioritise and improve beach
Poorly located, poorly maintained access in key beach locations (particularly . N
. . . . . Active " " " Proceed to Viability
RA3_N RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and ensuring disability inclusive access to . . All Medium Medium |Council Yes Yes Yes Yes
) L " N i intervention Assessment
supporting facilities beaches). Aligns with Draft Marine Park
Management Plan (action 5.4c)
Continue to promote existing coastal walks
such as coastal walks in Murramarang
Poorly located, poorly maintained National Park, Broulee Island, Bingie Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
1 1
RA3_O RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and Dreaming, Mystery Bay to 1080 Beach, Alert All Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes A . ¥
ssessmen
supporting facilities Mangrove walk at Cullendulla Creek, Durras (2018)
discovery and Banksia Walk at Burrewarra
Point, Mill Bay Board walk at Narooma.
—_— Provision of lifeguard services at most
Poorly located, poorly maintained X . Umwelt Internal B ) L
. . popular beaches and work with SLSA for Active N . . . Not suitable for inclusion in
RA3_P RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and i . All Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes
- . e weekend coverage of other beaches, across |intervention the CMP
supporting facilities . (2018)
the peak summer visitor season
Poorly I.ocated, p(.norly maintained _Upgrade pa_rklr?g, fencing, lookouts and Active ' ' U_rnwelt_ Internal Proceed to Viability
RA3_Q RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and interpretation in reserves on coastal . . All Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes
- N N intervention Assessment
supporting facilities headlands around Batemans Bay. (2018)
Prepare a beach reserve asset audit for the
Poorly located, poorly maintained whole coast, to identify the adequacy, Umwelt Internal Already completed b
RA3_R RA Threat 3 |and/or inappropriate access and suitability and safety of toilet blocks, picnic ~ |Alert All beach reserves Medium Medium |Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes yc°un:il v
supporting facilities tables/shade shelters, and coastal access (2018)
stairs and paths
Active recreational use (recreational . . .
. . Monitor usage and impacts of high usage on . .
boating, motorised watercraft, N . 5 Community Proceed to Viability
RA6_A RA Threat 6 . 3 L bike tracks between Broulee Head and Alert Bengello Beach Medium High R Yes Yes Yes Yes
camping etc) - recreational activities Working Groups Assessment
. . . Moruya Heads
needing associated infrastructure
. . . Implement Mystery Bay Campground
Active recreational use (recreational - N
boating, motorised watercraft, Management Plan to mitigate impacts of Active Communit Management Plan alread
RA6_B RA Threat 6 ,g’ R S overcrowding and inappropriate use / access |. R Mystery Bay Medium High . Y Yes Yes Yes Yes R 8 . M
- camping etc) - recreational activities . . N intervention Working Groups in place and implemented
. . X (e.g. loss of vegetation and habitat, litter,
needing associated infrastructure . )
disturbance of cultural sites)
Insufficient community and visitor
awareness of the values and threats |Increase community awareness of Communit Proceed to Viabilit
1 M
EGC2_A EGC Threat 2 |to the coastal environment, and lack |importance of dunes for habitat and erosion |Alert All Medium High R ¥ Yes Yes Yes Yes ¥
- . . . . Working Groups Assessment
of engagement with managing this  [protection
environment
Community awareness and consultation .
Not necessary or realistic
= B . program on the value of coastal reserves, ) R ,
Insufficient community and visitor ) actions — Council don’t have
linked to update of plans of management for .
awareness of the values and threats reserves to align with the CMP. Target Umwelt Internal the resources to dedicate to
EGC2_B EGC Threat 2 |to the coastal environment, and lack 8 . -larg . Alert All Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes this & don’t see it as a
- . . . encroachment of private uses onto public L .
of engagement with managing this . N ) (2018) priority. Community are
. reserves and clearing of native vegetation on .
environment . A pretty well informed on
reserves, adjacent to residences — to
L . y coastal processes.
maintain views or for other private benefit.
Not necessary or realistic
Insufficient community and visitor . . actions — Council don’t have
Community awareness and education .
awareness of the values and threats bout tal cal Pl ing f Umwelt Internal the resources to dedicate to
rograms about coastal processes, coasta anning for . . . . R .
EGC2_C EGC Threat 2 |to the coastal environment, and lack prog P _ g X e All Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes this & don’t see itas a
. : . hazards and coastal change, including climate |change L. .
of engagement with managing this . (2018) priority. Community are
. change and sea level rise .
environment pretty well informed on
coastal processes.
Insufficient or inappropriate Monitoring of coastal environment for Umwelt Internal N .
. " n " . . Council doesn’t do SoE
EGC3_A EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the [reporting in council’s state of the Alert All Medium High Discussion Paper Yes No Yes Yes reportin
coastal environment environment reports and/or annual reports (2018) P 8
Insufficient or inappropriate Work with relevant State Agencies to . Umwelt Internal -
> Planning for N 5 ) ) Proceed to Viability
EGC3_B EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the [strengthen shared and consistent change TBC Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes Assessment
coastal environment management of coastal land. 8 (2018)
Insufficient or inappropriate Umwelt Internal
EGC3_C EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the |Community satisfaction surveys Alert All Medium High Discussion Paper No Yes Yes Yes Already in place
coastal environment (2018)
Umwelt Internal
Use this information to update plans of ) )
- . . Discussion Paper
Insufficient or inappropriate management for the reserved lands and Plannin for (2018) Proceed to Viabilit
1 M
EGC3_D EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the |highlight assets (natural or built) within the h J All Medium High Yes Yes Yes Yes A . v
change ssessmen
coastal environment reserves that need changed management to s
- . Stage 2 Hazards
mitigate coastal risks.
Study
Update plans of management for coastal
national parks, including review of current
. ) . arrangements for access, interactions
Insufficient or inappropriate between national parks and adjoining lands  |Planning for Umwelt Internal Proceed to Viabilit
EGC3_E EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the . P . . ! 8 8 National Parks Medium High Discussion Paper Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- ) for recreation and tourism (include change Assessment
coastal environment . . (2018)
maintenance of access infrastructure), weed
species; address or foreshadow when
necessary any coastal hazard risks.
Insufficient or inappropriate Maintenance of State Agency owned coastal |Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC3_F EGC Threat 3 |governance and management of the . . gency . . TBC Medium High Taskforce meeting Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- ) assets to engineering and safety standards intervention Assessment
coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_A EGC Threat 4 ) Opportunities for cultural burning . . All High Extreme |Council Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- management of cultural heritage and intervention Assessment
use within the coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of Development and implementation of
Traditional Owners in the | .p P Active 5 Aboriginal Proceed to Viability
EGC4_B EGC Threat 4 5 Aboriginal cultural resource use agreements, |. . All High Extreme Yes Yes Yes Yes
management of cultural heritage and X . intervention engagement Assessment
- X Sea Country plans or other planning tools i
use within the coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Support Aboriginal cultural tourism Aboriginal Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_C | EGCThreat 4 ) pport Avorlg Alert Al High | Extreme € Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- management of cultural heritage and |opportunities engagement Assessment

use within the coastal environment
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APPENDIX C - LONG LIST OF OPTIONS AND FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENT

Current Future Statutory and Engineering Outcome of Feasibility
ID Threat Management Option Option Type Location Source of Option Reduces risk olic Adaptive
8 P P yp Risk (2021)|Risk (2100) P p " Y feasibility P Assessment
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Aboriginal coastal management - youth Aboriginal Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_D | EGCThreat4 ) &l anag v Alert Al High | Extreme € Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- management of cultural heritage and |education opportunities engagement Assessment
use within the coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of Support local Aboriginal Communities DPE. NPWS &
Traditional Owners in the manage cultural heritage from coastal Active 5 - Proceed to Viability
EGC4_E EGC Threat 4 N N . . All High Extreme |Aboriginal Yes Yes Yes Yes
management of cultural heritage and |hazards and sea level rise and other coastal |intervention Assessment
. ) engagement
use within the coastal environment  |threats
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_F EGC Threat 4 . Improve access to Country . . All High Extreme |DPE Yes Yes Yes Yes v
- management of cultural heritage and intervention Assessment
use within the coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_G EGC Threat 4 5 Identify and use Aboriginal place names . . All High Extreme |DPE Yes Yes Yes Yes v
management of cultural heritage and intervention Assessment
use within the coastal environment
Insufficient involvement of
Traditional Owners in the Review, update and implement PoM for Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_H EGC Threat 4 5 . P p . . Barlings Beach High Extreme |Traditional Owners Yes Yes Yes Yes Y
- management of cultural heritage and |Aboriginal Place at Barlings Beach intervention Assessment
use within the coastal environment
Collaborate with the Local Aboriginal
Insufficient involvement of Community to prepare an Aboriginal
Traditional Owners in the Seasonal Calendar to showcase traditional Active Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_| EGC Threat 4 . . . . . All High Extreme |Traditional Owners Yes Yes Yes Yes v
management of cultural heritage and |land management, food & medicine practices |intervention Assessment
use within the coastal environment |and deeper understanding of the land &
climate.
Insufficient involvement of Manage access issues and erosion at
Traditional Owners in the targeted sites of significant value to Active Tilba Beach, Proceed to Viabilit
EGC4_J EGC Threat 4 3 g. . 8 . . . i . ! High Extreme |Traditional Owners Yes Yes Yes Yes v
management of cultural heritage and |Aboiriginal Community as identified by the  |intervention Nangudga, Broulee Assessment

