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1 Introduction 
1.1 Preamble 
Port Macquarie-Hastings Council (PMHC) has for a number of years been working to identify a solution to 
manage the ongoing coastal erosion hazard that is placing at risk public and private assets located on Illaroo 
Road, Lake Cathie, a site that is categorised by the NSW Government as one of 16 Significant Open Coast 
Hazard locations in NSW.  

The Lake Cathie Coastal Zone Management Plan (CZMP) (PMHC, 2016) was prepared under the NSW Coastal 
Protection Act 1979 (now repealed) and certified by the Minister and gazetted on 27 January 2017. The CZMP 
included several relevant actions for Illaroo Road, including: 

• W1. Revetment – construct a rock revetment wall adjacent to Illaroo Road; 
• W2. Periodic Dredging of Lake Cathie and Ongoing Beach Nourishment – with the beach 

nourishment taking place adjacent to Illaroo Road; 
• W3. Stormwater Management – Redirection of stormwater outlet to minimise direct outflow of 

stormwater to the beach (where it contributes to beach erosion); 
• P1. Development Controls – Implement interim development controls pending construction of the 

revetment; and 
• P3. Contingency Measures – Including designation of Aqua Crescent, Bundella Avenue and Illaroo 

Road as a one-way road in the event of an erosion-related geotechnical risk to Illaroo Road. 

On 25 July 2012 Council resolved to proceed with the CZMP incorporating the rock revetment and beach 
nourishment options, with identified sources of funding including the State Government, ratepayers and 
benefiting residents. The construction of the revetment was to proceed at an appropriate trigger point and a 
detailed design was completed in June 2015. In accordance with the requirements of new Coastal 
Management Act 2016 (which replaced the Coastal Protection Act 1979) a cost-benefit analysis and funding 
model (Marsden Jacobs, 2020a and b) were prepared for the construction of the revetment, with an estimated 
cost of $8.1 million. Under the funding model, the private property owners whose properties would benefit 
from a reduction in risk from coastal hazards because of the works, were identified as the primary 
beneficiaries. Afterwards, they were advised they would be required to contribute 80% of the construction 
cost of the rock revetment.  

Subsequently, engagement was undertaken with the community (directly impacted residents and the wider 
community) over 2020 and 2021 on the design of the proposed rock revetment wall and the funding model. 

 Key issues raised by the community included: 

• There was a strong rejection of the beneficiary pays proposal in the funding model for the rock 
revetment wall. Attendees also raised concerns regarding the included beneficiaries; 

• Directly impacted residents indicated no capacity or willingness to pay. These residents felt that as 
a public asset, Illaroo Road should be protected using public funding; and 

• Concerns were raised regarding the revetment wall option including the high cost, inclusion of 
public amenities in the design, visual impact, loss of beach and potential edge effects at the 
revetment extremities. 

At the same time, PMHC is currently preparing a new Coastal Management Program (or CMP, formerly a 
CZMP) for Lake Cathie and Bonny Hills in accordance with the new requirements under the NSW Coastal 
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Reform package, including the Coastal Management Act 2016 and Coastal Management Manual (OEH, 2018). 
It is the intent of Council that any management options that are identified in the existing CZMP (e.g. the rock 
revetment wall) would be translated into the new CMP and the CZMP will expire on 31 December 2023. 

As a result of the feedback received from the community and the directly impacted residents about the rock 
revetment wall, it was resolved on 21 April 2021 that Council: 

• ‘Note the submissions and summary of feedback obtained in the Illaroo Road Revetment Wall – 
Engagement Report March 2021; 

• Note that a further report will be brought back to Council outlining the coastal protection options 
available for Illaroo Road; 

• In conjunction with further consideration of the Illaroo Road revetment wall project and 
consideration of any other projection measures, Council seek community feedback in respect of their 
priorities for coastal protection, and their preference for the proposed rock revetment wall or some 
other form of hazard reduction measure to address the coastal erosion; and 

• Request the Chief Executive Officer to write to the Hon. Leslie Williams MP, Member for Port 
Macquarie, advising of Council’s decision to date.’  

1.2 Workshop Report Scope and Purpose 
In accordance with the Council resolution, PMHC engaged Rhelm and Bluecoast to undertake a co-design 
process to develop a reasonable, feasible and achievable solution to managing the risk to private and public 
infrastructure at Illaroo Road.  

Council’s objectives for the co-design project are that it: 

• Adopts a truly-collaborative approach that is inclusive, respectful, participative, iterative and 
outcomes focused; 

• Considers evidence-based coastal management solutions; 
• Seeks to find a hazard mitigation options that aligns with community values and expectations; and 
• Identifies funding options that would enable the project to proceed to development.  