use within the coastal environment

LALC's
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Appendix D Viability Assessment
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Medium| _High i T ium| High | High | High i ium| High | High | High | High |Extreme|Extreme|Extreme|Extreme| High | High | Low |Medium)
Threat | Social
! ! y ! Current |FutureRisk|  Levelof i i - Recurrent Annual b ! |Environmental | Acceptability Adjusted for | Include in CMP /
D [Threat Management Area |Management Option Supporting statement OptionType  [Location ) 2100) Lead Agency Partners Funding Source Capital Cost Timing o 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 1 2 |mitstion B;r;e:t ot seor | sore 1| TotalScore | Ao Pt
The penguins local to Batemans Bay are found
only on islands, where there were no cats,
foxes, dogs or humans. About 15 percent of this
population live on Snapper Island. Councir's
0 Thret|COBt development resutting infoss | s naper sland Penguin sustainability team and Landcare volunteers s naper sand Coundl, CRE Grants NS
1A of plant and animal species (habitat e pper 8 undertake work on Snapper Island, clearing ~ |Alert PP ¢ Medium | High MCA Only Council NA uncll, ants, $9,000 Year 1 and ongoing $9,000 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 0 2 2 10 5 cvp
1 [ rea program ; ] . Batemans Bay Environmental Trust
disturbance o loss) environmental weeds and plastic pollution and
providing additional nesting opportunities for
the little penguins. This option recommends
angoing monitoring of the Penguin colony on
Snapper Island.
Coastal development resulting in loss ) Dune vegetation management to prioritise the Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
018 |72 ¢ plant and animal species (habitat |02t Dune vegetation management - | oo of the beach to mitigate erosion | CUVC Broulee Medium |  High MCA Only Council DPE Environmental Trust, Coastcare $10,000 Year2to4and $10,000 2 2 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 2 0 15 0 1 2 18 9 cvp
1 [ Environment Area |northern end of Broulee beach |- c ’ intervention ongoing
or loss) risk to the road and private properties. Grants
Coastal development resulting in loss Council staff dentified significant weed growth Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
o1 | TN ¢ blant and animal species (habitat |02t Weed management in coastal |\ o any of the coastal headlands within the |"S0Y¢ Al Medium |  High MCA Only Council DPE, LLS Environmental Trust, Coastcare $10,000 Year2todand $10,000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 6 0 2 2 10 5 cvp
1 [ Environment Area  [areas intervention ongoing
disturbance or loss) LGA. Grants
Water quality issues have been identified by the
community (through the community working
roups) and by Mogo LALC. It was suspected
0 Threat| Weter olution from urban vestigate source of water |2t the ssues were a result of landfil leachate DPE, DPI, Coundl CAE Grants NS Vear2to4and
c2.A stormwater and treated effluent  |Coastal Use Area & |/ runoff, stormwater or sewer overflow. Alert Surf Beach & Broulee Low Medium MCA Only Council Tranditional unel ronts: $15,000 S0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 2 1 0 1 0 1 1 o 0 o 0 o 0 o a 1 2 2 9 5 cvp
2 quality issues at Surf Beach r Environmental Trust ongoing
discharge Investigation was carried out including water Owners
quality testing, which confirmed no bacterial
contamination at Broulee, but examination of
Surf Beach is ongoing.
[The CMP identified high risk
locations with regards to urban
drainage impacts on marine
water quality. Consider
0 Thret| Water pollution from urban constal installation of water quality ctive Coundl, CRE Grants NS
2.0 stormwater and treated effluent . improvement devices (e.g.  [See option details and analysis in CMP ’ : Al low | Medium MCA Only £sc opE uncl g $50,000 Year2to4 $1,000 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 1 2 2 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 3 0 1 1 5 3 No
2 Environment Area intervention Environmental Trust
discharge (GPTs) at key locations to
improve receiving water quality.
Consideration should be given
to Actions 2.3c and 2.3d in the
Marine Park Management Plan.
Cookies Beach
Caseys Beach
Surf Beach
Pollution of water, beach sand and Beach watch monitoring | The Beachwatch Program, in partnership with Vialua Bay
CD Threat|other habitat areas with litter, solid |Coastal rogram for water qualityat |7 1S undertaken every year from the start of Broulee North
cp3_B 3 onte, marme oo e o e November to the end of March, with five Alert South Broulee Beach Low | Medium MCA Only £sc oPE Council $10000  |Yearlandongoing|  $10,000 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 1 2 2 0 1 0 1 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 4 1 2 2 9 s P
e onlasti " samples collected each month from 11 popular Shelley Beach
microplastics Continued Program
beaches. [Tuross Main Beach
Brou Beach
Narooma shark net
Narooma Main Beach
The Marine Vegetation Strategy methodology
and its estuary specific application, focuses on
increasing the resilience of intertidal
Support DPI-Fisheries in macrophyte systems to sea-level rise and other
preparing a Marine Vegetation threats and risks in ways that maintain, and
B g N i s Ml
cp3_c onto natural coastal processes to  [and Litteral s yetems b " Y |alert Al Medium | High MCA Only £sc DPI, DPE Council 0 Year2to4 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 2 0 o 2 1 0 2 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o s 0 2 o 7 7 cmp
4 healthy mangrove and well-being. DPI Fisheries is expecting to
exacerbate hazard impacts Rainforests Area .
saltmarsh areas and commence a strategy for Eurobodalla in mid-
rehabilitation of degraded |2022. The community engagement undertaken
areas. as part of this CMP identified protection of
intertidal macrophyte ecosystems under climate
change and urban pressures as a key
c (Coastal Vulnerability [Property Development Plannin Planning for |Coastal Vulnerabily
CHA_A | Threats [All CH Threats y|Property P! 8 |See Section 5.4 of CMP o Y High High MCA Only Esc DPE Council 0 Year 1 and ongoing 50 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 2 1 0 1 0 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 23 0 0 0 23 23 cvp
IS Area Controls change Area
Supported dune recovery following erosion
events. This may be achieved through restricting|
" access to eroded locations to minimise further |
cHra [T ch Erosion Coastal Vulnerability|Supported dune recovery disturbance, sand scraping, revegetation. Any |\ C0" South Durras Low Low MCA Only Esc DPE, DPI Council, C&E Grants Dependant on magnitude of erosion event. Works only in response to an erosion event - for inclusion in CZEAP 0 o 1 1 2 2
1 Area following erosion events. i c 2 intervention
scraping and grooming methodologies should
consider the finding of Action 1.3c in the
Marine Park Management Plan .
chrp | T geach Erosion Coastal Vulnerability | Northcove Road erosion See option details and analysis in CMP Active Maloneys Beach None | Medium | MCAand CBA ESC DPE, DPI Counl, C&E Grants, Floodplain | ¢4 900 00 Year 5t 10 $19,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 16 2 0 2 20 5
1 Area protection and flood proofing intervention Management Grants.
The analysis undertaken of the full
implementation of the works as part of the CP|
dentified that the existing risk was not
) significant, and as a result the coast benefit
CH Threat, Coastal ey NOtheove foad erosion analyss did not support the implementation of [Planning for Counci, CRE Grants, Floodplin
CH1_Ba Beach Erosion protection and flood proofing - |- " PP mP s Maloneys Beach None | Medium | MCAandCBA £sC DPE, DPI g : Floodpl $200,000 Year2to4 50 Outcome of CH1_H Analysis cvp
1 Area ction i erosion and flood proofing within the CMP 10 |change Management Grants
Investigation and design only
year plan. However, a future need for these
works was identified, as a result the
investigation and design works are required as
an outcome of the CMP.
Dune management for coastal hazard :
circ [T geach Erosion (Coastal Vulnerabilty |Dune management for coastal |\ . nourish, build low dunes and Active Long Beach Medium MCA Only Esc DPE, DPI Council, CAE Grants $800,000 Year2to4 $20,000 0 1 0 o 0 o 0 1 0 o 0 o 0 1 0 2 2 2 1 o 2 o 16 0 o 1 17 6
1 Area hazard protection intervention
vegetate
CH Threat (Coastal Vulnerabity -0 706k Wall o protect public Active DPE, DPY, Council, C&E Grants, Crown
cHLD Beach Erosion Vfinfrastructure: Bay Road (Stage  [See option details and analysis in CMP ’ : Long Beach Medium MCA and CBA £sc Tranditional el : Crow $2,250,000 After Year 10 $a50 Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (ic. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review 0 0 0 1 1 HVALUE!
1 Area intervention onanon Reserves Improvement Fund
Lo rock wall to protect private : DPE, DPI,
cHie | |seach Erosion (Coastal Vulnerability | o ties and council assets  |See option details and analysis in CMP Active Long Beach Medium MCA and CBA ESC Tranditional Councll, C&E Grants, Crown $1,750,000 After Year 10 $350 Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (ie. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review 0 0 0 1 1 0
1 Area intervention Reserves Improvement Fund
(stage 2) Owners
The analysis undertaken of the full
implementation of the works as part of the CP|
dentified that the existing risk was not
Low rock wall to protect public [significant, and as a result the coast benefit I
o oe | g rogion (Coastal Vunerabilty infrastructure: Bay Road (Stage [analyss id not support the implementation of (Active Long Beach edium MG and oA esc oo | counci, ca aranss, crown 5200000 vearatod 0 See CHID and CHILE e
1 Area Land2)- Investigationand |erosion and flood proofing within the CMP 10 [intervention anatvon Reserves Improvement Fund
Design Only Vear plan. However, a future need for these
works was identified, as a result the
investigation and design works are required as
an outcome of the CMP.
Revetment running parallel to DPE, DPI, Council, CAE Grants, Crown
CH Threat ) (Coastal Vulnerability |the shoreline at Surfside Beach, ) ) Active Tranditional | Reserves Improvement Fund, - ) N )
CHLH e lgeach rosion o e o See option details and analysis in CMP e tion | |SUrside Low High MCA Only Esc O TINW | Conmetprerton S $5,000,000 After Year 10 $20,000 Erosion risk does not trigger the need for option within the 10 Year CMP Business Plan o 0 2 o 2 Y No
nourishment (MIDO) Charge
Offshore low-crest breakwaters
et | T ook Erosion (Coastal Vulnerability|in front of Surfside Beach, See option details and analysis in CMP Active surfside Low High NA NA NA NA NA NA NA Ruled out as part of engineering viability - see descripti 0 0 0 0 0 0 No
1 Area combined with beach intervention
nourishment
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igh i T ium| High | High | High i ium| High | High | High | High |Extreme|Extreme|Extreme|Extreme| High | High | Lo
Current |Future Risk Level of Recurrent Annual Threat Social | ironmental| Acceptability Adjusted for | Include in CMP /
D [Threat P statement OptionType  [Location ) 2100) Lead Agency Partners Funding Source Capital Cost Timing o 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 3 witigation | Benefit ‘o IEn ! AP A | oratscore | NS Pt
Score Score
Wharf Road Protection Stage 1: ’
cHika | ';"“' Beach Erosion i‘:::“' Vulnerability| o ;o ity works at exposed corer|See option details and analysis in CMP :‘i:‘r’jenmn Wharf Road Medium | High MCA and CBA DPE ESC Election Commitment 2,100,000 Year 1 $21,000 14 1 0 2 17 a cvp
of Wharf Road
Wharf Road Protection Stage 2:
cHLkb | TPt Coagtal inundation Coastal Vulnerability| Inundation protection. Seawall ¢ 4o details and analysis in CMP Active Wharf Road Medium | High MCA and CBA DPE £sC Council, C&E Grants $5,900,000 Year2to4 $29,000 1 2 0 2 18 5 cmp
4 Area raising in front of Bigd, seawall intervention
along Wharf Road.
Opportunistic raising of Wharf Road as road
CH Threat Coastal Vulnerabilit upgrade works are undertaken or fundin Active
CHI_Ke Coastal Inundation Y |Raise Wharf Road level Pe! : rlaxe e ’ : Wharf Road Medium | High MCA Only £sc DPE Council, C&E Grants $50,000 Year5t0 10 $0 8 1 o 2 1 6 cmp
4 Area becomes available to maintain access during intervention
linundation events.
Trigger based protection of
sewer line and remainder of
cHakd [T geach Erosion Coastal Vulnerabllty {Wharf Road from erosion: See option details and analysis in CMP. Active Wharf Road Medium | High MCA Only £SC DPE, DPI Council, C&E Grants $1,000,000 After Year 10 $20,000 Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (i.e. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review NA NA NA NA NA NA
- 1 Area triggered by erosion event (this intervention
component may form part of
CZEAS)
Undertake regular nourishment
at Surfside when dredging is
CH Threat| Coastal Vulnerability Active il
CHIL Beach Erosion ¥|undertaken in Batemans Bay / |See option details and analysis in CMP. " y Surfside / WharfRoad | Medium | High MCA and CBA TENSW (MIDO) £sc, Dpe, ppy | Counclh CE Grants, Coastal $35,000 Year 1 and ongoing 3,500 21 1 0 2 2 12 cmp
1 Area intervention Lands Protection Scheme
Clyde River. Sand to be placed at
locations identified in this CMP.
Apply for the NSW government
to purchase private properties
crim | TP g e Erosion Coastal Vulnerability at Wharf Road to assure current | . .o+ details and analysis in CMP Avoid risk Wharf Road MCA and CBA DPE ESC Council, C&E Grants, Coastal $11,000,000 Year 1 $40,000 a4 2 0 2 a8 12 cvp
1 Area and future generations have Lands Protection Scheme
public access to the foreshore
and beaches.
Upgrade existing coastal
CH Threat |Beach Erosion and Coastal Coastal Vulnerability Active
cHI_P . V|protection works at Caseys  [See option details and analysis in CMP ’ . Batehaven High High MCA and CBA £sc DPE, DPI Council, CAE Grants $7,900,000 Year2to4 $79,000 23 1 o 2 2 7 cmp
184 [Inundation Area I intervention
cra [ M gech Erosion Coastal Vulnerabilty |Sand nourishment post erosion ¢ o details and analysis in CMP Active Malua Bay Low High MCA Only Council, C&E Grants $278,000 NA NA Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (ie. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review NA NA NA NA NA NA
- 1 Area event - Malua Bay intervention
[There are three to four properties that may be
affected by beach erosion and shoreline
cHir [T g ach Erosion Coastal Vulnerabilty Private land acquisition - Malua Jrecession at the eastern end of Kuppa Avenue. |, .y i Malua Bay o High MCA Only ESC DPE Counil, CAE Grants, Coastal $4,000,000 After Year 10 $0 Erosion risk does not trigger the need for option within the 10 Year CMP Business Plan NA NA NA NA NA NA No
1 Area Bay This option considers the suitability of acquiring. Lands Protection Scheme
these properties and returning the land to
public reserve.
cirs | goach Erosion Coastal Vulnerability Sand nourishment post erosion | . .. details and analysis in CMP Active [Tomakin Low High MCA Only Council, C&E Grants $115,000 NA NA Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (i.e. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review NA NA NA NA NA NA
1 |Area event - Tomakin intervention
[Trigger based stabilisation of
et [ T';m' Beach Erosion i‘:::"' Vulnerability| 4 cpit to rocky outcrop at  [See option details and analysis in CMP ;‘(:‘semion Tomakin Low High MCA Only Council, C&E Grants NA NA NA Works not required within 10 Year CMP Business Plan. For consideration in CZEAP (ie. triggered by erosion event), or in CMP review NA NA NA NA NA NA
ITomakin Cove
chru | geach Erosion (Coastal Vulnerability| Offshore reef / wave dissipation | . o1, details and analysis in CMP Active Tomakin Low High MCA Only ESC DPE, DPI Council, C&E Grants $5,000,000 NA $5,000 8 0 0 0 8 2 No
1 |Area ITomakin Cove intervention
chry [T ach Erosion (Coastal Vulnerability Private land acqu See option details and analysis in CMP. Avoid risk Broulee Low High MCA and CBA £sC DPE Council, C&E Grants, Coastal $4,000,000 Year5t0 10 0 2 0 0 0 2 6 No
1 |Area end of Broulee Lands Protection Scheme
) Council currently dredges adjacent to Lavender
CH Threat, (Coastal Vulnerability| \ePUTPOsing ofdredged sand o oy oo for navigation purposes. This — [Active Council, Rescuing our
CHI_X Beach Erosion Y|trom Tuross Estuary for beach  |>>). P lgation purposes. [Tuross Heads Unknown | Unknown MCA Only ESC DPE g s $20,000 Year 5t0 10 s0 16 0 0 0 16 8 cvp
1 Area ) options recommends placement of the dredges [intervention Waterways
Nourishment, One tree Beach "
[material on One Tree Beach.
Identify and monitor sewage
_ |pump stations and reticulation . Long Beach
ey | ';"“' Beach Erosion i‘:::“' Vulnerability ;- actructure at risk - include i [See option details and analysis in CMP :‘i:"’jenmn Malua Bay See hazards|See hazards| 10 o), ESC NA Council $0 Year 1 and ongoing $0 33 0 0 0 33 33 cmp
future works plans (works to be Broulee
assessed as part of CMP review)
iz | gach Erosion Coastal Vulnerability Monitor stormwater assetsin |5 o1ion getails and analysis in CMP Alert Al See hazards See hazards |y o Esc NA Council 0 Year 1 and ongoing 0 19 0 o 1 20 20 P
1 |Area erosion areas
CH Threat Coastal Vulnerabilty|CUIVert Extension / Groyne, Active He“‘?ﬁf;mﬁf:m o
CH1_ZA Beach Erosion ¥|combined with beach See option details and analysis in CMP Surfside MCA and CBA £sc oPE e $3,600,000 Year2to4 $72,000 12 2 0 2 16 4 cvp
1 |Area intervention C&E Grant, Council for
nourishment .
ongoing
Respond to incoming customer requests
regarding the stabilty of cliffs and bluffs at Corrigans Headiand,
CH Threat (Coastal Vulnerabilty|Conduct periodic inspections of [0 /821 Headland, Sunshine Bay, Caseys Beach Sunshine Bay, Caseys
CH10_C Coastal Cliff Instability v P P Headland and Long Beach Headland to identify |Alert ", Casey: Medium | High MCA Only ESC NA Council $0 Year 1 and ongoing $0 4 0 0 1 5 5 cmp
10 Area the slopes of the cliffs and bluffs Beach Headland and
evidence of instability, such as loose rock,
. . Long Beach Headland
[mantle creep, stormwater incision, tension
cracks or leaning or fallen trees.
Maintain or improve native vegetation cover on
steep slopes on coastal clffs and bluffs. This
Maintain or improve native
i Threat Coastal Valnerabiity amtetion oy o ot may also involve weed management and use of |, Priority to those affected Council, CRE Grants, NSW
CH10_E Coastal i Instability V|V P |matting/geotextile to protect the surface from by geotechnical hazards, | Medium |  High MCA Only £sc DPEEES Environmental Trust, Coastcare | $15,000 | Year 1and ongoing | $15,000 13 2 2 2 19 6 cmp
10 Area slopes on coastal cliffs and intervention
e erosion as well as control weeds. Include and accessible. Grants
- maintenance of access track vegetation (access
priority)
“install general warning signs along the base of
the headlands at Corrigans, Caseys and Long
Installation of safety and Beaches to warn walkers of the potential
CH Threat| Coastal Vulnerability
c10_6 |0 coastal Ciff nstabilty oy ¥ |warning signs relating to cliff  [hazards. Alert Al Medium | High MCA Only £sc DPEEES Council, C&E Grants $10000 |Year 1and ongoing 0 4 0 o 1 5 5 cvp
instability - Fences and warning signs be installed along
the top of steep slopes where a isk exists of
persons falling over the edge.
Install and maintain a surface dish drain at the
o | TRt octal Cif Instability Coastal Vulnerability | . o dish drain top of slopes to divert water away from slopes _|Active Al Medium | High MCA Only ESC DPE EES Council, C&E Grants $20,000 Year 5t0 10 $1,000 8 0 1 2 1 6 cvp
Area that are being eroded or have the potential to
be so.
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Medium| _High i T ium| High | High | High i ium| High | High | High | High |Extreme|Extreme|Extreme|Extreme| High | High | Low |Medium)
Threat Social
) ! . ! Current [FutureRisk|  Level of " . . Recurrent Annual e ! |Environmental | Acceptability Adjusted for | Include in CMP /
D [Threat Management Area |Management Option Supporting statement OptionType  |Location ) (2100) Lead Agency Partners Funding Source Capital Cost Timing conts 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 1 2 Ml;g:,:lon B;r;e:t oot score | soore | Totalcore | 0 P
Prepare frontal dune management plan for
dunes seaward of caravan parks and cam
P mene Murramarang Nature
grounds, and foreshore reserves to optimise
) Resort, beach reserves
resilience of the dunes as protection for
CH Threat (Coastal Vulnerability|Prepare frontal dune temporary land uses and enhance ecological ot Maloneys Beach, Long Councl, CAE Grants, NSW
CHo_A Dune Slope Instability v porary ¢ € €l Alert Beach, Surfside, Medium | High MCA Only ESC NPWS, DPE | Environmental Trust, Coastcare $80,000 Year2to4 $5,000 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 2 2 1 1 0 2 0 20 0 1 1 a2 14 cvp
9 |Area management plans connectivity. Target locations to include “ -
Corrigans (include Clyde Grants
Murramarang Nature Resort, beach reserves at °
View Holiday Park) and
Maloneys Beach, Long Beach, Surfside, Molua 8o
Corrigans (include Clyde View Holiday Park) and v
Malua Bay Reserve.
Management of un-named
_[IcoLL/ Wetland to protect [ Management of un-named ICOLL / Wetland to
ICoastal Vulnerability | ° " i Active
CH4_A  |cH Threat |Coastal Inundation against coastal inundation protect against coastal inundation (stabilise | 5 South Durras Unknown | Unknown MCA Only NA NA NA NA NA 0 0 o 0 NA No
Area - ) intervention
(stabilise dune so breakout dune so breakout doesn’t occur)
doesn't occur)
Flood levee to protect against Election Commitment for
cHap | T Coagtal Inundation Coastal Vulnerability|stormsurge inundation from | o o etails and analysis in CMP Active surfside MCA and CBA ESC DPE design and construct $4,200,000 Year 1 $42,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 2 2 0 0 0 28 0 0 2 30 8 cvp
4 |Area creek / estuary (surf side creek intervention C&E Grant, Council for
and Cullendulla) ongoing maintnenance
" } Wharf Road
a6 | T coastal inundation (Coastal Vulnerabilty|Flood gates on stormwater o o1 detsils and analysisin CMP Active Batemans Bay to Varied | Varied MCA Only £sc opE Council, C&E Grants $100,000 Year2to4 $5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 14 0 0 1 15 5 cvp
4 |Area outlets intervention
Batehaven
Reshaping and additional rock )
CH Threat, Coastal Vulnerabilty Reshaping and additional rock are required to  [Active
CHa_L Coastal Inundation V|are required to repair the 1aping and addtion: . ’ : Batemans Bay CBD Medium | High MCA Only £sc orE Council, C&E Grants $200,000 Year2to4 $0 0 0 0 1 1 o No
4 Area y repair the existing training wall intervention
existing training wall
chak | ';"“‘ Coastal Inundation i‘:::“' Vulnerability ;Zf:f:": Ralsing and wave return | . oo tion details and analysis in CMP Active z:::’:n Bayto Medium | High MCA and CBA ESC OPE Council, C&E Grants $10,500,000 Year 5 to 10 $105,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2 1 0 0 0 19 1 0 2 2 6 cmp
During regular road resurfacing / maintenance
i Threat Constal Valnerabiity|724alY raise the road level of [look to raise level o road incrementally in satemans Bay to
CHA_L 2| coastal Inundation o V|Beach Road (its entire length), ~|consideration of coastal inundation levels to  [Avoid risk ot MCA Only £sc opE Council, C&E Grants $100,000 Year5to 10 $0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 2 2 0 0 0 14 0 0 0 1 7 No
through routine maintenance. |provide safe and permanent access during
storm events.
 |adaptation plan for low lying. ’ o
cHam | ';"“‘ Coastal Inundation i‘:::“' Vulnerablity | eas to be impacted by tidal  [See option details and analysis in CMP :Laa';‘"':g for ::‘:'"a"s Bay: Corrigans MCA Only ESC DPE Council, C&E Grants $150,000 Year2to4 $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 0 0 0 14 0 0 2 16 5 cmp
inundation under sea level rise ®
During regular road resurfacing / maintenance
" look to raise level of road incrementally in
CH Threat : Coastal Vulnerability| . . . o e o
CHA_R 2| coastal nundation o Raising of George Bass Drive  [consideration of coastal inundation levels to |Avoid risk Batehaven MCA Only £sc NA Council, CAE Grants $100,000 Year5t0 10 $20,000 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 o 1 0 0 0 1 4 No
provide safe and permanent access during
storm events.
In partnership with SES, prepare an Emergency |Biga Batemans Bay
cras | TR Cactal Inundation (Coastal Vulnerability| . o oncy Response Plan Response Plan to address flood risk to Bigd Emergency BeachResort MCA Only ses ESC, DPE Council and SES existing staff s0 Year 1 and ongoing 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 2 10 10 cvp
4 Area Batemans Bay Beach Resort from coastal storm  [Response Beachcomber Holiday resources
inundation Park
chat TN o astal Inundation Coastal Vulnerability|Offshore reef for wave See option details and analysis in CMP. Active Batehaven MCA Only Esc DPE, Marine Park NA NA NA NA Not viable NA NA NA NA NA NA No
4 |Area dissipation - Caseys Beach
There is a low lying section of the access road to
CH Threat, (Coastal Vulnerability| Access road raising - Beachcomber Holiday Park. Road levels should
CHa_V Coastal Inundation d € ’ roliday Park | Avoid risk Potato Point Medium | High MCA Only £sc NA Council, C&E Grants $100,000 Year2to4 $0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 2 0 o 0 0 8 1 0 2 1 6 cmp
4 Area Beachcomber Holiday Park  [be raised at this location to improve access and
evacuation access during a coastal storm event.
Implement a program to
monitor groundwater response ;
N o Implement a program to monitor groundwater
CH Threat, (Coastal Vulnerabilty| 10 362 1evel ise to determine | (o o o cea levelrise to determine scope of
CHs_A [Tidal Inundation Vlscope of the hazard and risk to | /c>" y PEOT Alert surfside low | Medium MCA Only ESC DPE Council, C&E Grants $250,000 Year2to4 $20,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 9 0 0 1 10 3 No
5 Area ° - the hazard and risk to Surfside and existing
Surfside and existing h :
governance and planning practices.
governance and planning.
practices.
Management of un-named
Coastal Wetlands '
CH8_A  |CH Threat |Entrance Management land Litteral COLL/ Wetland to restore Management of un-named ICOLL / Wetland to _ |Active South Durras Medium | High MCA Only ESC DPE, DPI NA NA NA NA Not viable NA NA NA NA NA NA No
‘ natural opening and closing |restore natural opening and closing regime intervention
Rainforests Area N
regime
(Council to review it's existing Estuary Entrance
Management Plans in consultation with local
Aboriginal Knowledge Holders and look for South Durras, Surfside,
Coastal Wetlands opportunities to involve cultural practices and [, lloes Creek, Short Beach, J——
CH8_B |CH Threat |Entrance Management and Litteral Review of ICOLL EMP knowledge in estuary management. temention | Wimbie Beach, Kianga, | Medium | High MCA Only £sc o Marine Paric, Council, C&E Grants $150,000 Year2to4 $0 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 o 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 E 1 2 0 0 1 1 1 2 15 5 cvp
Rainforests Area [The review should consider the template for Little Lake (Naroomal,
ICOLL entrance management being developed Nangudga Lake
under the Marine Park Management Plan
(action 1.3f).
et CoastalWetons  couL envance Management (LR AR O B R e o e
CcHE_C Entrance Management and Litteral Policy - engagement and ‘gh ¢ Hh e genci ! . . Medium High MCA Only NPWS + £C. Marine NPWS, C&E Grants $20,000 Year1 1 0 o 2 13 7 cvp
8 ‘ - community before finalisation and adoption by [intervention  [Mummaga, Corunna Parks, DPI
Rainforests Area  [finalisation
NPW: Lake
Community engagement identified rabbits are Coundl, CRE Grants NS
» B : ’ unci, CBE Grants,
cHo_A | Tt o4 ne Siope Instability Coastal Dune stability management  |causing nstability of the dunes directly through |Active Rosedale Beach Unknown | Unknown MCA Only Esc NA Environmental Trust, Coastcare $5,000 Year2to4 6 0 1 2 9 5 No
9 Environment Area  (rabbit impacts) burrows and indirectly through associated loss ~|intervention potlio
of vegetation.
Erosion management of dune caused by
stormwater runoff, access and possibly wave ol CBE Grants Now
" : o ’ unci, CBE Grants,
cHo_B | "% bune Siope Instability (Coastal Vulnerability|-cc erosion on dunes impacts at the end of Knowlman Road. Existing |Active Rosedale Beach Unknown | Unknown MCA Only ESC NA Environmental Trust, Coastcare. $20,000 Year1 $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 0 6 0 2 2 10 5 cmp
9 Area coir logs are in place and could be upgraded and |intervention Pl
enhanced with fencing to limit access and
'Eming.
™ NPWS to undertake taregtted coastal risk
CHALL_A | Threats |All (Coastal Vulnerability |NPWS Coastal Hazard assessments to better understand coastal risks |, National Parks Varied | Varied MCA Only NPWS £sc NPWS, C&E Grants $60,000 Year2to4 50 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 0 1 25 13 cvp
iy Area Assessment identified in the CMP Scoping Studyfirst pass
risk
€H  |geach Erosion and Coastal (Coastal Vulnerabilty |Review of Surf Clubs coastal Planning for
CH14_8 |Threats 1 u See option details and analysis in CMP s Malua Bay Varied | Varied MCA Only ESC NA Council s0 Year2tod s0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 0 0 0 28 0 0 0 28 28 cvp
e |mundation Area hazard risk change
During site inspections and engagement with
the community, it was identified that the
doportun Doportunities for historical _|MStorical swimming site at Moruya Heads could
cHo_A [OPPOT ny/a Coastal Use Area [ PP provide for opportunities for recreational usage |Alert Moruya Heads NA NA MCA Only £sc opE Council $0 Year2to4 $0 0 El 1 o | 2 o 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 o 0 o 3 2 0 2 1 1 No
ity swimming site at Moruya Heads 5 !
or porribly just historical education. Council
staff to work with the local community to
investigate opportunities for this site.
Consider a ESC coast event/festival to promote
tourism opportunities, specifically linked to
opportun Coastal values to promote  |coastal values nctive
croe | 2P A (Coastal Use Area  [tourism opportunities through a[Or orvention |1 Na Na MCA Only esc NA NPWS, CBE Grants $100,000 Year2to4 $10,000 0 1 0 o 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 17 2 0 2 2 7 cvp
i community event Integrate with existing festivals such as
Narooma Oyster Festival, River of Art and Bay
Paddle Challenge
[The community reported conflicts between
pedestrian and 4WD users of and around the
Bingie Dreaming Track. This option proposed
that Council, NPWS and local Aboriginal
) ~ |knowledge Holders to identify key issues and
RA Threat |Conflict over resource access and use Manage user conflits at Bingle |, 100" nocement approaches. This should |Active
RAL_A |Coastal Use Area Dreaming Track and Shark Bay / N " Congo Low Medium MCA Only ESC/ NPWS LALC Council $0 Year2to4 $0 2 0 o 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 25 1 1 1 28 28 cmP
1 |(e. beach users and dog walkers) A consider the of the Draft
roulee lsland trac Tuross and Coila Lakes Estuaries CMP
(installation of bollards, formalisation of a
carpark to limit vehicle access, and retaining the
existing Bingie Dreaming Track as a walking,
track only).
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! ! y ! Current |FutureRisk|  Levelof " . - Recurrent Annual b ! |Environmental | Acceptability Adjusted for | Include in CMP /
A
D [Threat P statement OptionType  [Location ) 2100) Lead Agency Partners Funding Source Capital Cost Timing o 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 1 2| witigation | Benefit | ‘o RIEn ! AR A roralscore | AT Pt
Score Score
The dune vegetation at Rosedale Beach is being
impacted by unregulated pedestrian access and
RA Threat |Passive recreational use (swimming, |Coastal Dune vegetation management - |in some cases illegal clearing of vegetation. This [Active Council, CRE Grants, NSW Year2to4and
RA2_B g Rosedale Beach low | Medium MCA Only £sc opE Environmental Trust, Coastcare $5,000 $5,000 0 o 0 o 1 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 2 1 1 0 o 2 o 20 0 2 2 2 12 P
surfing, bush walking, etc) Environment Area |Rosedale Beach option proposes an annual strategy to target intervention Pl ongoing
these actions, replace vegetation, where
possible, and install bariers and / or signage.
Habitat (physical) and wildiife
disturbance (e.g. from overuse, Target shorebird nesting sites for pest control.
Rag_g |RATHreat foreshore Coastal Shorebird management across and education program to protect ["C"C Al Medium | High MCA Only NPWS ESC,DPE,DPI NPWS 0 Year 1 and ongoing 50 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 2 2 16 16 cvp
2 N rea N intervention
development, commercial and shorebirds.
recreational fishing methods, etc)
Habitat (physical) and wildiife Coastal Wetlands
abitat [physical) p Conduct follow up work on weeds of National
RA Threat (e, from overuse, jand Litteral of weeds of Significance in coastal reserves Active NPWS and Council existing staff
RA2_G overcrowding, foreshore rea & |National in coastal . s . All Medium High MCA Only NPWS ESC,DPE,DPI $0 Year 1and ongoing $0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12 0 2 2 16 16 cmp
2 ° Undertake of ajoining resources
development, commercial and Coastal reserves
to reduce weed impacts on reserves.
recreational fishing methods, etc)  [Environment Area
Poorly located, poorly maintained Develop a ‘round the bay’ ., !
Ra3 A |RATR™et  or inappropriate accessand  |Coastal Use Area  |coastal walk and cycleway for | DcV€1oP 2 ound the bay’ coastal walkand - |Active Batemans Bay Foreshore | Medium | Medium MCA Only Esc DPE Councl, C&E Grants, Crown $50,000 Year2to 4 and $50,000 1 0 2 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 2 10 3 No
3 cycleway for Batemans Bay intervention Reserves Improvement Fund ongoing
supporting facilities Batemans Bay
Bridge crossing at Cullendulla
RA Threat | PO located, poorly maintained e to Ik the area up with Active Council, C&E Grants, Crown
RA3_B and/or inappropriate access and Coastal Use Area " Would require NPWS approval to proceed Cullendulla Medium | Medium MCA Only ESC DPE / NPWS. g g $2,000,000 Year5to 10 S0 1 o 2 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 6 2 o 2 10 3 No
3 " o Murramarrang walk and Coastal intervention Reserves Improvement Fund
supporting facilities
Headland walk
Improve facilities for tourism at Corrigans
Poorly located, poorly maintained Beach. Might include: improved & all-levels
RA Threat Improve facilities for tourism at Active Year 2to 4 and
RA3_F 5 Jand/or inappropriate access and  |coastal Use Area [0 we B inclusive disabled access, facilties for kayaks ~ [(v® | corrigans Medium | Medium MCA Only TANSW (MIDO) £SC, DPE Council, CAE Grants $2,000,000 P $100,000 1| a4 | 2 o o | 4| 2| a 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 6 2 o 1 3 1 No
supporting facilities g and SUPs, improved trailer parking, sewage soing
|pump out facility.
RA Threat |PO0"!Y located, poorly maintained Upgrade beach reserve Upgrade beach reserve infrastructure at Malua  [Active Year2to 4 and
RA3_G and/or inappropriate accessand  |Coastal Use Area [ P8 pgrade beach re st ’ § Malua Bay Medium | Medium MCA Only £sC DPE Council, C&E Grants $250,000 ! 50 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 2 12 a No
3 nappropr infrastructure at Malua Bay  [Bay, including toilet block, picnic shelters intervention ongoing
supporting facilities
Poorly located, poorly maintained
RA Threat Provide basic public toilet [There are currently no public toilet facilties at —[Active Year2to 4and
RA3_I and/or inappropriate access and  [Coastal Use Area e o ° vnop ’ : McKenzies Beach Medium | Medium MCA Only £sc oPE Council, CAE Grants $300,000 > 0 1 o 2 1 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 8 2 o 2 12 4 No
3 facilties at McKenzies Beach.  [the high usage McKenzies Beach. intervention ongoing
supporting facilties
RA Threat | PO located, poorly maintained Improve parking options at  llegal parking and crowding along the road edge Year2to 4 and
RA3_J and/or inappropriate accessand  |Coastal Use Area prove parking op legal parking g along 8 alert McKenzies Beach Medium | Medium MCA Only £sC DPE Council, C&E Grants $100,000 ! 50 1 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 2 0 2 12 6 cvp
3 appron McKenzies Beach s a safety issue ongoing
supporting facilities
<A Threat [Po0TIY located, poorly maintained Review and upgrade public [Review and uperade access paths and public |, Vear2to4and
RA3_K e Jand/or inappropriate access and  |coastal Use Area  [facilties at One Tree Beach tolets, showers etc. at One Tree Beach (Tuross) [~ = Tuross Lake Medium | Medium MCA Only £SC oPE Council, CAE Grants $300,000 PN 0 1 o 2 1 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 8 2 o 2 12 4 No
supporting facilities (Tuross) o enhance safety and amenity. going
Improving access and provide protection of
midden sites along Mummaga Headland by
RA Threat | P01 located, poorly maintained mproving access and provide | oo occess on the southyeastern side of [Active Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
RA3_L and/or inappropriate access and Coastal Use Area  [protection of midden sites along| s Dalmeny Medium | Medium MCA Only ESC DPE uneil rents: $100,000 Year1 S0 0 1 2 o 1 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 2 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 17 1 2 2 2 1 cvp
3 headland, and the sections of Heritage Grant Program
supporting facilties Mummaga Headland ° ) ‘
exposed midden and clif face that are being,
used as informal tracks
Investigate, prioritise and improve beach access
R Threat 00 located, poorly maintained in key beach locations (particularly ensuring [,
RA3_N 3 [and/or inappropriate access and Coastal Use Area  |Improve beach access disability inclusive access to beaches). Aligns  [[ €1 All Medium | Medium MCA Only ESC DPE Council, C&E Grants $500,000 Year5t0 10 $50,000 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 2 10 3 No
supporting facilties with Draft Marine Park Management Plan
(action 5.4¢)
Continue to promote existing coastal walks such
as coastal walks in Murramarang National Park,
Poorly located, poorly maintained Continue to promote existing ~|Broulee Island, Bingie Dreaming, Mystery Bay to
RA Threat|" 07" poorly P H & 8 Mvsiery Bay : : Council and NPWS existing staff
RA3_O 3 [and/or inappropriate access and Coastal Use Area  |coastal walks such as coastal 1080 Beach, Mangrove walk at Cullendulla Alert All Medium | Medium MCA Only ESC DPE, NPWS esoucres S0 Year1 S0 0 0 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6 2 0 2 10 10 VP
supporting facilties walks (Creek, Durras discovery and Banksia Walk at
Burrewarra Point, Mill Bay Board walk at
Narooma.
Poorly located, poorly maintained Upgrade parking, fencing, lookouts and
Ra3_Q |RATIet o o/or inappropriate accessand  |Coastal Use Area | PBrade facilties on coastal o ion in reserves on coastal headlands [V Al Medium | Medium MCA Only £sc OPE Counil, CRE Grants, NSW $500,000 Year2to4and $50,000 0 1 2 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 0 7 2 0 2 1 a No
3 neppron headlands intervention Heritage Grant Program ongoing
supporting facilities around Batemans Bay.
Active recreational use (recreational Monitor usage and impacts of hgh usage on
R Threat oot e emtoones Monitor bike tracks between |bike tracks between Broulee Head and Moruya
RA6_A & . Coastal Use Area  [Broulee Head and Moruya  |Heads. Engage with local Aboriginal Knowledge |Alert Bengello Beach Medium | High MCA Only £sc DPE, NPWS Council 0 Vear 1 and ongoing 0 0 o 1 o 0 2 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 1 ) 0 ) 0 ) 0 ) 12 0 1 2 15 15 cvp
camping etc) - recreational activities.
. e Heads Holders to understand sensitive locations and
needing associated infrastructure :
impacts on LALC managed land.
Insufficient community and visitor
High priority coastal protection signage strategy:
goe  [Mwareness of the values and threats |, High priority coastal protection_|where illegal ICOLL openings are occurin Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
EGC2_A to the coastal environment, and lack 'gh priority P! & pening: s Alert Al Medium | High MCA Only ESC DPE uncll, CBE Grants, $20,000 Year 1 and ongoing $0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 24 0 0 1 25 13 cmp
Threat 2 Environment Area |signage strategy where shorebird habiat is being disturbed, Environmental Trust
of engagement with managing this "
N erosion hotspots.
toc  [Isufficient or inappropriate :/"e:‘cz':z:t‘g"t::‘:hm  |Ensure ongoing funtion of CEMAC, and ongoing |, P DPL NWS, LS
EGC3_B governance and management of the |All & A e representation of all Agencies listed as J All Medium High MCA Only ESC + Pl > LS Council 50 Year 1 and ongoing 50 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 o 1 1 60 0 o 0 60 60 VP
Threat 3 ° and consistent management of € ‘ change Marine Parks
coastal environment or supporting CMP Actions
coastal land.
Use the CMP information to update plans of
Insufficient or inappropriate management for the reserved lands and
EGC Coastal Vulnerability[Update PoM for reserve lands Planning for
£GC3_D governance and management of the V[P A highlight assets (natural or built) within the u Al Medium | High MCA Only Esc NA Council $0 Year 1 and ongoing 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 o 1 1 57 0 o o 57 57 cmp
Threat 3 Area to address coastal risk change
coastal environment reserves that need changed management to
mitigate coastal risks.
Update plans of management for coastal
national parks, including review of current
o arrangements for access, interactions between
£6c3 € | EC |governance and management of the |All Update PoM for NPWS to national parks and adjoining lands for recreation| Planning for National Parks Medium | High MCA Only NPWS ESC NPWS $0 Year 1 and ongoing $0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 57 0 0 0 57 57 cmp
Threat 3 address coastal risk and tourism (include maintenance of access |change
coastal environment : .
infrastructure), weed species; address or
foreshadow when necessary any coastal hazard
risks.
Several state agency owned assets are degraded
o . Undertaken maintenance of eency €
£GC Insufficient or inappropriate State Agency owned coastal as an outcome of exposure to the coastal Active
EGC3_F governance and management of the |TBC & Yv N environment. Management will be undertaken |- . ITBC Medium High MCA Only Crown Lands / MIDO NA Crown Lands and MIDO $100,000 Year 1and ongoing $100,000 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 19 2 1 2 24 8 cmP
Threat 3 " assets to engineering and safety N intervention
coastal environment tandards by state agencies to ensure these assets meet
engaineering and safety standards.
Insufficient involvement of Identify opportunities for and undertake
tocaa | EGC  [Traditional Owners n the Coastal Opportunities for cultural cultural burning. Work closing with local Active M _— Vica only e Nows, o, 15| Councl CAE Grants, nsw 650000 |vear Landongomg|  $50000 o o o o o o o o o o o o o ) ) o o o o o o o N ' ) ) © B e
Threat 4 |management of cultural heritage and |Environment Area |burning Aboriginal Community to develop implement [intervention Heritage Grant Program
use within the coastal environment appropriately.
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Appendix D Viability Assessment
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Medium| _High i T ium| High | High | High i ium| High | High | High | High |Extreme|Extreme|Extreme|Extreme| High | High | Low |Medium)
Threat Social
) ! ! Current [FutureRisk|  Level of " . . Recurrent Annual e . |Environmental | Acceptability Adjusted for | Include in CMP /
D [Threat Management Area |Management Option Supporting statement OptionType  |Location ) (2100) Lead Agency Partners Funding Source Capital Cost Timing conts 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 3 2 2 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 3 1 2 Ml;g:’:lon B;r;e’zt oot score | soore | Totalcore | 0 P
Support development and implementation of
[Aboriginal cultural resource use agreements,
Sea Country plans or other planning tools in
accordance with the aspirations of local
Aboriginal people to conserve cultural values,
facilitate cultural use and conserve significant
) Development and sites.
Insufficient involvement of - .
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the Coastal of Aboriginal |Aboriginal cultural sites and economic Traditional O Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
EGC4_B cultural resource use opportunity have been impacted by Avoid risk All High MCA Only opl raditional Owners, uneil rants: $100,000 Year 1and ongoing $10,000 1 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 o 0 1 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 30 1 2 2 35 12 cvp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and [Environment Area ESC, DPE, LLS, NPWS | Heritage Grant Program
ger © Sea Country plans. closures. There are many planning
use within the coastal environment " .
or other planning tools tools available to conserve and enhance
Aboriginal cultural values for Sea Country.
Preferred tools should be selected by local
Aboriginal people according to their needs and
aspirations. Mogo LALC have drafted a land and
sea management plan that should be
considered in this process.
eufficient imvolvement of - Provide support to Aboriginalindiiduals or
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the Support Aboriginal cultural — |groups seeking to implement business Active Traditional Owners, | Council, C&E Grants, NSW
EGC4_C |Coastal Use Area tourism opportunities in the opportunities to increase local and tourist All High MCA Only ESC " N o $30,000 Year 1and ongoing $30,000 o o 1 o o o o o o o o o 2 o 2 o o o o o o o 16 2 o 2 20 7 cmP
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and cre " intervention DPE, NPWS Heritage Grant Program
s N coastal zone awareness of Aboriginal culture in the
use within the coastal environment
Embed traditional Aboriginal
of knowledge, wisdom and culture |Embed traditional Aboriginal knowledge,
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the in strategic planning and pursue |wisdom and culture in coastal management, |Active Traditional Owners, | Council, C&E Grants, NSW :
ESC4D | Threat 4 |management of cultural heritage and <22 YUSE AT oot it to promote including through engagement, training and  [intervention | gl Mch only £sc DPE, P, NPWS Heritage Grant Program $20,000 |Year1and ongoing | $20,000 0 : t ° 0 ° t 0 0 ° 0 1 t 2 2 B 0 ° 0 B 0 ° » 2 ° 2 » B e
use within the coastal environment boriginal culture and of Aboriginal people.
knowledge
Work with Traditional Owners to protect special
- Aboriginal cultural values and sites from the
) Support local Aboriginal
Insufficient involvement of impacts of foreshore and riparian development,
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the (Coastal Vulnerabiliy| COMTUniies manage cultural |, o Go iste change, four wheel drivin Active Traditional O Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
EGC4_E Y| heritage from coastal hazards . e s All High MCA Only DOPE raditional Owners, uneil rents $20,000 Year 1and ongoing $70,000 0 2 0 o 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 2 1 2 1 1 o 0 0 0 0 47 0 0 2 a9 16 cvp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and |Area e lovet oo e otron|domestic dogs and pedestrians. intervention ESC, P, NPWS Heritage Grant Program
use within the coastal environment Education, infrastructure, rules and spatial
coastal threats
management can protect important sites from
specific threats where and when needed.
ESC and NPWS to work with Traditional Land
) (Owners to establish an Access to Country Plan
Insufficient involvement of ’
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the Improve access to Countryin ~|C"AEreement, which would identify key Active Traditional O Coundil,CRE Grants, NSW
EGCA_F Coastal Use Area P Y locations on Country where access need to be All High MCA Only ESC/NPWS raditional Owners, uneil rents $20,000 Year 1and ongoing $5,000 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 o 1 2 o 2 15 8 cvp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and the coastal zone ' ) intervention oPE Heritage Grant Program
ger ¢ retained, or established. Implementation of this
use within the coastal environment N N N
plan may require minor on ground works, which
have been allowed for in the option costing.
) Work with Traditional Owners to identify
Insufficient involvement of traditional Aboriginal names for key locations in
£cag | ESC [Traditional Owners in the (Coastal Use Area  |/deNtify and use Aboriginal place|, . 1. rea and include local Aboriginal | 0" Al High MCA Only ESC Traditional Owners, | - Council, CAE Grants, NSW $0 Year2tod s0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 2 0 2 18 18 cvp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and names 2 ! ) intervention NPWS, DPE, LLS Heritage Grant Program
s - language in coastal education material and
use within the coastal environment N
signage.
Insufficient involvement of )
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the Review, update and implement |Engagement with Mogo LALC identified that the |, Traditional Owners, |  Council, C&E Grants, NSW
£GCA_H ) (Coastal Use Area  |PoM for Aboriginal Placeat  [PoM is not being i asitis intended | Barlings Beach High MCA Only £SC ' e | Cunel g $5,000 Year 1and ongoing $5,000 0 0 0 0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 o 0 0 0 0 20 2 2 2 2 13 cmp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and " PE, LLS. Heritage Grant Program
" Barlings Beach and the land is not being managed properly.
use within the coastal environment
N Collaborate with the Local Aboriginal
Insufficient involvement of . i
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the Prepare an Aboriginal Seasonal [CC"MUn1Y to prepare an Aboriginal Seasonal 1, ;o Traditional Owners, | Council, NSW Heritage Grant
EGCa_I . ICoastal Use Area P el Calendar to showcase traditional land " . All High MCA Only ESC aditional Owners, | Council, fritage Grant $15,000 Year1 S0 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 0 o 1 1 2 o 0 0 0 0 0 0 14 2 1 2 19 10 cvp
Threat 4 |management of cultural heritage and Calendar - N intervention DPE, LLS. Program
" management, food & medicine practices and
use within the coastal environment A -
deeper understanding of the land & climate.
[Traditional owners are not satified with the
N Manage access issues and + satitied v
Insufficient involvement of : . current management of highly significant
EGC  [Traditional Owners in the crosion at targetedsites of | oy itas This option would improve Active Tilba Beach, Nangudga, Traditional Owner
EGCA_) N Coastal Use Area significant value to Aboiriginal . ption wo P! | § o Nangudga, | pigh MCA Only NPWS aditional Owners, Council, C&E Grants $15,000 Year 1 and ongoing $0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 2 2 2 2 13 cvp
Threat 4 [management of cultural heritage and Ly o of these sites in with Broulee DPE, ESC
" Community as identified by the | ™" -¢
use within the coastal environment ALC ITraditionbal Owners to protect Aborgibal
Heritage
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CH1_B Northcove Road Upgrade

Location(s): Maloneys Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment

The existing erosion risk to Northcove Road is low and as such only the investigation and design of
the Northcove Road upgrade is recommended for action in the CMP. This will allow the
implementation of the works to be undertaken as part of a future CMP.

Option Description:

The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment determined that Northcove Road was at risk of coastal
erosion impacting the road at both the 2017 and 2100 100-year ARI extents (Figure 1). While not
identified as being within the direct erosion zone currently, the road runs through the zone of
reduce foundation capacity and is therefore at risk of being structurally undermined following a
large storm event.

Northcove Road and bridge at the western end of Maloneys Beach can also be inundated at both
the 20-year and 100-year ARI, with the potential to cause access issues during severe coastal
events. This is due to both coastal inundation, and coincident catchment flooding landwards of
Northcove Road, and also wave run-up and overtopping of the roadway (Figure 2).

Consultation with the Maloney’s community during the public exhibition of the Batemans Bay
Urban Creeks Flood Study (Rhelm 2020) also saw this issue raised, with community suggesting the
road needed to be upgraded, or an alternate route be provided.

Wave overtopping also has the potential to impact a significant length of the road, causing access
issues during a coastal storm and potential damage to the road surface, requiring maintenance
following a storm event.

To address these risks, road raising of a 100m-120m section of Northcove Road along with a
vertical retaining structure with a wave return barrier at its crest has been conceptually designed to
protect the public road from erosion and wave damages and to maintain continuous access to
Maloneys Beach during severe coastal storms, as shown in Figure 3.

=== Erosion Hazard Line 2100
""""" Reduced Foundation Capacity 2100

Figure 1 Maloneys Beach Erosion Extents
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Coastal Inundation 20yr ARI 2017

Coastal Inundation 100yr ARI 2017
I Coastal Inundation 100yr ARI 2100

Wave Runup Extent 100 year ART 2017
—— Wave Runup Extent 100 year ARI 2100

Figure 2 Maloneys Beach Inundation at 20-year ARI

¥4 Future Road Raising

=== Retaining Structure

Figure 3 Alignment and extent of Road Raising and retaining structure at Maloneys Beach
The conceptual design of the retaining structure has prioritised the following:

e Ensuring a small footprint so as to minimise the disturbance to the existing beach and dune
areas

e Placing the structure outside of the area of direct coastal erosion to remove any influence
of the structure on the nature and extent of coastal erosion.

A typical section for the retaining structure is presented in Figure 4 which includes construction of
a vertical wall on the seaward edge of the road alignment. The wall could comprise of reinforced
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concrete panels (as shown in Figure 5) or driven sheet pile (as shown in Figure 6) and would
require approximately 5m embedment below the desired crest level, which could be reduced if
ground anchoring was adopted. Based on current estimates the retaining wall would not be
directly exposed to coastal hazards and hence scour protection is not required. The structure crest
would be at a level consistent with the existing road surface (+5 to +5.5mAHD at eastern end) and
would comprise a wave return barrier of varying height (example shown in Figure 7).

Wave Return
+5 to 5.5mAHD ¢\ Barrier

Y LA AN AL e
NN G
A AR AN

~_ Existing SRERR

Sand

Road Surface

Existing
Dune Crest

Vertical Wall

Concrete or S5P - — =]

Figure 4 Typical section of a retaining structure with a wave return barrier at the crest

Figure 5 Example of Reinforced concrete wall for stabilisation of a section of the Great Ocean Road, Vic
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Figure 7 Example of a concrete wall return barrier

The costed option comprises a sheet pile retaining wall of 5m embedment with a concrete wave
return barrier of 1.2m height (Just East of Bridge) reducing in height to the east along the
alignment of the wall. The image below provides an indication of the structure form (sheet pile
with concrete capping beam), noting that following construction it would buried within the dune
and not be at risk of exposure due to coastal erosion from 100year ARI event both now and at
2100.
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Road raising could be incorporated into the design to also mitigate inundation associated with
catchment flooding, and if undertaken would reduce the required height of the wave return
barrier. This design would need to be optimised in consultation with the floodplain risk
management program and may include upgrading of the culverts under the bridge.

CMP Assessment:

No detailed design of the retaining structure has been completed, however an assessment of wave
runup and overtopping was performed using methods outlined in Eurotop (2018) to test the
feasibility of the conceptual design and to ensure adequate protection of the roadway against
overtopping, both under present day and future sea level rise scenarios

The following table summarises the results, noting an average overtopping rate of less than 25
L/s/m is targeted to reduce the risk to cars transiting near the crest (Eurotop, 2018).

Mean Overtopping Rates (q) for the 100year ARI coastal storm under sea level rise scenarios just
east of the Northcove Road Bridge (road level of 2.8mAHD)

Present 2050 2065 2100

g (L/s/m) 70 150 200 540

The required crest level of the wave return wall to reduce mean wave overtopping to an
acceptable rate (i.e. 25 L/s/m) is presented in the table below.