The co-design project is following a staged approach as follows:  

• Stage 1 – Data collation and review of works undertaken to date and the history of coastal 
management at Illaroo Road, Lake Cathie; 

• Stage 2 – Prepare a Community Engagement Plan in consultation with Council; 
• Stage 3 – Update the coastal hazard protection options; 
• Stage 4 – Co-design workshops; and 
• Stage 5 – Final Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Protection Options Report that identifies a preferred 

option. 

The purpose and scope of this Workshop Report is to document the co-design process, feedback received and 
outcomes of the series of workshops undertaken for the co-design project (refer Stage 4 above).  

The report is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 provides information on the approach to the co-design workshops; 

• Section 3 reports the outcomes and issues raised during the two rounds of workshops; and 

• Section 4 summarises the key issues and outcomes.  
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The Workshop Report should be read in conjunction with: 

• Rhelm and Bluecoast (2022) Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Protection Options Review, Data Collation 
and Review; and 

• Bluecoast (2022) Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Protection Options Review, Options Development 
Report. 
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2 Approach to Co-design Process 
2.1 Overarching Approach 
Council’s brief for the Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Protection Options Review and Co-Design project was to 
undertake a process that was ‘truly collaborative and reflects both the best evidence-based coastal 
management solutions that best fit with community values and expectations. It was envisaged the project be 
delivered over three key phases: 

1. Understanding community values; 
2. Developing potential solutions; and 
3. Testing the ideas (solutions) with the community. 

The desired outcome of the project is the identification of a preferred coastal protection option that is 
supported by the community. 

Figure 2-1 illustrates the general, overarching approach to the co-design workshops.  

The following supporting information was developed for the co-design workshops: 

• Guiding principles for co-design, which were presented at the first workshop for confirmation with 
participants (refer Section 2.2); 

• Advice on the role of participants (i.e. how they can participate; refer Section 2.3); and 
• A code of conduct for all parties participating in the workshops (refer Section 2.4). 

 
Figure 2-1 Overarching Approach to the Co-Design Workshops 

Figure 2-2 provides additional information on the proposed focus of each of the two co-design workshops 
(orange and blue boxes), with grey boxes indicating the inputs and outputs of the workshops. It is noted that 
a survey of the wider community on the short-list of coastal protection options was also proposed, as indicated 
in Figure 2-2. 
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Figure 2-2 Proposed Scope and Purpose of each of the two Co-Design Workshops 

2.1.1 Expressions of Interest to Participate in the Co-design Workshops 
As shown in Figure 2-1, the first step was to determine who should be involved in the co-design workshops. A 
decision was made by the project team to target those landholders who may potentially be directly impacted 
by the implementation of a coastal hazard protection option at Illaroo Road, namely those identified as 
potential beneficiaries in the cost-benefit analysis and funding model (Marsden Jacobs, 2020a and b). A total 
of 47 properties were identified as being directly impacted by the project, comprising a mix of resident and 
absentee property owners.  

To gauge the potential broader community sentiment, it was decided to invite several community and other 
organisations to nominate a representative to participate in the co-design workshops, including: 

• The Lake Cathie Progress Association; 
• Lake Cathie Community-Council Action Team; 
• Saving Lake Cathie;  
• Revive Lake Cathie;  
• Birpai Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC); and 
• Birpai Traditional Owners Indigenous Corporation.  

Expressions of interest to participate in the co-design workshops were sought via: 

• Letters delivered to the property owners on 15 March 2022;  
• Email invitations to the community organisations issued on 15 March 2022; and 
• Registration in person with a member of the project team at an Illaroo Road information session held 

at Lake Cathie Bowling Club on 27 April 2022.  

Copies of the letter and email issued are provided in Appendix A. 
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A total of 26 expressions of interest in participating in the workshops were received, representing 14 directly 
impacted properties, three community groups and one Indigenous representative / Traditional Owner.  

Due to the number of expressions of interest received, a decision was made to hold each of the two workshops 
over two sessions to ensure the groups were a suitable size to facilitate and ensure all attendees had the 
opportunity to contribute. Hence, a total of two rounds of two workshops were held.  

It is noted that not all parties who registered their interest in participating in the project were able to attend 
the workshops.   

2.1.2 Have Your Say Webpage 
Throughout the project, materials and other information was also provided to workshop participants and the 
broader community via Council’s webpage:  Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Protection Options Review & 
Stormwater Realignment Works | Port Macquarie-Hastings Council Have Your Say (nsw.gov.au). 