Required Wave Return wall height (m above road level) to reduce risk to cars for the 100year ARI
coastal storm under sea level rise scenarios

Present 2050 2065 2100
Just East of Bridge (Northcove Road) im 1.2m 1.3m 1.7m
Maloneys Drive Om 0.2m 0.3m 0.7m

Effectiveness and benefits:

e The retaining structure would provide structural support to road following severe storm
erosion of Maloneys Beach and enable continued access to Maloneys Beach.

e [f the crest level of the retaining structure is of sufficient height, coastal inundation and
overtopping will be reduced to a tolerable level for the safe access of cars and will
minimise road surface failures due to coastal processes.

e Road raising of Northcove Road would be required to manage the impact of catchment
flooding on the road. This should be considered as part of the floodplain risk management
process to attract appropriate funding mechanisms.

e The alignment of the road (and proposed wall) does not fall within the direct erosion
hazard zone. The function of the proposed wall is to support the road that lies within the
zone of reduced foundation capacity. As such, no need for nourishment post event or
management of scour is considered in the development of this option.
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Timing:

e The current inundation and erosion risk associated with coastal events, does not necessitate
the need for immediate action (as shown in the Cost Benefit Assessment below). Therefore,
the program of works includes the following:

o Stage 1: Investigation and Design (Year 2 to 4)

o Stage 2: Retaining structure (after current CMP timeframe; greater than 10 years
unless triggered by a larger than predicted erosion event)

o Stage 3: Wave return barrier (after current CMP timeframe; greater than 10 years
unless triggered by a larger than predicted erosion event)

e Adesign life of ~50 years could reasonably be applied to the retaining structure and raised
roadway, assuming wave overtopping is reduced to tolerable levels.

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: As above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the closure of Northcove Road when
exposed to modelled inundation events. Through coastal inundation modelling it was evident to
see that the Northcove Road would be flooded and highly damaged for between 12 to 36 hours
under major inundation events. Moreover, under events whereby erosion is predicted to occur on
Northcove Road, a four week timeline is implemented. The avoidance of Northcove Road’s closure
results in the following benefits:

e Avoided road resurfacing is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed seawall that
will shielding Northcove Road from inundation events. The value of this benefit was taken
from the TINSW Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $143 m?,

e Avoided isolation is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed sea wall’s wave return
structure. This would prevent costal inundation flooding of Northcove Road and allow for
the sustained access for emergency evacuation or the continuation of normative activity by
the residents of Maloneys beach (371 people) in an inundation or storm event.

e The cost of emergency access was derived from Batemans Bay hospitalisation rates for
Eurobodalla residents and the triage severity of each visit and the cost of damages for which
each case if untreated. These inputs were drawn from TfNSW’s Flood Risk Management
Measures (2022) and flowinfo v 17 (2017).

e The cost of ordinary activities was derived from the average cost per household per
vehicular trip that would normally be undertaken and the cost of isolation (i.e. expenditure
on goods and services that is no longer possible). These costs were derived from the
averagely weekly spend per household for Eurobodalla and the average daily trips per
household. This resulted in an avoided benefit of $40.54 per trip and $157 for each of the
257 households for each day of isolation. Given the uncertainty regarding level of
disposable income, a 50% adjustment factor was applied to foregone daily expenditure to
represent the cost of isolation.

e Additionally, a costing of $71.43 per person affected by an isolation period is implemented,
to account for the cost of potential mental health related therapy and loss of production
that occur as a result of prolonged isolation. This costing is derived from Deloite (2016) ‘The
Economic Cost of Social Impacts of Natural Disasters’, and is scaled by a factor of 0.1 to
account for the relative severity of possible inundation events. Avoided road replacement
(erosion) is a benefit that would occur as a result of constructing the proposed seawall, as
it will reduce the probability of the road encountering erosion and having to be
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reconstructed. The value of this benefit was taken from the TFNSW Economic Parameters
(2020) with the cost of $3,429 per metre of a two-lane, flexible pavement road, where the
road length is 205 metres. Additionally, there is an avoided cost of the temporary road
which is required in the estimated two week period of road reconstruction. The value of
avoiding this cost is derived from the pricing the anticipated 250 metres of metal
temporary road sheeting which will allow for continued road access to properties along
Northcove Road and access to from Maloneys Drive to Northcove Road. Over a four week
period the cost per metre of the temporary road is $269, which totals to $134,500 per
erosion event. The analysis assumes a 1% p.a. probability of road replacement within the
first ten years, 2% p.a. for the next 30 years, and 3% p.a. subsequently.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option does not have a positive NPV and has a BCR well below
1 indicating that it is not economically feasible to implement at this point in time. This is primarily
due to the small number of properties impacted by the isolation. However, this option may
proceed based on unquantified benefits, or support from other funding mechanisms.

BCR NPV
0.75 -$438,864
Benefit Costs
Access $1,106,453 Capital Costs $1,550,966
Erosion $168,117 Maintenance Costs $229,555

Resurfacing $67,087
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CH1_Dand CH1_E Long Beach Coastal Erosion Protection Works

Location(s): Long Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment
The Stage 1 (CH1_D) works (200m at eastern end of Long Beach) are recommended for inclusion
in the CMP.

Costs:

In total, 530m of coastal erosion protection works are identified along the length of the Long
Beach foreshore between Long Beach Road and the eastern end of Bay Road. There is an
opportunity to stage the construction in two parts, with the first stage (CH1_D) focussing on the
200m length at the eastern end of the beach, which is at risk of coastal erosion under present
conditions.

e CH1_D Phase 1: Investigation and design including environmental assessment for coastal
erosion structure: $200,000

e CH1_D Phase 2: Construction of ~ 200m coastal protection works and beach nourishment:
$2,500,000

e (CH1_D Phase 3: Maintenance and nourishment of beach: 1% of capital costs for structure
maintenance plus $10,000 per year for nourishment, over life of structure

e CH1_E (Not recommended within the 10 year delivery of this CMP) Future Capital Cost in
approximately 2050) : $3,500,000 (approximately 280m)

Option Description:

Construct a low crested revetment to protect Bay Road from coastal erosion impacts under
present day and future sea level rise scenarios. The intention of this option is to preserve the
foundation of Bay Road under severe coastal storm events.

CMP Assessment:

Deterministic calculation of coastal erosion extents based on storm demand identified that
approximately 200m of Bay Road was at risk of erosion as a result of a 100year ARI storm event
under present day sea levels. Under future projected sea level rise, the full length of Bay Road
adjacent to the Long Beach foreshore (~530m in length) is at risk of erosion.

The erosion risk is shown in Figure 1. Further details are provided in the Stage 2 CMP Report
(Rhelm, 2022).

Whilst coastal inundation does not pose a risk to the area under current sea levels, Bay Road and
approximately 15 properties become increasing at risk of inundation from a 100 Year ARI storm as
sea level rise.

The 100yr coastal inundation risk is shown in Figure 2. Further details are provided in the Stage 2
CMP Report (Rhelm, 2022).




Figure 2 100yr ARI Coastal Inundation Risk

To address this risk a low crested rock revetment has been conceptually designed to protect the
public road from being impacted by coastal erosion. However, a detailed investigation and the
design process would be undertaken to determine the most suitable protection works. This would
include engagement with the local community to inform the design.

Engagement with the local community during the preparation of the CMP, identified the following
key issues for consideration as part of the design process:
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Minimising the crest level to not disturb the visual amenity and beach access

Vegetation selection to consider access, amenity and bushfire risk, with a preference for
low lying dune stabilisers (e.g. native grasses) to maintain dune cover of revetment
Retaining the existing rock revetment as part of the short term, priority works

Minimising the footprint of the coastal protection structure so as to minimise disturbance
to the existing beach and dune areas

A footpath is not necessarily preferred by the community along the stretch of works, and
the absence of this design feature would allow for the structure to be place further back
from the high tide mark, allowing better beach recovery between events
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e Short term protection works such as geotextile containers may be more suitable for the
protection of the Norfolk Pines, as they are nearing the end of life. More permanent long
term coastal works could be constructed adjacent to Bay Road once the pines are no
longer healthy.

A low crested revetment has been conceptually designed for the high priority works area as one
approach that could be taken to protect the public road from being impacted by coastal erosion.
The purpose of this design is to inform concept cost estimates in the CMP Business Plan and
should not be considered the preferred design outcome.

A typical section for a revetment design is provided below and would remain buried below the
dune system under normal beach conditions. The structure crest would be at a level consistent
with the existing road surface (+2.8 to +3.2mAHD).

2.8-3mRL

Crest Level

2
g

Figure 3 A typical cross section for low crested rock revetment at Long Beach

In addition to erosion protection to Bay Road the benefits of the proposed revetment would be a
reduction in still water inundation as a result of elevated coastal water levels, with a crest level of
+2.9mAHD providing protection for the 100year ARI still water level under sea level rise out to
2100.

Wave runup and overtopping of the revetment crest would occur, as is currently experienced
across the dune crest, road and into properties. Under future sea level rise conditions, this wave
run-up and overtopping may be significant with damage to the road surface likely. Estimates of
wave overtopping under present day sea levels, indicate mean overtopping rates remain only
marginally above tolerable limits for cars directly behind the crest (Eurotop, 2018). The presence
of a concrete footpath that is integrated with the revetment, sets the road back from the
revetment crest and will reduce the potential for damage to the road surface in the near term.
Longer term wave overtopping would be significant.

While wave overtopping hazard would remain, the nature of the road, its limited use and the
short duration of the overtopping hazard (at the peak of the tide), the risk does not warrant large
scale coastal protection works in the near future, particularly when impacts to user amenity of the
beach is considered.

Effectiveness:

e Highly effective for the protection of public assets from coastal erosion (Bay Road and
carpark) against a 100-year ARI storm event in the present day and future sea level
scenarios.

e Effective in reducing coastal inundation elevated water levels out to 2065
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e Moderately effective in reducing the hazard associated with wave overtopping (risk to life
and damage to road surface) under existing sea levels, with reducing effectiveness as sea
levels rise.

Benefits:

e Preserves Bay Road from critical erosion damage and maintains access to the eastern end
of Long Beach and for up to 14 foreshore properties.

e Management of coastal inundation of Bay Road.

e Provides opportunity to establish formal and controlled access to the beach across the
dunes.

e Extends benefits of existing buried structure.

Disadvantages:

e Formalising a hard structure at the shoreline (in addition to the existing road surface) may
exacerbate the potential for edge effect at the ends of the sea wall. The alignment and
design of the structure would need to be considered to minimise these potential impacts.

e In future, as sea levels rise and shoreline recession is realised, beach nourishment will be
required in front of the sea wall to preserve the beach width and public access.

e Option for staging of works to target areas at higher risk.

e I|nitial 200m length of revetment, near Fauna Ave, would provide immediate protection to
the section of road at risk of coastal erosion under present day sea levels.

e The remaining length of revetment along Bay Road, including the public carpark, would
progressively become at risk of coastal erosion to 2065.

e With regular inspection and maintenance, the revetment could be expected to have a
design life in excess of 50 years. Replacement of the footpath may be required over this
timeframe.

Cost Benefit Assessment (Stage 1 Works Only)
Costs: as above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the closure of Bay Road when
exposed to modelled inundation events. Through coastal inundation modelling it was evident to
see that the Bay Road would be flooded and highly damaged for between 12 to 36 hours under
major inundation events. Moreover, inundation modelling provided evidence to suggest that
sections of Bay Road and the beachfront carpark would need to be replaced in numerous scenarios,
incurring a four week timeline for replacement works. Consecutive East Coast Low (ECL) storm
events in early 2022 have exacerbated the susceptibility of Bay Road, with undercutting of the road
visible from the beach in multiple locations. Avoidance of this costs provides the following benefits:

e Avoided road resurfacing is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed revetment that
will shielding Bay Road from inundation events. The value of this benefit was taken from
the TEINSW Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $143 per metre of road. Moreover,
with the presence of the proposed wall the destruction of these sections of tarmac are
avoided and so their complete replacement costs are avoided too. This is valued at $3,429
per m? of road and $8,853 per carpark space (TFNSW Economic Parameters, 2020).

e Avoided road replacement (erosion) is a benefit that would occur as a result of
constructing the proposed revetment, as it will reduce the probability of the road
encountering erosion and having to be reconstructed. The value of this benefit was taken
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Results:

The table below highlights that this option does not have a positive NPV and has a BCR well below
1 indicating that it is not economically feasible to implement at this point in time. This is primarily
driven by the low likelihood of road failure in the period of economic assessment. However, if a
large storm event did cause significant erosion of the beach and dune, and threaten the road, this
option may increase in viability. This option has therefore been included as a ‘recovery’ action in
the CZEAS.

The economic feasibility of this option should be reviewed with the CMP review in 10 year time
based on sea level rise occurrence and updated projections of sea level rise and the impacts on
beach erosion and recessions analysis.

from the TFINSW Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $3,429 per metre of a two-
lane, flexible pavement road, where the road length is 200 metres. Additionally, there is an
avoided cost of the temporary road which is required in the estimated two week period of
road reconstruction. The value of avoiding this cost is derived from the pricing the
anticipated 435 metres of metal temporary sheeting which will allow for continued road
access from residential driveways along Bay Road to connect to Long Beach Road. Over a
four week period the cost per metre of the temporary road is $269, which totals to
$260,930 per erosion event. The analysis assumes a 1% p.a. probabilityy of road
replacement within the first ten years, 2% p.a. for the next 30 years, and 3% p.a.
subsequently. It is noted that approximately 100m in length of the Long Beach Road is in
poor condition and is currently failing from erosion which is underpinning the road. As a
result, it is assumed that this section of the road will fail within one year of the assessment
period, resulting in a complete replacement of that 100 m section.

Avoided Isolation (access) is a benefit that can be included as the closure of Bay Road would
deny vehicle access for up to 35 households along the Eastern side of Bay Road (depending
on event severity). The avoided loss of daily trips via vehicle is valued at $40.54 per
household. Given the uncertainty regarding level of disposable income, a 50% adjustment
factor was applied to foregone daily expenditure to represent the cost of isolation.
Additionally, a costing of $71.43 per person affected by an isolation period is implemented,
to account for the cost of potential mental health related therapy and loss of production
that occur as a result of prolonged isolation. This costing is derived from Deloite (2016) ‘The
Economic Cost of Social Impacts of Natural Disasters’ and is scaled by a factor of 0.1 to
account for the relative severity of possible inundation events.
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CH1.D

Resurfacing
Erosion

Access

CH1_E

Resurfacing
Erosion

Access

BCR

0.34
Benefit
$458,214
$332,488

$65,286

BCR

0.39
Benefit
$635,190
$579,375

$134,523

Capital Costs
Maintenance
Costs

Capital Costs
Maintenance
Costs

NPV

-$1,674,226

Costs
$2,204,004
$326,209

NPV

-$2,130,397

Costs
$2,730,412
$749,073

Overtopping of Bay Road, Long Beach, 6 June 2012 (Mr Lindsay Usher) — from WRL, 2017
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Existing Revetment Structure East of Fauna Ave, Long Beach, 16 Mach 2021 (Baird Site Visit)
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CH1_lI Offshore Breakwater and Beach Nourishment

Location(s): Surfside Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

Outcome of CMP Assessment
This option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP. The option:
e Relatively expensive, and needs maintenance and periodic sand nourishment campaigns
e (Creates a navigation hazard.
e The Stage 2 Coastal Hazard assessment identified that the transport of sand along the
beach is generally low but travels from north to south under normal ambient
conditions. An offshore breakwater would not impact these processes, and therefore does
not mitigate the recessional trend at the northern end of the beach.
Costs:

Direct costings of the offshore breakwater were not undertaken as part of this options analysis.
However, a similar design was the most-expensive option assessed in the Batemans Bay
Independent Coastal Impact Assessment Stage 2 (2020), costed at approximately double the price
of a revetment and beach nourishment.

For beach nourishment, a capital cost of $35,000 per nourishment campaign is estimated, with no
ongoing maintenance cost, to be repeated every 5-10 years (on average).

It is assumed that the cost of nourishment does not include the dredging costs, as this cost would
be borne by the agency responsible for maintaining navigable depths in the Clyde River and
Batemans Bay. Therefore, the cost of dredged sand placement is estimated from the additional
cost of transporting and placing the dredged material at Surfside.

A cost of approximately $35,000 for placement of dredge material is based on a rate of $5/ m3.
Maintenance Costs: N/A

Option Description:

The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment determined that Surfside Beach (East) was at risk of beach
erosion and recession, with risks to public property and amenity at the 2017 planning level, and to
private property by 2100 (Figure 1).

To address these risks of severe beach erosion and recession, breakwaters located offshore
Surfside have been identified as an option, in conjunction with beach nourishment. Breakwaters
would reduce wave exposure during severe coastal storms by causing waves to break offshore,
reducing wave energy reaching the beach. This would reduce long- and cross-shore sediment
transport and thereby erosion. The breakwaters would not significantly impact sediment transport
processes under benign conditions, if suitably located, allowing natural sediment circulation to
continue. Beach nourishment would ensure sufficient sand volume to maintain beach width and
amenity and provide a natural buffer for any erosion that occurs by increasing the sub-areal beach
volume.

Two potential breakwater configurations are presented in Figure 2. The yellow line indicates a solid
breakwater of approximately 200 m in length, whilst the red line indicates two breakwaters, each
approximately 70 m in length.

For beach nourishment, the sub-aerial beach condition should be assessed, with a sufficient beach
width of at least 30 m at the northern end. If beach width is less than 30 m, sediment should be
placed according to the equilibrium profile shown in Figure 3. If beach width is greater than 30 m,
target nourishment of the dune to achieve a target crest level of 2.55 mAHD (2050 100-year ARI
Still Water Level, WRL (2017)), and 3.04 mAHD towards 2100 (2100 100-year ARI Still Water Level,
SWL (2017)).
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Figure 1 Surfside Erosion Hazard Lines for 2017 and 2100 planning periods

Figure 2 Surfside Offshore Breakwaters, with two potential configurations
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Figure 3 Surfside Beach Nourishment Profiles

Effectiveness and benefits:

Effective at reducing erosion potential at Surfside.
Has limited impedance on beach access and natural amenity.
Provides an artificial reef.

Disadvantages:

Is not a holistic coastal hazard management option; only addresses erosion, not tidal or
coastal inundation.

Relatively expensive, and needs maintenance and periodic sand nourishment campaigns
Creates a navigation hazard.

The Stage 2 Coastal Hazard assessment identified that the transport of sand along the
beach is generally low but travels from north to south under normal ambient

conditions. An offshore breakwater would not impact these processes, and therefore does
not mitigate the recessional trend at the northern end of the beach.

Overall, this option is not recommended due to the lack of holistic hazard management, high costs
and the ongoing maintenance required.
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CH1_Ka Wharf Road Stage 1: Priority coastal protection works , remediation and
reinstatement of beach for public use

Location(s): Wharf Road, North Batemans Bay

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Coastal Erosion

Outcome of Detailed Assessment

This option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP to address existing and future coastal
erosion and inundation risk to Wharf Road and surrounds areas. This action requires action CH_1
M (Acquisition of private property) to firstly occur with the following stages to enable public
access and use of the beach: action will be undertaken in 3 phases:

1. Undertake site remediation assessment and investigation and design of coastal protection
structure including reuse of onsite materials.

2. Complete coastal protection works identified in phase 1 and rehabilitation of beach to
enable public use, improve amenity and environmental restoration outcomes. Renaming
the rehabilitated beach to also be explored following community consultation.

3. Maintain and enhance coastal vegetation and beach for safe public use

e Phase 1: Site remediation assessment and 1&D for coastal protection structure: $200,000

e Phase 2: Construction of coastal protection works and beach rehabilitation: $2,200,000

e Phase 3: Maintenance and enhancement of beach and coastal vegetation: $ 60,0000 over
6 years (510K per annum)

Maintenance costs of coastal protection works: 1% of capital costs annually over life of structure.

Option Description:

The corner of Wharf Road at North Batemans Bay was identified as being at extreme risk of
coastal erosion and asset failure under existing conditions due its proximity to the existing
shoreline. There currently exists a form of coastal protection along the road corner with quarry
stones having been placed in an ad hoc manner (see Site Photo below). During site visits, an
inspection of the area concluded that the structural integrity of the rock protection could not be
relied upon, and the road and sewer is at risk of damage under extreme coastal conditions.

Figure 1. Site Photo of Wharf Road Corner and ad hoc rock protection (Site Visit: 16 March 2021)
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Conceptual design of a seawall has been developed to address this risk, with the following
objectives:

e Provide structural protection to Wharf Road against existing and future coastal erosion
risk

e Limit the rate of wave overtopping to the roadway to maximise the duration of safe
access along Wharf Road during elevated coastal storm conditions

e Tie in with existing coastal protection to the west, at the Easts Riverside Holiday Park

e Provide formal public access and connection from the Holiday Park to the beach and
public open space to the east.

The option firstly requires that acquisition of the properties identified in the certified Wharf Road
CZMP (action CH1_M in this CMP) is taken up by the landholders which is currently underway, and
the beach area is returned to public open space.

- "~ R ST AN, NGl W N W

BATEMANS BAY

WHARF ROAD, NORTH BATEMANS BAY CZMP STUDY AREA
COASTAL EROSION "HOT SPOT

Figure 2. The properties identified for voluntary acquisition by the NSW State Government, as
identified in the Wharf Road CZMP

A typical section for the seawall design concept is presented in Figure 2 and includes construction
of a 3.0m wide crest at +3.5mAHD and 1 in 1.5 seawall slope that extends down to a toe level of -1
mAHD. Behind the crest of the seawall a concrete cut-off wall would reduce the permeability of
structure (thereby providing a barrier to still water inundation). A footpath could also be
integrated into the structure at detailed design. This footpath could occur at the crest of the
structure to facilitate views or at the base of the structure cut-off wall in keeping with the existing
road level as depicted in the image below.

The proposed design and cost estimates are for the coastal hazard protection purpose of the
seawall only. Additional public benefits could be incorporated at the detailed design stage, such as
viewing platforms, beach access and other amenity details.
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Figure 3. Typical Cross Section of Seawall Concept at Wharf Road Corner.

The alignment of the structure would run between the existing seawall that protects Holiday Park
to the west and along approximately 85m of Wharf Road (100m in total length), as shown in
Figure 3. Given the alignment of the seawall, the structure would block the natural drainage of
the landside area, which is a low point in the area. As such drainage would need to be
incorporated into the seawall design and may take the form of a pipe outlet through the structure
with non-return value to inhibit the ingress of coastal waters during elevated sea level conditions.

Both the existing protection (see Figure 1) and from the unapproved structure to the east (see
Figure 5) would be removed and armour stones could be reused as material for the new structure.

Figure 4. Alignment and footprint of Seawall Concept at Wharf Road Corner.
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Figure 5. Photo and location of unapproved coastal protection structure at the Wharf Road
subdivision.

CMP Assessment:
The seawall concept has been assessed as follows:

e Preliminary structural design — armour stone sizing and wave overtopping
e Shoreline response.

Preliminary structural design of the sea wall concept has considered a 100yr ARI design storm
under present day and 2050 sea level conditions. These works are considered priority works for
the area to address an extreme present-day risk. Options to address future risk under sea level
rise scenarios need to consider coastal inundation of the wider area in a more wholistic manner
and are considered in subsequent management options:

e Seawall raising in front of the holiday park and seawall along Wharf Road to provide
inundation protection (Option CH1_Kb)

e Raising of Wharf Road surface levels (Option CH1_Kc)

e Trigger based protection of sewer line and remainder of Wharf Road from erosion (Option
CH1_Kd).
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A crest level of +3.5mAHD is established to reduce the rate of overtopping of the structure under
severe coastal storm conditions. To meet a tolerable overtopping threshold of <50 L/s/m, a
threshold for the safety of vehicles behind the crest (i.e. on Wharf Road), a crest elevation of
+3.5mAHD with a crest width of 3m is required (based on wave overtopping calculations for
rubble mound structures in Eurotop, 2018 under the 2100 scenario). Armour stone sizing of 3-4t
is required to ensure stability under design wave conditions (using the empirical stability methods
of van der Meer, 1988).

The removal of the unapproved coastal protection structure from the Wharf Road subdivision will
have an influence on the shoreline shape to the east of Wharf Road corner. This shoreline has
seen large fluctuations is beach width over relatively short periods of time, as shown in Figure 6,
and is attributed to the balance between coastal processes (that supply sediment from east to
west) and flood flows from Clyde River (that scour and rework sediments across the area).

In an accreted condition, the removal of the unapproved structure will not have an influence on
the shoreline position, however in times of a more receded shoreline, a modified shoreline
alignment would be expected. An assessment of the future vegetation line and shoreline
positions without the presence of the unapproved structure is presented in Figure 7.

Image © 2021 CNES / Airbus

© 2021 Maxar Technologies
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Figure 6. Shoreline positions in September 2018 accreted state (top) and September 2019 receded
state (bottom).

aialafaleln

Figure 7. Shoreline positions following removal of the unapproved coastal protection structure.
Green is permanent vegetation line. Orange is the receded shoreline alignment. Yellow is the
accreted shoreline position.

Benefits:

o The structure will provide protection to Wharf Road and maintain the road as a vital
access way for the area.

e Provides the opportunity to establish formal connection between the existing
developments and open space to the east (note that it is assumed voluntary acquisition of
the Wharf Road subdivision is completed and the area is returned to public open space)

Effectiveness:

e The structure has been designed to address the existing extreme risk of damage to the
Wharf Road corner. A correctly designed and constructed seawall will continue to provide
effective protection against coastal erosion under future sea level rise scenarios.

o Aseawall designed for present day conditions will reduce in effectiveness as sea level
rises under future scenarios, as the associated wave overtopping rate under extreme
coastal storms will increase. As such the effective crest of the seawall will need to be
raised into the future in line with this increasing risk. This is considered as part of a staged
management approach for the area (see Options CH1_Kb, Kc, Kd). The proposed crest
level would provide effective protection from wave overtopping to the Wharf Road corner
to 2040.
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Timing:
e The seawall should be implemented as a high priority item to protect against an existing
coastal erosion risk, with design and construction to commence in ‘Year 1’ of the CMP.
e The seawall, in its initial form, would have a limited lifespan (~20years) and form a
foundation for further management works to address coastal inundation across the wider
Wharf Road area.

Timing of these works, and associated works is outlined below.

*Property *Property *Wharf Road
acquisition acquisition incremental
(CH1_M) (CH1_M) to raising

oStage 1 Wharf continue (CH1_Kc)
Road works eStage 2 Wharf
(CH1_Ka) Road works
commenced (CH1_Kb)

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: as above.
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the flooding and damages to Wharf
Road under different modelled inundation events. Further benefit arises from the construction
materials, which are sourced from the illegal foreshore protection structure. The removal of the
groyne would allow for the build-up of more sand naturally, extending and widening the beach. As
a result of the proposed works the following benefits are anticipated:

e Avoided road replacement (erosion) is a benefit that would occur as a result of
constructing the proposed seawall, as it will reduce the probability of the road encountering
erosion and having to be reconstructed. The value of this benefit was taken from the TFNSW
Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $3,429 per metre of a two-lane, flexible
pavement road, where the road length is 85 metres. The analysis assumes a 1% p.a.
probability of road replacement within the first ten years, 2% p.a. for the next 30 years, and
3% p.a. subsequently.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option has a negative NPV and has a BCR of 0.03 indicating
that the option not economically feasible to implement at this point in time.

BCR NPV
0.03 -$1,898,790
Benefit Costs
Erosion $68,572 Capital Costs $1,714,226

Maintenance Costs $253,136
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Inundation at Wharf Road, 6 June 2012 (Mr Dick Crompton) from WRL, 2017

Debris strewn across the beach from the dilapidated seawall, Wharf Road, 4" April 2022 (Mr Cameron
Whiting, ESC)
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C1_Kb Wharf Road Protection Stage 2: Inundation protection. Seawall
raising in front of Holiday Park, seawall along Wharf Road

Location(s): Wharf Road, North Batemans Bay

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment
This option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP to address existing erosion risk to Wharf Road
and ensure the ongoing viability of this road.

Costs:

Stage 2 consists of raising 440m of existing seawall and installation of 250m of flood wall. The
effectiveness of the option is reliant on the implementation of the Stage 1 seawall to provide a
continuous protection from inundation around North Batemans Bay.

Seawall Capital Cost: $3,800,000
Flood Wall Capital Cost: $2,100,000

Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs annually over life of seawall. Negligible maintenance costs
for flood wall.

Option Description:

The low-lying areas of North Batemans Bay along Wharf Road have been identified as being at risk
of coastal inundation under a present day 100yrARI coastal water level, with inundation depth
exceeding 1m in some areas. Inundation depth maps for the present day and including projected
sea level rise out to 2100 are presented in Figure 1. Options to address the existing and future risk
of coastal inundation across the wider area have been considered. Given the topography of the
area, inundation protection will require a mix of structures to produce a continuous elevated
barrier to repel coastal inundation from Batemans Bay.
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Figure 1. 100year ARI Coastal Inundation Depth across Wharf Road area. Top: Present Day. Bottom:
2100.

The concept design for Stage 2 coastal inundation protection assumes the following:

e Stage 1 (Option CH1_Ka) includes the construction of a seawall that extends from the
existing coastal protection to the west, at the Easts Riverside Holiday Park, and along 85m
(approx.) of Wharf Road, providing protection to ensure tolerable wave overtopping rates
to the year 2050.

e Opportunistic raising of Wharf Road will be implemented as maintenance works are
undertaken or funding becomes available to maintain access during inundation events and
act as flood control structure to the suburb over longer timeframes (Option CH1_Kc).

e Inclusion of tidal valves on stormwater outlets (Option CH4_G).

Conceptual design of Stage 2 protection of Wharf Road consists of the following:

e Raising of the existing seawall that fronts the Holiday Park (440m in length).
e Construct a flood wall along the seaward alignment of Wharf Road east of the Wharf Road
corner, consisting of a Steel Sheet Pile wall (250m in length).

The alignment and extent of structures is presented in Figure 2. The flood protection would be
constructed to a level that will prevent coastal still water inundation up to the year 2100 (for 100-
year ARl immunity — crest level ~X3mAHD) and will tie into the Stage 1 protection works (Option
CH1_Ka). Wave overtopping of the holiday park would be reduced by the seawall raising, however
would not be a targeted outcome of the works as this would reduce the amenity of the holiday
park foreshore.




L ]
R h e}m Bﬁll‘d. Eurobodalla Open Coast CMP

Imncwation Frginesred

* laainisieies

Figure 2 Alignment and extent of Stage 2 Inundation Protection of Wharf Road (Red: Raising of
Seawall, Blue: Vertical SSP).

A concept seawall raising option has been designed that would leverage of the existing seawall as a
foundation but increase the crest level to +3.0mAHD, above the 100-year ARI Storm Tide level in
2100. A typical section for the seawall raising design is presented in Figure 3 and includes
construction of a 1m wide crest and 1 in 2 seawall slope that is placed on top of the existing seawall
armour layer (also 1 in 2 slope). At the back of the crest of the raised seawall a concrete cut-off
wall would reduce the permeability of structure and neatly tie the seawall into the land behind.

A typical section for the flood wall along Wharf Road is presented in Figure 4 which includes
installation of a vertical Steel Sheet Pile (SSP) structure on the seaward edge of the road alignment.
The SSP panels could be concealed with capping and facia and would also provide structural
support for future road raising works.

The proposed design and cost estimates are for the coastal hazard protection purpose of the
seawall only. Additional public benefits could be incorporated at the detailed design stage, such as
viewing platforms, beach access and other amenity details.
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Figure 4 Typical cross section for SSP Wall along Wharf Road

Benefits:
The structure will provide protection from coastal inundation to the North Batemans Bay

[ )
area and maintain Wharf Road as a vital access way for the area.

Effectiveness:
The conceptual design of the structure has been designed as three separate structures that

[ ]
together address the existing and future extreme risk of inundation to the North Batemans
Bay area (out to 2100).

e The effectiveness of the option is reliant on the implementation of the Stage 1 seawall to
provide a continuous protection from inundation around North Batemans Bay.

e Wave overtopping of the Holiday Park foreshore is not eliminated under future sea level

rise scenarios by this option, as this would severely reduce the amenity of the foreshore.
Rising sea levels may trigger a need for further protection against wave overtopping in the




L J
R h e i m Ba“'d. Eurobodalla Open Coast CMP

Imncwation Frginesred

future that would be solely targeted at reduction of overtopping hazard of the Holiday Park
foreshore.

Timing:

e There is an existing inundation risk that would be eliminated through implementation of
the coastal inundation protection.

e These works are seen as secondary priority to the Stage 1 seawall to protect against a
severe coastal erosion risk of the Wharf Road corner.

Timing of these works, and associated works is outlined below.

* Property e Stage 2 e Wharf Road
acquisition Wharf Road incremental
(CH1_M) works raising

e Stage 1 (CHl_Kb) (CH]._KC)
Wharf Road
works
(CH1_Ka)

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: As above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the flooding and damages to Wharf
Road and the surrounding caravan parks and mobile homes in North Batemans Bay under different
modelled inundation events. The extension of the seawall to surround the entirety of the foreshore
area from Korners Park to Surfside, would remove the potential for detrimental flooding under 1%
or 5% AEP events. Further benefit arises from the walls construction materials, which will be partially
sourced from an existing illegal structure, which is preventing natural sand build up in the bay. The
removal of the groyne would allow for the build up of more sand naturally, extending and widening
the beach.

As a result of the proposed works the following benefits are anticipated:

e Avoided road resurfacing is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed seawall that will
shielding the entirety of Wharf Road from inundation events. The value of this benefit was
taken from the TFNSW Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $143m>.

o Avoided Property Damages is a benefit that arises from protection of residential and
commercial properties from coastal inundation events. The damages are calculated based
on damage curves from the DPE and include maintenance, replacement and relocation
costings. This is translated into an Average Annual Damage reading which summaries the
potential damages in any given year, based on the severity and likelihood of the damages
occurring.

e Avoided isolation is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed sea wall’s wave return
structure. This would prevent costal inundation flooding of Wharf Road and allow for the
sustained access for emergency evacuation or the continuation of normative activity by the
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residents and visitors of the caravan parks and North Batemans Bay (500 people) in an
inundation or storm event.

The cost of emergency access was derived from Batemans Bay hospitalisation rates for
Eurobodalla residents and the triage severity of each visit and the cost of damages for which
each case if untreated. These inputs were drawn from TfNSW’s Flood Risk Management
Measures (2022) and flowinfo v 17 (2017).

The cost of ordinary activities was derived from the average cost per household per vehicular
trip that would normally be undertaken and the cost of isolation (i.e. expenditure on goods
and services that is no longer possible). These costs were derived from the averagely weekly
spend per household for Eurobodalla and the average daily trips per household. This resulted
in an avoided benefit of $40.54 per trip and $157 for each of the 229 households for each
day of isolation. Given the uncertainty regarding level of disposable income, a 50%
adjustment factor was applied to foregone daily expenditure to represent the cost of
isolation.

Additionally, a costing of $71.43 per person affected by an isolation period is implemented,
to account for the cost of potential mental health related therapy and loss of production that
occur as a result of prolonged isolation. This costing is derived from Deloite (2016) ‘The
Economic Cost of Social Impacts of Natural Disasters’ and is scaled by a factor of 0.1 to
account for the relative severity of possible inundation events.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option has a indicating NPV and has a BCR of less than 1
indicating that the option not economically feasible to implement at this point in time.

BCR NPV
0.76 -$1,270,166
Benefit Costs
AAD $2,638,439 Capital Costs $4,816,157
Amenity $967,733 Maintenance Costs $483,273

Resurfacing $423,092
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Inundation at Wharf Road, 6 June 2012 (Mr Dick Crompton) from WRL, 2017
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Inundation at Wharf Road, 6 June 2012 (Mr Dick Crompton) from WRL, 2017
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CH1_L | Undertake nourishment at northern Batemans Bay beaches when dredging is
undertaken in Batemans Bay / Clyde River as required for navigational purposes

Location(s): Surfside Beach, Surfside Beach West (Dog Beach / Mcleods Beach), North Batemans
Bay Beach (Wharf Road), Long Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

Outcome of CMP Assessment

Recommended for inclusion in the CMP due to benefits for beach amenity and asset protection at
northern Batemans Bay.

Costs:

A capital cost of $500,000 per nourishment campaign, with no ongoing maintenance cost, to be
repeated every 1 to 5 years (on average).

Option Description:

Protection of the existing Northern Batemans Bay shorelines by increasing the sub-areal beach
volume through beach nourishment. Maintenance dredging of navigable areas of Batemans Bay
produces a volume dredged material that is suitable for beach nourishment on adjacent shoreline
areas.

Dredging of Batemans Bay and Clyde River has occurred on an infrequent basis since at least the
early 1900s, with dredge spoil deposited at Corrigans Beach and Surfside throughout the century.
Recent dredging and nourishment campaigns have occurred in 2013, 2016 and 2020. The 2020
campaign deposited sand offshore Surfside Beach, consisting of 10,000 m® of Clyde River sand. In
1996 12,000 m? of sand from navigational dredging was deposited on the northern end of
Surfside Beach. This management action would redirect all dredged material to the Northern
shorelines of Batemans Bay to increase the sub-areal beach volume of Surfside Beach, Surfside
Beach West (Dog Beach), North Batemans Bay Beach (Wharf Road) and Long Beach.

Beach nourishment is opportunistic and would occur as and when dredge sediment from
Batemans Bay /Clyde River becomes available.

Nourishment would be subject to environmental planning approvals and suitability of dredged
material.

It is noted that DPI Fisheries will only support dredging and nourishment programs that are
compliant with the Marine Estate Management Act and Fisheries Management Act and is not
supportive of expanding these activities beyond existing channel maintenance programs in
Batemans Bay. The rules relating to dredging and beach nourishment within a Marine Park can
vary between zones and the Draft CMP needs to acknowledge the relevant Clauses of Marine
Estate (Management Rules) Regulation 1999 to determine the permissibility of any proposed
dredging activities.

Surfside Beach Nourishment

The 100 Year ARI storm demand at Surfside Beach is approximately 55m3/m of beach length.
Therefore, the volume of sand required to replace erosion after a 100 Year ARI event for the full
800m length of beach is approximately 50,000m?3.

However, if nourishment were to occur in response to navigation dredging within the Clyde River
channel, it is estimated that placement of approximately 10,000m? of sand at the northern end of
Surfside Beach (as shown on Figure 1), would result in approximately a 10m gain in beach width.

It should be noted placement of dredge material directly on the beach or marginally offshore
(within 200m of shoreline as per Figure 1) is required to ensure nourishment of the beach is
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achieved. It has been shown offshore placement may not result in movement of sand to the
beach shoreline particularly if it coincides with Clyde river flood flows.

Long Beach

The 100 Year ARI storm demand at Long Beach is approximately 90m3/m of beach length.
Therefore, the volume of sand required to replace erosion after a 100 Year ARI event for the full
1,000m length of beach is approximately 90,000m3.

However, if nourishment were to occur in response to navigation dredging within the Clyde River
channel, it is estimated that placement of approximately 15,000m3 of sand at the eastern end of
Long Beach (as shown on Figure 2), would result in approximately a 15m gain in beach width.

It should be noted placement of dredge material directly on the beach or marginally offshore
(within 100m of shoreline) is required to ensure nourishment of the beach is achieved (as per
Figure 2).

Surfside Beach West (Dog Beach / Mcleods Beach)

Placement of 5,000m3 of sand in response to navigation dredging within the Clyde River channel,
would result in a 15m gain in beach width.

It should be noted placement of dredge material directly on the beach or marginally offshore
(within 50m of shoreline) is required to ensure nourishment of the beach is achieved (as per
figure below). Placement heights if directly on the beach should be graded to ensure the dredge
material is at least % meter lower than the foredune crest height to minimise sand loss by wind,
over the foredune into property and onto the road.

Dune Nourishment

If beach width is greater than 30 m at all Northern Batemans Bay beaches when navigation
dredging of the Clyde River channel occurs, targeted nourishment of the dune system at Surfside
Beach or Surfside Beach West (Dog Beach / Mcleods Beach)) will be undertaken to achieve an
elevated dune crest level to protect against coastal inundation under future climate change
scenarios.
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Figure 1 Surfside Beach Sand Nourishment

Figure 2 Long Beach Sand Nourishment
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Figure 3 Surfside Beach West (Dog Beach / Mceods Beach) Nourishment

CMP Assessment:

The approximate volume needed to nourish the northern end of Surfside Beach is 7,000 m3, based
on a beach length of 400 m. This assumes the beach that has not recently been eroded due to
storm action (i.e. similar profile to the survey profile in Figure 2). Additional sand may be needed
if the beach profile is significantly more eroded. The volume and beach profile was based on an
equilibrium beach slope using a profile scale parameter of 0.16 m'/3 (Dean, 2002).

The coastal erosion assessment in the Stage 2 hazard study identified a storm demand of 50-
60m?3/m of beach (equivalent to ~30m of beach width) at Surfside. Maintaining a beach width of
greater than 30m, through nourishment will improve the capacity of the beach to accommodate
large storm events and minimise the landward limit of storm erosion when it occurs.

Recession rates at Northern Surfside are estimated as -0.08m/year. Over a 10-year period (upper
estimate between nourishment campaigns), a loss of <1m of the nourished beach width would be
expected which should not undermine the effectiveness of the nourishment volume in protecting
against coastal erosion.

Effectiveness:

e Moderate to high effectiveness, as it ensures natural processes are not disturbed
unnecessarily, beach width, amenity and usability are maintained, and private property
protected

e While the intent is to provide additional beach width as a buffer against storm demand
and recession, these processes will drive a reduction in the nourished beach volume over
time. The effectiveness of the option is reliant on regular nourishment and will
deteriorate in effectiveness if dredging, and thereby nourishment, is very infrequent

Timing:

From present-day, on an on-going basis with a frequency of approximately 5-10 years.
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Cost Benefit

Costs: The cost of this option, is considered to be the slight increase in costs associated with
placing the dredged material on the northern shoreline rather than a more convenient offshore
location. The reason for this is that the ‘base case’ against which this option is being assessed, also
include the dredging operations.

Benefits:

The benefits of this option have been assessed for Surfside only, as the volume of dredge material
available for the purpose of nourishment would likely only fulfil the requirements on one location
of the three priority locations identified, per dredging program.

This option derives benefits from avoided loss of access and amenity to the eastern side of Surfside
Beach during a storm event. Despite storm events affecting the length Surfside Beach, it has been
deemed most cost effective to nourish the north-eastern corner as sand naturally moves on shore
in a southwestern direction. Sand nourishment would prevent the large losses of sandy beach space
after a storm or inundation event, which in turn produces the following benefit:

e Preserved Amenity is a benefit that is anticipated to occur from avoidance of sand loss after
a storm event. This has been valued by assuming that post inundation events, the eastern
half of the beach will be reduced in size by around 6000m? and so its use-value will decrease
in following year by an estimated 50% whilst the beach naturally recovers with the help of
nourishment.

No property damages have been included in this analysis, as the erosion hazard does pose a threat
to properties within the 50 year economic assessment period.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option does not have a positive NPV and has a BCR well below
1 indicating that it is not economically feasible to implement at this point in time. However, it is
acknowledged that this option may proceed for rationale other than economic factors.

BCR NPV
0.62 -636,531
Benefit Costs

Amenity $60,604 Capital Costs $97,134
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CH1_M Property acquisition and restore land to safe public use area

Location(s): Wharf Road, North Batemans Bay

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed:

e CHThreat 1 Beach Erosion

e CH Threat 4 Coastal Inundation

e CH Threat 5 Tidal Inundation

e RAThreat 3 Poorly located, poorly maintained and/or inappropriate access and supporting
facilities

e CD Threat 4 Coastal development encroaching onto natural coastal processes to exacerbate
hazard impacts

Outcome of CMP Assessment

This option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP to address a range of coastal risks associated
with erosion and inundation and to achieve public benefits associated with improved access,
public space and improved environmental outcomes.