2.1.3 Modifications to the Approach 
A true co-design approach allows participants to not only collaborate on the approach to coastal hazard 
management but also have influence on the workshop approach. The workshop approach was reviewed and 
updated based on participant input at the following stages: 

• Following the initial information session and registrations of interest; 
• Following the first round of workshops; and 
• At the start of the second round of workshops. 

The workshop changes and rationale for the changes is discussed in Section 3. 

2.2 Guiding Principles for Co-design 
To inform the co-design process a set of guiding principles for the project were developed and provided to 
workshop attendees for their comment (refer Section 3.1).  

The Illaroo Road coastal hazard management options review will adopt a participatory community co-design 
process that respectfully considers the range of views and values held by the community and stakeholders. The 
co-design process will seek to achieve consensus on a preferred option that: 

• Maintains public access and beach amenity, 
• Considers the landscape character and visual amenity of the locality, 
• Appropriately manages and minimises the impacts of built infrastructure on coastal processes and 

the environment, 
• Recognises the local and regional scale effects of coastal processes,  
• Provides an acceptable level of certainty to stakeholders and the community with respect to the 

approach to managing the ongoing risk from coastal hazards, noting the uncertainty around the 
potential impacts of climate change, 

• Is consistent with current Government policy and legislation, and 
• Represents a value for money approach that can be appropriately funded. 

2.3 Role of the Participants 
The project team also communicated to participants in the workshops their expectations on the role they 
would play in the project and what aspects of the project they could and could not influence.   

Those aspects that were identified as being within the sphere of influence of the participants included: 

https://haveyoursay.pmhc.nsw.gov.au/illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection
https://haveyoursay.pmhc.nsw.gov.au/illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection
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• The preferred type (and combination) of protection works for implementation (e.g. seawall, rock 
revetment, low-crested revetment, nourishment, revegetation, regrading of dunes); 

• Design considerations (e.g. urban design/visual amenity, pedestrian access, other amenities); 
• What local changes are considered acceptable (e.g. reduction in road width, loss of beach sand); 

and 
• Desired timing and staging of the works.  

Those aspects that were identified as being outside of the control of workshop participants were: 

• Detailed design of a preferred option (i.e. engineering requirements that may result in a design that 
differs somewhat from the agreed look, alignment or materials); and 

• Final decision making and approvals of any works.  

2.4 Code of Conduct 
Participants were also provided with a Code of Conduct for the workshops, detailed below.  

Expected behaviour 

All participants are expected to show respect and courtesy for others. In order to foster a positive and 
collaborative environment we encourage the following kinds of behaviour in all workshops: 

• Use welcoming and inclusive language; 
• Be respectful of different viewpoints and experiences; 
• Focus on what is best for the community; and 
• Show courtesy and respect towards other workshop attendees and facilitators. 

Unacceptable behaviour 

Examples of unacceptable behaviour by participants at any workshop event/platform include: 

• Written or verbal comments which have the effect of excluding people on the basis of membership 
of any specific group; 

• Violent threats or language directed against another person; 
• Non-consensual or unwelcome physical contact; 
• Sexist, racist, homophobic, transphobic, ableist or exclusionary jokes; 
• Excessive swearing; and 
• Recording attendees without their consent. 

Consequences of unacceptable behaviour 

If participants believe someone is violating the Code of Conduct, we ask that they report it to any of the 
workshop organisers. We value the involvement of everyone in the community. We are committed to creating 
a friendly and respectful place for contribute and collaboration. All participants are expected to show courtesy 
and respect for others.   
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3 Workshop Outcomes 
This section of the report summarises the key outcomes of the workshops and issues raised, including any 
changes made to the workshop process at the request of participants.  

3.1 Community Information Session 
Prior to the commencement of the co-design workshops, an Illaroo Road community information session was 
held from 5:30pm – 6:30pm at Lake Cathie Bowling Club. A total of 30 people attended, including community 
members as well as several Councillors, the PMHC Chief Executive Officer and the Local Member of Parliament 
for Port Macquarie.  

The purpose of the information session was to: 

• Communicate / review the history of the Illaroo Road coastal protection works project and the 
rationale for the co-design project; 

• Allow all individuals potentially impacted by the management of coastal hazards at Illaroo Road an 
opportunity to meet with the project team and learn more about the co-design process; 

• Obtain feedback on the guiding principles and the community values that will inform the co-design 
process; 

• Obtain feedback on potential management options and design aspects; and 
• Take registrations for the co-design process from individuals who are informed and willing to take 

on the required commitment. 

The project team provided a brief overview of the co-design project (including the proposed workshop 
approach) and answered questions to provide residents that were eligible to register their interest in 
participating in the workshops more information about the level of commitment required.  