Costs:

Property acquisition through the Coastal Lands Protection Scheme amounts to $4,000,000

Option Description:

Public ownership of beaches has long been a foundation of the coastal management approach in
NSW. Public ownership of the beach at Wharf Road was a priority issue for the Wharf Road CZMP.
Despite the zoning somewhat managing coastal risk without the need for land acquisition, it is
considered appropriate to incorporate in this plan a priority action for the NSW Government to
purchase the private property. This would return the areas of beach and the beach access to
public ownership. The location of private lots for acquisition is shown Figure 1 below in pink.

DPE-Planning will require the land to be free of debris and in an uncontaminated state as part of
any condition of purchase. It is noted that Given the residual risk of unknown quantities of buried
material being unearthed, it is likely that, even if cleaned up by the current owner(s), the sites
may still require some remediation to make the land suitable for open space.

Access to the existing and future Public reserve should be improved to a safe standard. As part of
the site remediation, the illegal foreshore structures should be removed. The use of the rock
contained within this structure should be considered for use in the Wharf Road Stage 1 Protection
Works (CH1_Ka).

Additional site improvements and opportunities can be explored (such as revegetation,
biobanking and a recreational use plan), however, they would be additional to the core aspects of
this option included in the CMP and completed under CH1 Ka.
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Figure 1: Properties identified for acquisition

Timing:
Voluntary acquisition of private lots should occur in 2023 — 2026 subject to private landowner

decisions.

Remediation of public land should commence immediately, with remediation of future public land
to occur following completion of property acquisition process and site contamination and
remediation plan.

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: as above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from anticipated creation of nearly 11,575m? of public beach and
vegetated open space from the purchase of 42 lots from private owners. This will allow for
greater access to the beach for the public increasing its use values. This results in the following
benefit realisation:

e Created Amenity is a benefit that is anticipated to occur from the transition of private land
to public reserve and beach area. This area is predicted to provide both non-use value and
use value for local residents, with greater access to sheltered family friendly beach. The
created amenity is estimated to be valued at $29.75 per m? annually.

Additional non-quantifiable benefits could include improved habitat and connection to Country
opportunities.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option has a negative NPV and has a BCR of 0.62 indicating
that the option is not economically feasible to implement at this point in time.

BCR NPV
0.62 -$1,224,824
Benefit Costs
Amenity | $2,040,368 Capital Costs  $3,265,192
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CH1_P Casey Beach Seawall

Location(s): Caseys Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation (from wave overtopping)

Outcome of CMP Assessment
This option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP to address existing coastal erosion risk and
wave overtopping of Beach Road.

Costs:
In total, 535m of seawall proposed along the length of Beach Road.
Two options have been considered in the assessment of this option:

e Construct seawall to meet risk requirements out to 2065 (nominally a ~50year design life)
e Construct rubble mound seawall to address present day risks, and retrofit a vertical crest
wall in future (approximately 2035)

Option 1: construct with crest wall (to address future risk to 2065)

e Capital Cost: $7,900,000
e Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs over life of structure

Option 2: construct without crest wall (rubble mound to address present day risk, including wave
overtopping):

e Capital Cost: $6,600,000
e Future Capital Cost (~2035): $3,400,000
e Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs over life of structure

Option Description:

Replacement of the existing coastal protection works at Caseys Beach to protect Beach Road and
reduce the likelihood of damage from wave overtopping during storm events.

There currently exists a proposed seawall design for Caseys that has been developed and
approved by Council. Modification of the existing design would be required to ensure the
proposed seawall design meets overtopping estimates under future sea level rise scenarios.

CMP Assessment:

The proposed seawall design (Aurecon, 2019) will provide adequate protection to ensure Beach
Road is not impacted by coastal erosion and is adequately designed to withstand extreme coastal
conditions. However, the crest level of the proposed design was limited to not exceed 1 armour
stone (~¥1m) above the existing foreshore levels due to impacts on visual amenity (Aurecon, 2019).
Wave overtopping of the existing seawall is a known issue, with damage to the road surface being
experienced during extreme coastal events.

The proposed design targeted an average overtopping rate of less than 50 L/s/m to reduce the
risk of such damage and the proposed design is stated as achieving this rate under existing
conditions (i.e. current mean sea level conditions) as confirmed during physical model testing of
the seawall (WRL, 2019). Future sea level rise will increase the overtopping rates at the seawall.

Wave runup and overtopping calculations for the proposed seawall design at Caseys Beach were
performed using methods outlined in Eurotop (2018) and benchmarked against the physical
model results (WRL, 2019) to provide an indication of rate over overtopping under future sea level
rise scenarios. The following table summarises the results, noting an average overtopping rate of
less than 50 L/s/m is targeted to reduce the risk of damage to the foreshore and road surface.
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Mean Overtopping Rates (q) for the 100year ARI coastal storm under sea level rise scenarios

Present 2050 2065 2100
g (L/s/m) 47 98 121 324

Initial analysis suggests that the proposed crest level and seawall design does not adequately
protect against overtopping under future sea level rise conditions (based on the 100-year ARl
storm event) and could therefore result in road and infrastructure damage.

To manage the risk of future wave overtopping a modification of the seawall design will be
required. A possible modification to the seawall design is presented in Figure 1 below and
incorporates a vertical wall directly behind the structure crest. A similar wave return barrier
example is provided in Figure 2.
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Figure 1 Seawall with Crest Typical Section

Figure 2 Example of wave return barrier, Port Kembla (from MHL, 2021)
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Adopting a sea level rise over a reasonable structural design life (say to ~40 years to the year
2065), the required height of the vertical wall (above the existing foreshore level) to reduce mean
wave overtopping to an acceptable rate (i.e. 50 L/s/m) is presented in the table below. If Option 2
is actioned, the suitable height of the vertical wall would be assessed in the next revision of the
CMP.

Height of Vertical Crest Wall to reduce overtopping hazard for the 100year ARI coastal storm
under sea level rise scenarios

Present 2050 2065 2100

Wall Height* (m) 1.2 1.45 1.6 1.95

* above existing foreshore level of 2.8mRL to reduce overtopping rate to <= 50 L/s/m
A assumes a 3.5m wide rubble mound crest in front of the vertical wall

Modifications to the proposed seawall design would need to subject to detailed design, including
physical modelling if deemed required.

Beach nourishment to offset the increased footprint of the seawall should be considered to
improve/restore beach width and amenity following the proposed seawall construction. This is
not specifically included as part of this management option.

Reprofiling/raising of the road in conjunction with seawall crest raising may be desirable to ensure
adequate drainage of the overtopped volume of water. Such works would need to consider
access and drainage of private property along Beach Road.

Effectiveness:

e Acorrectly designed and constructed seawall will provide adequate protection to both
undermining (from coastal erosion) and surface damage (from wave overtopping) to Beach
Road and will ensure the safe use of the road and associated infrastructure under a greater
range of coastal conditions.

e Aseawall designed for present day conditions will reduce in effectiveness as sea level rises
under future scenario, as the associated wave overtopping rate under extreme coastal storms
will increase. As such the effective crest of the seawall will need to be raised into the future in
line with this increasing risk. Should this be achieved then the seawall will be effective in
protecting Beach Road from undermining and surface damage.

Timing:

e 2025. Identified as a priority option to manage an existing risk to undermining and damage of
Beach Road.

e Adesign life of ~50 years could reasonably be applied to the coastal structure assuming the
seawall design incorporates the vertical crest wall to protect against future sea level rise to
2065.

e The option could be staged to initially construct the rubble mound (rock) seawall and address
the existing present day risk, with subsequent construction of a vertical crest wall to reduce
the risk of wave overtopping under future sea level rise. Initial estimates indicate that by
2035 (SLR of 0.12m), an overtopping rate of 70 L/s/m would be expected under a 100 year AR
coastal event which meets the upper limit of tolerable overtopping rates for cars behind the
crest in Eurotop (2018).
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Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: As above for both options
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the flooding and damages to
waterfront properties on Beach Road and the Casey Beach Caravan Park. Additionally, the
avoidance of road resurfacing costs as a result of water damage is another benefit which was
included in the CBA modelling for this option. As a result of the proposed works the following
benefits are anticipated:

Avoided road resurfacing is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed seawall
protecting Beach Road from wave runup and overtopping. The value of this benefit was
taken from the TFNSW Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $143 per metre.
Avoided road replacement (erosion) is a benefit that would occur as a result of
constructing the proposed seawall, as it will reduce the probability of the road encountering
erosion and having to be reconstructed. The value of this benefit was taken from the TFNSW
Economic Parameters (2020) with the cost of $3429 per metre of a two-lane, flexible
pavement road, where the road length is 535 metres. Additionally, there is an avoided cost
of the temporary road which is required in the estimated two week period of road
reconstruction. The value of avoiding this cost is derived from the pricing the anticipated
565 metres of metal temporary road sheeting which will allow for continued road access to
properties along Beach Road. The temporary road will run adjacent to the existing road
with connections to each property’s driveway. Over a four-week period the cost per metre
of the temporary road is $269, which totals to $303,970 per erosion event. The analysis
assumes a 1% p.a. probability of road replacement within the first ten years, 2% p.a. for the
next 30 years, and 3% p.a. subsequently.

Avoided isolation is a benefit that would occur due to the proposed sea wall’s wave return
structure. This would prevent wave overtopping of Northcove Road and would mitigate
against erosion damages to the road. Thus, allowing for the continuation of normative
activity and emergency access for the residents of Caseys beach (371 people) 36 hours after
an inundation or storm event.

The cost of emergency access was derived from Batemans Bay hospitalisation rates for
Eurobodalla residents and the triage severity of each visit and the cost of damages for which
each case if untreated. These inputs were drawn from TfNSW’s Flood Risk Management
Measures (2022) and flowinfo v 17 (2017).

The cost of ordinary activities was derived from the average cost per household per
vehicular trip that would normally be undertaken and the cost of isolation (i.e. expenditure
on goods and services that is no longer possible). These costs were derived from the
averagely weekly spend per household for Eurobodalla and the average daily trips per
household. This resulted in an avoided benefit of $40.54 per trip and $157 for each of the
38 households for each day of isolation. Given the uncertainty regarding level of disposable
income, a 50% adjustment factor was applied to foregone daily expenditure to represent
the cost of isolation.

Additionally, a costing of $71.43 per person affected by an isolation period is
implemented, to account for the cost of potential mental health related therapy and loss
of production that occur as a result of prolonged isolation. This costing is derived from
Deloite (2016) ‘The Economic Cost of Social Impacts of Natural Disasters’ and is scaled by
a factor of 0.1 to account for the relative severity of possible inundation events.
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Results:

The table below highlights that this option does not have a positive NPV and has a BCR well below
1 indicating that it is not economically feasible to implement at this point in time. However, the
non-quantifiable benefits may be determined to add significantly to the low economic benefits,
such as those associated with community expectations regarding continued and ongoing use of
Beach Road during and following a storm event, and certainty of road use during high tourist

demand periods.

Option 1 (CH1_Pa)

BCR
0.15
Benefit
Resurfacing
Erosion
Access
Option 2(CH1_Pb)
BCR
0.14
Benefit

Resurfacing

Erosion

Access

$491,997
$429,315
$159,921

$491,997
$429,315

$159,921

Capital Costs $6,448,753
Maintenance Costs $954,464

Capital Costs $6,798,445
Maintenance Costs $1,208,182

NPV
-$6,321,984

Costs

NPV
-$6,925,394

Costs
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CH1_S Sand nourishment post erosion event — Tomakin Cove

Location(s): Tomakin Cove

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

Outcome of CMP Assessment

No viable source of sand can be identified at the time of CMP preparation. As such, this option is
not recommended for inclusion in the CMP or CZEAS. Nourishment at Tomakin Cove could be
considered in future CMPs if a suitable sand source can be identified.

Costs:

A capital cost of $115,000 per nourishment campaign, with no ongoing maintenance cost. This is a
trigger-based nourishment and may be repeated after an extreme erosion event that results in
20-year to 100-year ARI erosion extents.

It is assumed that the cost of nourishment does not include the dredging costs, as dredging
location and available sediment sources will have to be determined at the time of nourishment. A
cost of approximately $115,000 for placement of dredge material is based on a rate of $5/ m3.

Option Description:

Sand nourishment of Tomakin Cove sub-aerial dune system after large beach erosion events to
protect public infrastructure and private property.

CMP Assessment:

e The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment, in conjunction with WRL (2017), identified that
Tomakin Cove has a 20-year ARI storm demand volume of 59 m3*/m, and 100-year ARI storm
demand of 90 m3/m.

e Deterministic calculation of zone of slope adjustment (ZSA) based on storm demand,
underlying shoreline movement, beach slope and beach volume, revealed that large erosion
events could have significant impacts on the following locations at the 2017 and 2100
planning periods (Attachment 1):

e 2017 100-year ARI event: dune system that protects private property.
e 2100 100-year ARI event: private property along Sunpatch Parade.

e WRL (2017) identified a small recessional trend of -0.03 m/year, exacerbated to -0.05 m/year
when incorporating sea level rise. These values have been incorporated into the ZSA hazard
lines.

e Nourishment of the beach face post event would allow the dune system to recover and
thereby protect infrastructure for future erosion events. If the dune system was not
nourished, the next erosion event could significantly impact private property and eradicate
the dune system.

e Trigger-based sand nourishment of the beach to the ‘Nourished Profile + 10m Beach Width’
nourishment profile shown in Figure 1. This will form a small dune at 1.6 mAHD, the location
of a small natural berm shown in the ‘Non-eroded Profile’. The nourishment will also accrete
the beach by 10 m to allow a greater buffer to form and therefore protect private property
and assist in the recovery of the remaining dune.

e The equilibrium slope that is the basis of the nourished profile was calculated by using a
profile scale parameter of 0.16 m*3(Dean, 2002). This was performed so that the nourished
profile was in line with the ‘Non-eroded’ profile extracted from 2022 photogrammetry of
Tomakin Cove.
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e Based on a beach length of 250 m, an approximate total nourishment volume requirement is
22,500 m3. At a cost/m3 of S5, the capital costs of placement are ~$115,000

Tomakin Cove Nourishment Profiles

w

Elevation (mAHD)
N
[ ]

0 t 1]
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90

Distance from dune (m)
e Eroded Profile Nourished Profile Nourished Profile + 10m Beach Width Non-eroded Profile

Figure 1 Beach Nourishment Profiles for Tomakin Cove

Effectiveness:

e Protection of private property at Sunpatch Parade from erosion — highly effective against a
100-year ARl storm event in the present day.

e For 2050, 2065 and 2100 planning periods, it is moderately effective in reducing impacts for
private property. However, the dune must be in a nourished and healthy state with sufficient
allowance for the requisite storm demand, to provide protection.

e Arevision of nourishment amounts, and placement strategies may be warranted by 2050 to
ensure that the impacts from sea level rise and associated landwards migration of the dune
system are sufficiently accounted for and mitigated against to allow a consistently healthy
dune buffer.

Timing:

e Trigger based following a large coastal erosion event
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Attachment 1:
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F_ hEI m mm-m'!':mn —— ‘Reduced Foundation Capacity 2017 Stage 2 Assessments
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CH1 T Stabilisation of sand spit to rocky outcrop

Location(s): Tomakin Cove

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

Outcome of CMP Assessment

This option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP as it would not moderate the effects of
sea level rise induced recession, with limited impact on the predicted 2100 Erosion Hazard Line.

Costs:

Not Costed

Option Description:

The rocky outcrop at the south-west end of Tomakin Cove provides significant protection to the
cove from wave-induced erosion as it promotes the formation of a tombolo feature in its lee. If
this tombolo was eroded, it would change the shape and sediment dynamics at Tomakin Cove,
increasing long-shore sediment transport and erosion.

This option would be triggered in the event of a severe erosion event, where the sand between
the dune system and the rocky outcrop is eroded. The construction of a small seawall/groyne
(located in red in Attachment 1) could be constructed, to promote the regrowth of the tombolo,
reduce longshore sediment transport potential and maintain a protected embayment at Tomakin
Cove. This would minimise the risk of a changed beach shape and increased wave exposure.

CMP Assessment:

e The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment, in conjunction with WRL (2017), identified that
Tomakin Cove has a 20-year ARI storm demand volume of 59 m3*/m, and 100-year ARI storm
demand of 90 m3/m.

e Deterministic calculation of zone of slope adjustment (ZSA) based on storm demand,
underlying shoreline movement, beach slope and beach volume, revealed that large erosion
events could have significant impacts on the following locations at the 2017 and 2100
planning periods (Attachment 1):

e 2017 100-year ARI event: dune system that protects private property.
e 2100 100-year ARI event: private property along Sunpatch Parade.

e WRL (2017) identified a small recessional trend of -0.03 m/year, exacerbated to -0.05 m/year
when incorporating sea level rise. These values have been incorporated into the ZSA hazard
lines.

Effectiveness:

e The construction of a rubble mound groyne structure would act as a sediment trap to allow
natural processes to re-build the sand spit. This would maintain the existing embayment
under existing conditions and reinforce and retain the natural erosion buffer provided by the
dune system.

e Would not moderate the effects of sea level rise induced recession, with limited impact on
the predicted 2100 Erosion Hazard Line.

Timing:

e Trigger based following a large coastal erosion event that removed the sandspit to the rocky
outcrop.
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CH1_U Offshore Reef

Location(s): Tomakin Cove

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

CMP Assessment Outcome

This option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP as the existing risk to private property
and dune systems is relatively low and does not justify the expense of an offshore reef. The option
also does not provide adequate protection against recession caused by sea level rise. Further
limitations are discussed below.

Costs:

No detailed design or costings have been performed for this option as the assessment did not
identify suitable merits to warrant implementation.

Option Description:

Offshore reef located between the rocky outcrops at Tomakin to reduce wave-induced beach
erosion.

CMP Assessment:

e The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment, in conjunction with WRL (2017), identified that
Tomakin Cove has a 20-year ARI storm demand volume of 59 m3/m, and 100-year ARI storm
demand of 90 m3/m.

e Deterministic calculation of zone of slope adjustment (ZSA) based on storm demand,
underlying shoreline movement, beach slope and beach volume, revealed that large erosion
events could have significant impacts on the following locations at the 2017 and 2100
planning periods (Attachment 1):

e 2017 100-year ARI event: dune system that protects private property.
e 2100 100-year ARI event: private property along Sunpatch Parade.

e WRL (2017) identified a small recessional trend of -0.03 m/year, exacerbated to -0.05 m/year
when incorporating sea level rise. These values have been incorporated into the ZSA hazard
lines.

e An offshore reef would be located between the rocky outcrops (Figure 1). This would provide
an effective wave dissipation under coastal storms and reduce wave energy entering the cove,
thereby significantly decreasing sediment transport and associated erosion of the beach face.

e However, it would not prevent sea level rise associated recession, thereby reducing
effectiveness in the long-term.

Effectiveness/Benefits:

e Protection of private property at Sunpatch Parade from erosion — considered effective
against a 100-year ARI storm event in the present day.

e For 2050, 2065 and 2100 planning periods, it is considered moderately effective (but
reducing with time) in limiting impacts for private property.

e Act as an artificial reef and increase habitat.

Limitations:

e Would not prevent sea level rise associated recession, which is a key issue long terms at
Tomakin Cove.
e Expensive to design, build and maintain.
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e If the sandy spit to the rocky outcrop disappears, would not limit long-shore sediment
transport and reduce effectiveness.

w Baird Z5A_100yrARI_2017 shp
Teomakm Offshore Bresloester

Figure 1 Tomakin Cove Offshore Breakwater Potential Location
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CH1_V Private land acquisition and restoration to public dune and beach

Location(s): Broulee

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed:

e CHThreat 1 Beach Erosion

e CH Threat 2 Shoreline Recession

e CD Threat 1 Coastal development resulting in loss of plant and animal species (habitat
disturbance or loss)

e CD Threat 4 Coastal development encroaching onto natural coastal processes to
exacerbate hazard impacts

CMP Assessment Outcome

This option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP as there is no existing erosion risk to the
subject properties and future erosion risk can be managed through implementation of
development controls.

Costs:

e Capital costs for this option consists of an initial $4.8 million in capital costs to acquire the
private properties and clear them to create public land.
e Maintenance costs for this option are $5,000 per year to maintain scrubland

Responsible agencies:

Eurobodalla Shire Council, supported by DPE and Crown Lands

Option Description:

Four properties seaward of Coronation Drive, Broulee will come under increasing risk from beach
erosion and shoreline recession towards 2100.

This option assesses the merits of purchasing these properties and returning the land to public
reserve. The viability of this option has to be weighed against the suitability of using development
controls alone to manage the risk to property, assets and lives at this location.

Legend
w [Erpsion Hazard 2017

Reduced Foundation Capacity 2017
m— Erpsion Hazard 2100
e Redluced Foundation Capacity 2100
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Timing:

It has been assumed There is no existing erosion risk to the subject properties, however,
properties from about 2075 are predicted to be at risk. If the dwellings on the properties were to
be redeveloped, they could extend the life of the structure increasing likely future public
expenditure costs for purchase and removal as well as potential amenity incursions in the interim.
Therefore the economic analysis of this option assumes that the property purchase would occur
within the next 10 years.

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: as above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from anticipated creation of public coastal dune vegetation from the
purchase of three lots from private owners. This isn’t anticipated to create greater access to the
beach for the public or substantial alter use values but does increase its non-use values for the
creation of preservation of dune structures and scrubland ecosystems. This results in the
following benefit realisation:

e Created Amenity is a benefit that is anticipated to occur from the transition of private land
to public coastal dune vegetation area. This area is predicted to provide non-use value for
local residents. The created amenity is estimated to $5.83 per m? of scrubland.

There is no erosion risk to the properties within the 50 year economic analysis period, so benefits
associated with hazard mitigation are not included.

The reduction in coastal erosion risk has not been included in the CBA as the benefits occur beyond
the timeframe of the economic assessment.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option has a negative NPV and has a BCR well below 1
indicating that the option not economically feasible to implement. If opportunities to enhance the
public utilisation of this area were identified, an improved economic feasibility may be realised.

BCR NPV
0.03 -$3,841,417
Benefit Costs
Amenity $137,221 Capital Costs $3,918,230

Maintenance Costs $60,409
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CH1_Y Sewage pump stations and reticulation infrastructure at risk to be include in
future works plans

Location(s): Long Beach, Malua Bay Beach and Broulee Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion

Outcome of CMP Assessment

At-risk assets identified in this option assessment should be included in future works plans to
incorporate management and/or protection measures when undertaking works (maintenance,
upgrades, replacements, etc) on these assets. The CMP will include this reporting as an action.

Costs:

Monitoring only. Existing Council staff time and resources during the operational period of this
CMP.

Option Description:

Council maintains a network of reticulation and sewer infrastructure, with a number of assets
located along the coastline. The CMP identified which assets are at risk (both existing and future)
of damage during erosion events. The identification of at-risk assets allows Council to incorporate
management and/or protection measures when undertaking works (maintenance, upgrades,
replacements, etc) on these assets.

CMP Assessment:

The Council data set for reticulation and sewer stations were overlaid on erosion risk zones for
current and 2100 scenarios.

All sewer pump stations were found to be outside identified 2100 erosion hazard zones.

All reticulation assets were found to be outside the existing 1% AEP erosion risk zone. It should be
noted however that some assets in Long Beach are only marginally outside this extent.

Reticulation assets become at risk to erosion damage in 2100 in Long Beach, Malua Bay Beach and
Broulee Beach

The locations are shown below.

" 4 X - . > il

Long Beach

Malua Bay Beach [
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Effectiveness:

Early identification of reticulation assets that are expected to experience erosion risk in future
years allows for proactive management measures to be implemented. The fact that no assets are
currently at risk allows Council to incrementally address future risks for identified assets as
required, to ensure that the network does not experience damage in large storm events.

Timing:

No structural works are required during the expected operational period of this CMP. However, it
is recommended that Council review the assets expected to become at risk in future years, and to
begin developing appropriate management strategies. This would allow management works to be
undertaken when repair or replacements works are being undertaken on these assets in the
future.
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CH1_z Monitor stormwater assets in erosion areas

Location(s): Long Beach, Surfside, Malua Bay Beach, Tomakin Cove

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion.

Outcome of CMP Assessment

At-risk assets identified in this option assessment should be included in future works plans to
incorporate management and/or protection measures when undertaking works (maintenance,
upgrades, replacements, etc) on these assets. The CMP will include this reporting as an action.

Costs:
Existing Council staff and resources only.

No works required in next 10 years unless opportunity arises.

Responsible agencies: Eurobodalla Shire Council

Option Description:

A number of locations have been assessed as at risk of erosion, under existing as well as future
catchment conditions.

This option identifies stormwater assets currently within erosion risk zones, so that monitoring
plans can be put in place to check the condition of these assets following large storm events.

CMP Assessment:

Councils stormwater asset GIS data set was overlaid on the erosion hazard zones prepared as part
of the Stage 2 works. Where assets were located within these zones, they were mapped for
monitoring. The locations are shown in the figure below.

At risk assets were identified in Long Beach (9), Surfside (6), Malua Bay Beach (1), and Tomakin
Cove (1).
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Effectiveness:

The implementation of a management plan for these assets would ensure that any damage to
these assets is quickly noted and addressed following large storm events.

The plans could also be used to inform the future relocation and/or protection of these assets
against beach erosion.

The plans would remain usable under future climate scenarios, and indeed would become more
important as the frequency of significant events increases as a result of climate change.

Timing:

e The plans could be prepared and implemented as soon as resources permit.
e The plans would remain affective for the lifetime of each particular asset.
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CH1_ZA Culvert Extension / Groyne and Beach Nourishment

Location(s): Surfside West Beach (Dog Beach)

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion / Shoreline Recession

Outcome of CMP Assessment
The option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP as the works result in:

e Likely increases in the frequency of Wharf Road overtopping from catchment flow.

e Minor increases in catchment flood levels upstream of Wharf Road.

e Significant alterations to the entrance of a Class 3 stream and Type 1 Fisheries habitat.
e Protrusion into a Habitat Protection Zone of Batemans Marine Park.

In addition, the protection of Wharf Road and the adjoining area from erosion can be achieved
without the negative impacts above through the implementation of road and culvert protection
works (option CH1_ZB) and a flood levee (option CH4_D). Beach amenity will also be protected
through ongoing nourishment when sand is available from Clyde River navigation dredging
operations (option CH1_L),

Costs:

The construction of the structure would be a single upfront capital cost with ongoing maintenance
of the structure required. Maintenance would include that of both a coastal and drainage
structure and nourishment as required.

Capital Cost: $3,600,000
Maintenance Costs: 2% of capital costs annually over life of structure

Design Life: 50 years

Option Description

Construct a culvert extension that would also function as a groyne structure to retain sand on
Surfside West Beach (Dog Beach).

Surfside West Beach (Dog Beach) was identified as being a beach with high usage, however, is
subject to large fluctuations in beach width as a result of the dynamic shoals between the Clyde
River entrance and Pinnacle Point, as well as flood flows out of Surfside Creek that regularly
reshape and erode the beach compartment.

To stabilise the beach compartment, a culvert extension has been assessed that would have a
dual purpose of moving the Surfside Creek outlet away (offshore) of the beach face and also act as
groyne to anchor the western end of Surfside West Beach (Dog Beach).

Figure 1 provides an indicative alignment of the structure, with an anticipated shoreline response.
The structure would be approximately 90m long with its toe located below OmAHD.
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Figure 1. Indicative alignment of a culvert extension/groyne structure (black) at Macleod’s beach
with anticipated shoreline response (orange)

Surfside Creek drains to Batemans Bay via three culverts under Wharf Road, each with a diameter
of 1.8m. The groyne structure would therefore need to accommodate the cross-sectional area of
the culvert pipes through its trunk and provide adequate protection against damage from coastal
storms (waves) and flood flows (from the Clyde River).

Figure 2 provides indicative cross sections along the groyne length and width and includes double
armour stone layers across the structure slopes and crest, and a single armour layer around the
toe to act as scour protection. The structure crest would be constructed at ~2.2mAHD, with a
concrete path integrated to allow public access, tying in with the level of Wharf Road across the
existing outlets, and allow suitable fall between the existing outlet inverts and the new outlet
position. A flood gate could be added to the seaward end to reduce the ingress of elevated
coastal water levels (subject to sediment dynamics at the outlet).

. +2.2mRL-Ph, j /-Q-+2 1mRL

CULVERT HEADWALL

=

+2.2mRL B.0m ——— CONCRETE PATH
A% - ,,:'__ GROYNE CREST
— 1 LAYER ARMOUR STONE

Figure 2. Indicative cross sections of a culvert extension/groyne structure at Macleod’s beach
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CMP Assessment

Structural design of the structure would include sizing of the armour stones on the side slopes and
crest which would be sized to be stable under extreme coastal conditions and require 1-3t armour
stones on the side slopes and 3-4t armour stones on the crest. Scour protection would consider
wave action, but also peak flood flow velocities from the Clyde River, and require stones in range
750kg-1.5t. Detailed design and optimisation of the outlet structure (headstock), scour protection
and foundation at the head would be required.

The capacity of the existing three culverts is estimated as 15 m3/s of flow, which would be
maintained under this groyne extension. This capacity is only achievable when water levels are
below the culvert invert. As levels rise above the invert, the capacity of the culvert drops
significantly. The capacity was assessed in the Batemans Bay Urban Creeks Flood Study (2021) as
being sufficient for flood flows out of Surfside Creek up to the 5% AEP. In the 1% AEP the Flood
Study found that flows broke out of the creek and flowed over Wharf Road immediately to the
east of the culvert. As such, the groyne extension would be effective in diverting low magnitude
flood flows away from Macleod’s beach but would be overwhelmed under the 1% AEP flood. The
invert level at the outlet would need to be raised and optimised based on coincident downstream
(coastal) water level considerations.

The alignment and crest height would mean the structure acts as an effective trap for longshore
sediments that travel in a westerly direction under ambient conditions. Further, it would afford
the Macleod’s beach compartment some protection from flood flows from the Clyde River by
deflecting flows away from the shoreline. As such, a stable beach compartment width could be
achieved between Pinnacle Point and the groyne structure. An assessment of the anticipated
shoreline response to the presence of the groyne structure was completed using the parabolic
beach shape equation (Evans and Hsu, 1989). The method estimates the expected static
equilibrium shape of a beach between two controlling points and assumes a sandy beach with
swell incident at the beach from a narrow directional band and where longshore sediment
transport is largely driven by swell energy. The resulting anticipated shoreline alignment is
presented in Figure 1.

The impacts to shorelines to the west of the structure are likely to be minimal as they consist of
rocky outcrops with limited sub-aerial beach. The lack of notable beach width along Wharf Road is
due to the oblique incident waves and resulting large longshore transport rates. The proposed
structure would have limited and localised impacts to this incident waves along the length
shoreline.

Preliminary flood modelling has been undertaken to assess the impacts of the proposed culvert
extension. Modelling was undertaken for the 5% AEP and 1% AEP events. Results shown in Figures
2 and 3. For the full length culvert, minor upstream increases were observed in both AEP events.
In the 1% AEP, the increases impacted properties between the creek and the eastern arm of
Timbara Crescent.
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Figure 2 - Flood Impacts 5% AEP Figure 3 - Flood Impacts 1% AEP

Effectiveness:
The proposed structure has two principal objectives.

e Diverting flows from Surfside Creek further offshore away from Macleod'’s shoreline. The
effectiveness of the structure to divert flood flows depends on the capacity of the culverts
and the invert levels that can be achieved. In this regard the option is constrained by the
existing creek outlet, particularly in terms of invert levels. Levels would need to optimised
to ensure efficient drainage of creek flows and the interaction with tides and elevated
coastal water level. As a result, the structure would be effective in diverting flood flows,
but be ineffective when the coastal water levels are elevated (particularly beyond
MHWS).

e Trapping longshore transport to retain a stable beach compartment. A structure in the
order of 90m in length will provide an efficient trap for westerly longshore sediment.
There may be a need for periodic nourishment of the beach compartment after severe
coastal events, however the supply of westerly transport under ambient coastal driven
conditions should be sufficient to maintain a full beach compartment and provide
recovery of the beach volume after storm induced erosion.

e Sealevel rise will reduce the effectiveness of the structure as an outlet for Surfside Creek,
with increased sea levels reducing the effectiveness of the outflow. However, with a crest
level above +2mAHD the structure will continue to act as an effective groyne.
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Incorporation of a tidal gate could also be considered in the future and incorporated in
current headstock design.

Benefit

The proposed structure would act to stabilise the Macleod’s beach compartment, providing the
following benefits:

e Increased protection against coastal storm induced erosion by maintaining a stable and
wide beach profile.

e Provide for improved beach amenity. Community consultation noted that the beach is a
popular spot and frequently used by the local community, it being easily accessible from
Wharf Road.

The groyne structure also has the potential negative impacts:

e Increased frequency of Wharf Road overtopping from catchment flow.

e Increases in catchment flood levels upstream of Wharf Road.

e Significant alterations to the entrance of a Class 3 stream and Type 1 Fisheries habitat.
e Protrusion into a Habitat Protection Zone of Batemans Marine Park.

Timing: Medium priority works

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: as above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from anticipated creation of over 4,000m? of beach from the
entrapment of westerly longshore sediment by the 90m groyne. Due to this beach’s popularity
amongst local residents this beach extension is anticipated to create greater use value for the
beach. As a result the following benefit is anticipated to be realised after the completion of works:

o Created Amenity is a benefit that is anticipated to occur from the build-up of sand along the
Surfside bay area. This area is predicted to provide use value for local residents, with greater
access to sheltered dog and family friendly beach. The created amenity is estimated to increase
the use factor of the beach by 5%. This is valued at $29.75 per m? per year for the created beach
area.

The build-up of sand is also likely to provide future erosion protection to the properties located at
McClouds Beach. However, the erosion risk to these properties occurs beyond the timeframe of
the economic assessment.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option has a positive NPV and has a BCR of 1.36 indicating that
the option economically feasible to implement at this point in time.

BCR NPV
1.03 $132,414
Benefit Costs
Amenity $3,940,978 Capital Costs $2,938,672

Maintenance Costs $869,891
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CH4_D Surfside Coastal Inundation Levee

Location(s): Surfside

CMP Assessment Outcome

Stage 1 of this option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP. The works are recommended to
be undertaken over two phases.

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Coastal Inundation

Costs:

In total, 1200m of Coastal Inundation Levee is required to protect Surfside from flooding to the
2100 100-year ARI coastal flood level.

The costs of each stage to progressively construct and raise Coastal Inundation Levee are:

e Investigation and Design (costs included in Stage 1 below)

e Stage 1: 300m of levee with crest level of +2.5mAHD. Capital cost: $3,100,000

e Stage 2: Raise Stage 1 levee to crest level of +2.8mAHD and construct further 630m of
levee to same level. Dune management to ensure the dune crest level is at or above
2.8mAHD. Capital Cost: $5,300,000

e Stage 3: Raise Stage 1 and 2 levee to crest level of +3.3mAHD and undertake dune
management to ensure dune crest height is also at 3.3mAHD. This stage has not been
costed as part of the CMP assessment; it falls outside of the cost benefit analysis time
period.

Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs per annum over life of structure

Option Description:

The urban regions of the Surfside subcatchment adjacent to the bay are low lying and at risk of
inundation in coastal storm events. Development is currently affected in the 20-year ARI coastal
storm event, and affectation and associated risks increases in the future due to sea level rise
exacerbating flood levels.

The option would see the staged construction of a Coastal Inundation Levee to protect the low-
lying residential precinct adjacent to the bay.

The levee is proposed to be constructed in stages, as illustrated below.

The first stage would see a levee constructed along the western boundary of the precinct in order
to protect the region from inundation in a 100-year ARl ocean storm. This stage could be
undertaken in two phases, the first being the 150m closest to the foreshore, and the second
phase, which involves integration with Wharf Road undertaken as part of the Floodplain Risk
Management Plan for Surfside to optimise the design for dual benefits associated with catchment
flood protection.

By 2065, to ensure this protection remains despite raising sea levels, the levee height would be
increased, its length extended along the western boundary, and a second levee on the eastern
boundary added to protect against flooding from Cullendulla. Minor dune stabilisation works
would also be required along isolated regions to infill existing low points along the dune to the
proposed levee level.

By 2100, when sea levels are projected to be higher again, the full length of both eastern and
western levees will require further raising, and additional works will be required along the full
length of the bay-side dune to build it up to the levee level.
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Whilst the option has been developed in response to ocean flooding, it will also protect the region
from catchment driven flood events.

LEGEND

Surfside Coastal Inundation Levee

I Stage 1; Phase 1
Stage 1: Phase 2

1 Stage 2

Hi Dune Management

[0 100-Year ARI (Existing) Inundation
100-Year (2065) Inundation

A concept design for a Coastal Inundation Levee is presented in the cross-section figure below.
The levee effectively consists of an impermeable core with armouring on the flood prone side and
a vegetated slope on the protected side.

FLOOD BERM
3.3mAHD ¢\ __— {IMPERMEABLE CLAY)

FLOOD BERM 10m

PROTECTION NI T
32maD ¢ \ f

7 -~ VEGETATED SOIL FILL

VARIES

100 YEAR AR| SWL—2100 (3.07mAHD) .,

S

EXISTING LEVELS C‘ONCRETE PATH

(1.5-2.6mAHD)

" EXISTING
BANK

- FLOOD BERM
FILTER

1-2T ARMOUR
STONE

The horizontal footprint of the Coastal Inundation Levee will be dependent on crest level targeted
and existing ground level. Existing ground levels along the first stage of levee vary between 1.5
and 2mAHD, such that a Coastal Inundation Levee with height of 0.5-1m and width (at the base)
of 3 to 5m would be required to achieve a crest level of +2.5mAHD. Increasing the crest height to
+3.3mAHD (above the 2100 100year ARI ocean flood level) would require a levee height of 1.3 to
1.8m with a width of up to 8m.

Where such a footprint is not feasible or desired an alternate structure type could be constructed,
consisting of a vertical wall (precast concrete flood walls or SSP) to provide the same protection
with reduced footprint. Such an option is schematised in the Figure below.
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CMP Assessment:

A provisional flood damages assessment was undertaken for the 100-year ARl ocean flood depths.
All properties were identified from the aerial and an indicative ground level sampled for each
based on LiDAR data. As property survey was not available, it was assumed that all property floor
levels were 0.3m above ground level.

Residential damage curves were generated based on the curves prepared by the Department of
Natural Resources (now DPIE) in 2007. The curves estimate flood damages for standard residential
properties based on the extent of over floor flooding. The damage curves are calculated based on
an assumed floor area of 240m?, and a warning time of O-hours.

The over floor flooding depths in the 100-year ARl was determined based on the modelled flood
level, the sampled ground level, and the assumed 0.3m floor height. The assessment was done for
the existing, 2065, and 2100 100-year ARI flood events. The estimated damages for these events
was:

e $2,525,000 in the existing scenario
e 514,910,000 in the 2065 scenario
e $33,950,000 in the 2100 scenario

Higher damages in future events are due to sea level rise which increases both the extent of
inundation and the flood depths experienced.

The levee was also assessed for the 1% AEP local catchment event to determine its impacts and
effectiveness on catchment flood events.

The levee was found to protect the region from local catchment floods. However, the levee
reduced the overbank conveyance in Surfside Creek resulting in peak flood level increases in the
adjacent creek by up to 0.12m. Increases of up to 0.02m occurred upstream to the highway.
Impacts were typically fully contained within the creek and vegetated back areas, save for some
increases of up to 0.03m which affected Batemans Bay public school. Given the relatively small
size of these impacts, it is expected that they could be resolved during detailed design by minor
adjustments to the levee alignment.

It is noted that the levee passes through private property and would need the approval of these
properties to proceed. It is also noted that it would need all property owners to accept the works
and easements gained to be feasible. If property owners object, it may be possible to instead raise
Timbarra Crescent, which would still provide benefits for the wider residential region.

The construction of the levee would also necessitate upgrades to the existing drainage network.
As part of this option, the outlets would require flood gates to prevent surcharge from the pits
when sea levels are elevated.
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Effectiveness:

e The Coastal Inundation Levee will protect the residential precinct (and the associated
infrastructure and Council assets) in events up to and including the 100-year ARl ocean storm.

e  Whilst the option has been developed in response to ocean flooding, it will also protect the
region from catchment driven flood events.

e The effectiveness of the option will be dependent on the ongoing monitoring and
maintenance of the levee and dune works to ensure they remain higher than projected storm
levels.

e Climate change will reduce the effectiveness of a given levee level. To address this, the works
are proposed to be staged, to lift the height of the levee in line with projected increases in
ocean flood levels.

Timing:

e The Stage 1 levee is recommended for construction when funds are available. It will offer an
immediate benefit to currently flood affected properties.

e The proposed extents and levels of future stages should be re-assessed when this CMP is
revised in the future, in light of the most recent advice of projected sea level rise.
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Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: as above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the flooding and damages to
residential properties within Surfside that were forecasted in the coastal inundation modelling. As
a result of the proposed works the following benefit is anticipated:

e Avoided Property Damages is a benefit that arises from protection of residential properties
from coastal inundation events. The damages are calculated based on damage curves from
the DPE and include maintenance, replacement and relocation costings. This is translated
into an Average Annual Damage reading which summaries the potential damages in any
given year, based on the severity and like hood of the damages occurring.

Results:

The tables below highlights that this option in both scenarios has a positive NPV and has a BCR
above 1 indicating that the option economically feasible to implement at this point in time.

Option 1:
BCR NPV
1.41 $2,102,035
Benefit Costs
AAD $7,219,966 Capital Costs $3,619,786

Maintenance Costs $1,498,145
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CH4_G Installation of flood gates on priority outlets

Location(s): Surfside

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Beach Erosion and Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment

This option is recommended for inclusion in the CMP.

Costs:
Capital cost: $35,000 (average of $5,000 per gate)
Maintenance cost: Up to $3000 / Year

Option Description:

Low-lying areas of land, while protected by adjacent coastal protection structures or dunes, can
experience inundation as a result of surcharge from the local pit network when adjacent bay /
ocean levels are high. The option would see the installation of flood flaps on selected pipes to
prevent this surcharge. The locations, and their respective priority (high / medium / low) are:

e Wharf Rd, Surfside West (high)

e Korners Park (low)

e Clyde St, CBD (high)

e Beach Rd, CBD (low)

e Beach Road at Club Catalina (high)

e Batemans Bay Marina Resort, Catalina (two outlets) (high)

Sites noted as high priority have the potential to impact a significant number of existing properties
or to impact major access routes. Medium priority sites impact either some properties or interfere
with minor access routes. Low priority sites largely affect open space.

CMP Assessment:

An analysis was undertaken to determine what regions of the study area were lower-lying than
the adjacent level along the water front. Of these regions, those connected to the stormwater
system were identified. The assessment indicated that there were seven outlets connected to
low-lying with the potential to be affected by surcharge in Surfside, Batemans Bay, and Corrigans
Beach. The locations of the outlets and the potential extent of inundation are shown in
Attachment 1.

Effectiveness:

All of the identified surcharge locations affect existing development including private dwellings,
commercial premises and roadways.

The installation of flood flaps would increase the flood immunity of these locations, so that
flooding would only commence when the adjacent waterfront structure (whether sand dune or
sea wall) overtops. As smaller events are more comment, it would also serve to reduce the
frequency of inundation for these locations.

The works become increasingly beneficial under future sea level rise scenarios, as the trigger
levels for surcharge would be reached with increasing frequency under a higher sea level
condition.
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Timing:

e The works could be implemented as soon as possible and would provide an immediate
benefit.

Benefits

The flood gates would reduce nuisance inundation of low lying locations where high tides are able
to back up the stormwater system. This does not result in quantifiable economic benefits. As such,
no cost benefit analysis has been provided.

Attachment 1

: Pits neededing flood gates
: - Potential pit surcharge locations

p ';._ .-"'_-# e
? Mgt 1o
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CH4_K Seawall Raising and wave return barriers

Location(s): Batemans Bay to Batehaven

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment

Recommended for inclusion in the CMP due to inundation risk reduction for the CBD, including
assets and property protection, maintaining emergency access routes, safety and risk to life. The
option also aligns with existing Masterplan for the CBD.

Costs:

In total, 1200m of seawall raising is proposed along the length of the CBD foreshore and south to
Herarde Street.

Two options:

1. Raise seawall and install crest wall to meet risk requirements out to 2100 and integrate
with urban design of adjacent shared pathway.

2. Raise seawall with no crest wall to meet risk requirements out to 2065, and retrofit a
vertical crest wall in future (for example, 2050). Integrate seawall structure with urban
design of adjacent shared pathway.

Option 1: raise seawall and construct crest wall (to address future risk to 2100)

e (Capital Cost: $15,500,000
e Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs over life of structure

Option 2: raise seawall without crest wall initially (to address future risk to 2050) and retrofit
crest wall:

e (Capital Cost: $10,500,000
e Future Capital Cost (~2050): $6,000,000
e Maintenance Costs: 1% of capital costs over life of structure

Option Description:

Raise the existing seawall protecting the Batemans Bay foreshore, to reduce impact of wave
overtopping in the short to medium term. The seawall will incorporate urban design features to
align with the guiding principles established in the Batemans Bay Waterfront Masterplan &
Activation Strategy (the Masterplan) adopted by Council in 2020.

CMP Assessment:

An assessment of coastal inundation hazard has identified that significant portions of the CBD
seawall are subject to existing risks of wave overtopping. Under future climate scenarios, as sea
levels rise, storm tide (still water) inundation and increased wave overtopping will be experienced.

Adaption to future climate risks has been identified in the Batemans Bay Waterfront Masterplan
and Activation strategy and should incorporated into the implementation of the masterplan.

Under current mean sea levels, the existing risk of inundation is predominantly limited to wave
overtopping as shown in Figure 1 for the 20-year ARI (infrequent) and 100-year ARI (extreme)
event. For the medium term up to 2065, under sea level rise scenarios, the likelihood and extent
of inundation only increases, with up to 95% of the seawall length inundated under a 100-year ARI
event (see Figure 2).

Based on an analysis of the existing crest levels, the priority areas for seawall raising would be the
400m length of seawall between North Street and Beach Road, followed by the 250m length of
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seawall along Beach Road further south to provide immediate protection against infrequent
coastal storm events (up to the 20-year ARI). However, by 2065 the vast majority of the seawall
length is inundated under both the 20-year and 100-year ARI events.

A proposed seawall raising option has been designed that would leverage off the existing seawall
as a foundation but increase the crest level to +3.0mAHD, above the 100-year ARI Storm Tide level
in 2100. A typical section for the seawall raising design is presented in Figure 3, and includes
construction of a 1-2m wide crest and 1 in 2 seawall slope that keys into the existing seawall
armour layer. At the back of the crest of the raised seawall a concrete cut-off wall would reduce
the permeability of structure and neatly tie the seawall into the promenade behind.

Figure 1 CBD Seawall Inundation for the 100year ARI still water level under present day sea levels.
Left: 20year ARI. Right: 100year ARI (red = existing seawall crest submerged)
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Figure 2 CBD Seawall Inundation for the 100year ARI still water level at 2065 (red = existing
seawall crest submerged)
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Figure 3 Typical cross section for raising of the CBD

An assessment of wave runup and overtopping for the proposed raised seawall design along the
CBD were performed using methods outlined in Eurotop (2018) to determine if the proposed
seawall section (with crest at +3.0mAHD) would provide adequate protection against overtopping,
both under present day and future sea level rise scenarios. The following table summarises the
results, noting an average overtopping rate of less than 20 L/s/m is targeted to reduce the risk
people at or near the seawall crest (based on a design wave height of 1m from Eurotop, 2018).
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Mean Overtopping Rates (q) for the 100year ARI coastal storm under sea level rise scenarios

Present 2050 2065 2100

q (L/s/m) 2 17 49 850

Initial analysis suggests that the proposed crest level and seawall design would be sufficient to
ensure pedestrian safety up to the year 2050 (based on a 100-year ARI design storm). Beyond
this, overtopping rates become hazardous for people near the crest and additional protection
would be required to manage this future risk of wave overtopping.

A possible modification to the seawall design is presented in the Figure below and incorporates a
vertical wall directly behind the structure crest (as an extension to the vertical cut-off wall). The
vertical wall could include a wave return lip to further reduce an overtopping risk. Further
overtopping calculations indicate a vertical wall of 0.5m in height (above the seawall crest) would
reduce overtopping risk to within acceptable levels out to the year 2100.
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Effectiveness:

e A correctly designed and constructed seawall will provide effective protection to both
coastal flooding (from elevated storm tides) and foreshore hazard (from wave
overtopping) along the length of the CBD and will ensure the safe use of Beach Road and
foreshore promenade areas under a greater range of coastal conditions.

e Aseawall designed for present day conditions will reduce in effectiveness as sea level
rises under future scenarios, as the associated wave overtopping rate under extreme
coastal storms will increase. As such the effective crest of the seawall will need to be
raised into the future in line with this increasing risk. Should this be achieved then the
seawall will be effective in protecting foreshore areas behind the crest.

e Seawall raising would not impact on the sediment dynamics of Batemans Bay, beyond the
influence of the existing seawall, as all works would occur at elevations above the active
channel bed and margins and would have negligible influence on tidal and flood
hydrodynamics along the length of the seawall. As such, no detrimental impacts to
shorelines on the northern side of the Bay area expected from raising of the seawall.




L ]
R h : eji m Bﬂll‘d. Eurobodalla Open Coast CMP

Inncvationm Frgineared

Benefits:

e Reduced inundation and flooding to the wider CBD area. The seawall raising would need
to be considered along with Clyde River flood levels (to the west of the CBD) that were
not considered as part of the CMP.

e Impacts to public and private infrastructure and amenity along the CBD foreshore and
reduced hazard to people using these areas.

e Raising of the foreshore is already proposed as part of the Batemans Bay Waterfront
Masterplan and Activation strategy. Raising of the seawall and protection of the CBD and
foreshore areas must also incorporate place-making and urban design principles as
identified in the Masterplan.

Timing:

e Option for staging of works to target areas at higher risk.

e Initial 400m length of seawall between North Street and Beach Road, followed by the
250m length of seawall along Beach Road further south would provide immediate
protection against infrequent coastal storm events (up to the 20year ARI). Raising the
remainder of seawall would provide coastal flood protection up to the 100year ARl event
out to 2100.

e Without a crest wall, wave overtopping risk of the foreshore is minimised up to the year
2050 (for a 100-year ARI condition).

e Future retrofitting of a crest wall with wave return barrier would provide adequate
protection from wave overtopping to the 2100 (for a 100-year ARI condition) and could be
installed around the 2050.

e Aninitial design life of 50 years is considered reasonable for a coastal structure of this
nature. With regular maintenance and future enhancement a 100-year design life could
be achieved.

Cost Benefit Assessment
Costs: As above
Benefits:

This option derives benefits from avoided costs that arise from the flooding and damages to
commercial and residential properties within the Batemans Bay CBD that was forecasted in the
coastal inundation modelling. As a result of the proposed works the following benefit is anticipated:

e Avoided Property Damages is a benefit that arises from protection of residential and
commercial properties from coastal inundation events. The damages are calculated based
on damage curves from the DPE and include maintenance, replacement and relocation
costings. This is translated into an Average Annual Damage reading which summaries the
potential damages in any given year, based on the severity and like hood of the damages
occurring.

Results:

The table below highlights that this option in both scenarios has a positive NPV and has a BCR well
above 1 indicating that the option economically feasible to implement at this point in time.
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Option 1 (CH4_Ka)
BCR NPV
3.27 $32,935,194
Benefit Costs
AAD $47,460,493 Capital Costs $12,652,617
Maintenance Costs $1,872,682
Option 2 (CH4_Kb)
BCR NPV
4.02 $35,666,376
Benefit Costs
AAD $47,460,493 Capital Costs $9,800,617
Maintenance Costs $1,993,500

From Batemans Bay Waterfront Masterplan and Activation strateqy

All new development should
address anticipated coastal
hazards and flood risks.

Shade trees and/or shade
structures should be
liberally provided along the
waterfront to address rising
temperatures and to provide
UV light protection for users.

Selection of tree and plant
species allow for anticipated
changes in growing regimes
(i.e. hotter and drier weather).

Key:
Expand and raise waterfront edge

| Expand waterfront edge

Exiating waterfront edge which
may require raising in some
locations (e.g. Murra Mia)
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CH4A_M Adaptation plan for low lying areas to be impacted by tidal inundation

Location(s): Batemans Bay

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed:

e CH Threat 3 Coastal Inundation
e CH Threat 4 Tidal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment

Adaptation planning will be undertaken as part of the CMP for low lying areas in Batemans Bay

that have existing exposure to large ocean storms and will increasingly be at risk under sea level
rise. Adaptation planning will look to identify suitable approaches to continue to viability of this
land. The planning will investigate a combination of rezoning land, landform adaptation through
filling and raising of assets and roads, and property development controls.

Costs

The action for inclusion in the CMP is the preparation of an adaptation plan and associated flood
modelling, civil design and community engagement. This has been estimated at a cost of
$200,000.

Option Description:

There are low lying areas in Batemans Bay that have existing exposure to large ocean storms and
will increasingly be at risk under sea level rise.

The coastal vulnerability modelling undertaken in Stage 2 of the CMP identified locations in
Batemans that will be inundated several times a year by 2100 (i.e. these areas are below the 2100
HHWS tidal level). Shown in blue hatching on the map below.

The modelling also identified that even greater areas will be impacted on average annually by
inundation from ocean storm events. Shown in pink hatching on the map below. This frequency of
inundation is an unacceptable level of risk, and would likely result in these areas being
uninhabitable not only due to regular inundation, but sub-ground level impacts on structural
foundations, underground assets etc.

Adaptation planning should commence immediately for these areas to identify suitable
approaches to continue to viability of this land. This may involve a combination of rezoning land,
landform adaptation through filling and raising of assets and roads, and property development
controls.

Detailed assessments are required to ensure the effectiveness of the strategy, including
consideration of:

e Access to imported fill,

e Design to tie into existing surrounding levels,

e Access to existing properties (e.g. driveways),

e Land acquisition,

e Management of inter-lot drainage,

e Existing manhole levels/depths,

e Electricity clearance heights,

e Drainage improvements for local rainfall events,

e Sequence of works and timeframe for overall scheme,
e Determine acceptable cumulative impacts on flood behaviour as scheme is implemented,
e  Multi stakeholder involvement.
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Timing

The timing for adaptation planning will be dependent on identifying the “Thresholds” and
“Triggers” for continued liveability of the low lying areas of Batemans Bay. These would be
established as part of the adaptation planning. However, for the purpose of CMP planning, it can
be seen that frequent inundation of the low lying areas of Batemans Bay will likely occur by 2065.
This may be considered the threshold where these locations begin to lose their liveability. The
trigger point for this threshold requires analysis of the timeline between when the threshold is
reached and when a response is required to avoid losing liveability of the area. This analysis would
include consideration of a monitoring period, response time, and a safety buffer for uncertainty.

In order to adequately plan, prepare and implement adaptation, the planning should commence
as soon as possible. The preparation of an adaptation plan at a concept stage has been included in
this CMP and could be completed jointly as part of the floodplain risk management study and plan
for this location depending on timing. If the concept stage plan identifies the need for more
detailed planning, this would then proceed. This could also include implementing actions from the
flood risk management study and plan ensuring joint outcomes for dealing with coastal
inundation hazards identified through this CMP.
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CH4_T | Offshore Reef

Location(s): Caseys Beach

Coastal threat(s) to be addressed: Coastal Inundation

Outcome of CMP Assessment
This option is not recommended for inclusion in the CMP as the option:
e Would not protect from north-easterly swells or wind-waves.
e Would not effectively mitigate future coastal inundation under sea level rise.
e High-cost relative to the degree of protection and mitigation of coastal inundation and
wave runup.
Overall, this option is not recommended to proceed, due to the high cost and degree of risk
management it would provide

Costs:

Whilst not costed up in this stage of the Coastal Management Plan, this option is expected to be
relatively expensive for the level of protection it would provide, based on other offshore
breakwater costs of similar dimensions and the depths involved.

Option Description:

Artificial reef located offshore Caseys Beach (Figure 1) aimed at increasing wave dissipation,
thereby decreasing wave runup and inundation of the road and bridge. This would allow increased
access and reduced road damage during coastal storm events.

CMP Assessment:

o The Stage 2 Coastal Hazards Assessment, in conjunction with WRL (2017), identified that
Caseys Beach had significant coastal inundation risk, in particular at Beach Road running the
length of the beach and at the bridge towards the south of the beach. These areas are highly
impacted from coastal inundation and wave runup, even at the 2017 100-year ARI level
(Figure 1).

e An offshore reef would dissipate wave energy coming from the south-east, which is the
dominant wave direction at this site, and therefore reduce the wave runup level, resulting in
reduced coastal hazard risk to the road and bridge. The approximate potential location of this
reef is indicated in Figure 1, and designed to protect the beach from large south-easterly and
southerly swells.

Effectiveness:

e  Would minimise wave impacts on the existing seawall along Beach Road and reduce
associated wave runup.

e  Would not protect from north-easterly swells or wind-waves.

e Would not effectively mitigate future coastal inundation under sea level rise.
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Figure 1 Caseys Beach (as part of wider Sunshine Bay) coastal inundation and wave runup for 2017 to 2100 planning period
at 100-year ARI. Red circle indicates approximate position of a proposed wave dissipation breakwater
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Working Note

Project Number : 13142.401 Date : 4-Sep-22 Innoréation Fngineered.
Staff Member : SIG

Title : Eurobodalla CMP - Engineering Options Costings Development

Summary / Description : Summary of Costings for Engineering Concept Management Options

File Reference : C:\Rhelm Dropbox\J1400-11499\11412 - Eurobodalla CMP\4. Reports\Stages 3 and 4_CMP\CMP Appendices\Appendix F_Option Costs\[13142.401.W.SJG.Rev2_EngineeringOptions_Costings.xlsx]Baird-WorkingNotes

Task

Develop concept level engineering design and cost estimates for proposed management options
Inputs / Methods

Costings are based on industry knowledge and reference cases from Caseys Beach seawall and IAG Actions of the Sea study.
See summary of Caseys Seawall on tab "Benchmark", which has been escalated based on recent market conditions including contractor availability, labour rates and material costs.
Input received from independent cost estimator.

Assumptions / Constraints / Clarifications

Conceptual level engineering detail only, focussed on dimension of structure required (length, crest height etc.). Cost estimates based on Order of Magintude unit rates (e.g. $/length of
structure type) and considered +/-50% accurate (Class 5). Relativity of structure types/costs considered representative.

Calculations

Site / Structure Unit Cost (Capital) Length / Size Captial Cost Class 5 Capital Cost Range  Notes
low high
CH1_P Batehaven/Caseys Protection Works
< from 2019 costing escalated

Rubble Mound $12,500 /m length 525 minlength  $6,562,500 $3,281,250 $9,843,750 t0 2022
< delta to seawall raising
Rubble Mound w crest wall $15,000 /m length 525 min length $7,875,000 $3,937,500 $11,812,500 based on onsite casted
concrete crest wall
Retrofit crest wall $6,500 /m length 525 min length $3,412,500 $1,706,250 $5,118,750 < accounts for remobilisation

CH4_K CBD Inundation Protection
< scaled from MTO relative to
Caseys Seawall
< delta to seawall raising
Seawall Raising with crest wall $12,500 /m length 1200 minlength  $15,000,000 $7,500,000 $22,500,000 based on onsite casted
concrete crest wall

Seawall Raising no crest wall $8,500 /m length 1200 minlength  $10,200,000 $5,100,000 $15,300,000

Retrofit crest wall $5,000 /m length 1200 min length $6,000,000 $3,000,000 $9,000,000 < accounts for remobilisation

CH1_D Long Beach Protection Works
Rubble Mount Revetment - Stage 1 $12,500 /m length 200 minlength  $2,500,000 $1,250,000 $3,750,000
Rubble Mount Revetment - Stage 2 $12,500 /m length 280 min length $3,500,000 $1,750,000 $5,250,000

CHA4_D Sursfide Flood Levee
< Stage 1 (2017) imunity. MTO
of concept cross sections and

Sursfide Flood Berm $7,500 /m length 320 m total $2,400,000 $1,200,000 $3,600,000 .
unit rates for
earthworks/landscaping
< bench ked on NSW
Surfside Flood Wall $8,500 /m length 300 m total $2,550,000  $1,275000  $3,825,000 enchmarked on

installs of vertical structures

CH1_ZA Surfside West Groyne

< scaled from MTO relative to
Groyne / Culvert Extension $40,000 /m length 90 min length $3,600,000 $1,800,000 $5,400,000 Caseys Seawall, culvert units
and marine construction

CH1_B Northcove Drive, Maloneys Protection
< benchmarked on NSW
Retaining structure and wave return wall $10,500 /m length 250 min length $2,625,000 $1,312,500 $3,937,500 installs of vertical structures,
plus wave crest wall

CH1_K Wharf Road Protection
< scaled from MTO relative to
Caseys Seawall plus inclusion

Wharf Road Stage 1 $21,000 /m length 100 min length $2,100,000 $1,050,000 $3,150,000
of cutoff wall and road
shoulder works
< benchmarked on NSW
Wharf Road Stage 2 $8,500 /m length 440 minlength  $3,740,000  $1,870,000  $5610,000 o cnmarkedon
installs of vertical structures
Maintenance Maintenance Rate
Rubble Mound 1.0% < assumes 2 x maintenance

events (25% of capital cost)
over 50year design life of
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Staff Member : SIG
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Summary / Description : Summary of Costings for Engineering Concept Management Options
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Task
Estimate escalation in capital cost estimate of the Caseys Seawall to 2022, based on inflation and current market conditions (contractor availability, labour rates and material
costs).
Inputs / Methods
Design for Caseys Seawall was developed by Aurecon in 2019.
Design sections and cost estimate breakdown below (from 505471-000-LET-LA-0001A.pdf, dated 24/09/2019).
525m of seawall for a total capital cost of $5.3M = ~$10k/metre of seawall
Calculations
Table 1 Estimated seawall construction costs
. iiﬁﬁf Escalation Est.
Preliminaries $ 1,466,463 10‘? inf:rez{se/in -y
e s p preliminaries/mobilisation
Prel % 1 10% 266 629.56
IEHnarnes = = SIE, (CPI between 2019 and 2022)
Traffic management % 1 15% $399,944 34
Erosion and sediment control % 1 5% $133,314.78
Mobilisation and demobilisation % 1 20% $533,259.12
Contractor overheads and indirects $746,562.77 $ 1,045,188 |40% increase in overheads/indirects
Contractor overheads and indirects % 1 20% $746 56277 (market conditions)
Contractor risk pricing and $559,922.08 $ 783,891 |40% increase in risk pricing and margins
margins (market conditions, inflation outlook)
Confractor risk pricing and margins % 1 15% $559,922 08
$ 3,192,955
Earthworks $2,660,795.61
Removal of existing seawall and tonnes 1178 35 $41,020.02
disposal off site of amour rock
Clearing and grubbing m2 BE45 1 $8,645.06
Stripping of topsoil m3 865 16 $13,832.09
Excavation, all materials m2 7443 20 $148,852.08
Supply and placement of gravel/sand m3 120 17 $2,044 76 i
fill on upper slope = _. i _
Supply and installation of Geofabrics m2 7702 20 $154,043.84 i
Texcel 600R nonwoven staple fibre :
geotextile OAE o
Replaced beach sand m3 692 17 $11,760.18 [
Supply and installation of secondary tonnes 2642 108 $278,605.34 ==
armour rock, 170 kg L =
Supply and installation of primary tonnes 5220 105 $550,507.12 = -
armour rock, 1.7 tonne
Supply and installation of secondary tonnes 4110 105 $433,460.36
armour rock, 250 I-(g
Supply and installation of primary tonnes 7578 105 $799,138.91
armour rock, 2.5 tonne
Supply and installation of crest tonnes 420 105 $44,291.29
armour rock, 2.5 tonne
Supply and installation of crest tonnes 1656 105 $174,594 57
armour rock, 4.0 tonne
Road furniture $5,500.00 $ 6,050 |10% increase in road furniture (CPI
Supply and erection of regulatory, lump sum 10 550 $5,500.00 between 2019 and 2022)
warning, hazard, direction and
information signs
TOTAL COST $5,305,928.26 $ 6,494,546 |22%
S 12,370.56 |per m cost
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