3.2 Workshops Round 1 
The first round of two co-design workshops was held at the Lake Cathie Community Hall: 

• From 5pm - 7:30pm on 24 May 2022, with seven of 13 registered parties in attendance; and 
• From 1pm - 3:30pm on 25 May 2022, with nine of 11 registered parties attending.  

Materials presented at the first workshop, copies of which are provided in Appendix B, included:  

• A3 posters of the guiding principles and Code of Conduct; 
• An A3 poster overlaying the erosion hazard lines on an aerial photograph; 
• An A3 poster showing a conceptualised typical shoreline cross-section to show the existing beach 

profile and property boundaries relative to the erosion hazard lines and ocean water levels; 
• A4 sized printouts summarising the role of participants in the workshops (what they can and can’t 

influence);  
• A PowerPoint presentation of the long-list of coastal erosion management options; and 
• Small A5-sized cards of each of the options on the long-list for participants to post against the short, 

medium and long-term timelines to indicate possible options (refer Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3). 

The intended outcomes for Workshop 1 are listed in Figure 3-1. Following presentation and discussion on the 
aims of the co-design process, guiding principles and Code of Conduct, each attendee introduced themselves 
and explained their relationship to the site. The intent of developing objectives for each timeframe was to 
assist in identifying which values or uses of the project site residents would like to see prioritised for 
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protection, and therefore at which point it may be necessary to “trigger” a management intervention in the 
form of a coastal management action (e.g. a coastal protection structure) to preserve these values. Finally, the 
project team proposed to present a long-list of coastal hazard mitigation options from which the workshop 
attendees could select their preferred options for implementation at each of the three timeframes. 
Information was to be provided on the pros and cons of each of the options with respect to: 

• Relative cost (a simple comparison represented as $, $$ or $$$);  
• Effectiveness in mitigating the risk of coastal erosion; and 
• Potential environmental and social impacts (e.g. beach width, recreational amenity, access, impact 

on coastal processes/Lake Cathie, visual amenity, etc.). 

The planned approach to Workshop 1 was intended to assist attendees in methodically deciding on a short-
list of options that could be considered further. For example, in some cases (or at some locations) it may be 
considered acceptable to tolerate a low risk of erosion in the short-term in favour of preserving the natural 
environment and landscape character, but at the time in the future that infrastructure or property starts to 
become exposed to risk from more regularly occurring storms, a coastal protection option (or options) is 
triggered to mitigate this risk.  

A series of three easels were set up in the workshops, one for each timeframe (short, medium and long-term) 
for the purpose of noting down key discussion points relating to the objectives and potential management 
actions (including coastal protection actions). Photographs of the notes made at both workshops are provided 
in Figure 3-2 and Figure 3-3. 

However, the intended outcomes and discussion points for Workshop 1 were revised during the delivery of 
the workshops to respond to the participants questions and requests as summarised in Figure 3-1. While some 
of the intended outcomes were achieved, the participants clearly stated their priority was to implement a 
structural coastal protection option now, not in the medium or long-term based on exceedance of a trigger 
(as indicated in the red box to the right). ‘Doing nothing’ was not considered a viable option over any time 
horizon, including in the short-term.  

 
Figure 3-1 Modified Approach to Workshop 1 
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Figure 3-2 Short, Medium and Long-term Objectives and Options - 24 May 2022 
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Figure 3-3 Short, Medium and Long-term Objectives and Options - 25 May 2022
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A summary of the key matters discussed for each timeframe is provided in Table 3-1. Other matters discussed, 
including issues raised by participants, are listed in Table 3-2. 

Table 3-1 Summary of Potential Objectives, Issues and Options for Each Timeframe 

Short-term 

• What is ‘Short Term”: Could be 0-3 or 0-5 years.  

• What can be done in <2 years, before the CZMP expires? 

• Need for certainty and clear and regular communication from Council. 

Objectives 

• Property and asset protection 

• Safe swimming 

• Beach access 

Potential Options and Funding Sources 

• Implement the beach nourishment and stormwater realignment works (incl. asbestos removal) as 
soon as possible under the existing CZMP. Funding would be on a 1:1 basis between the 
Department of Planning and Environment (DPE) and PMHC. 

• The emergency protection works for the stormwater outlet should be implemented as a priority 
while this is being progressed.  

• Note that a grant for an action under the CZMP must be approved before the end of 2023 when the 
CZMP will expire. 

• Approach local Member of Parliament (MP) regarding funding opportunities.  

• Willingness to trial reduction in width / conversion to one-way traffic of Illaroo Road to provide 
additional space for a coastal protection option (keep parking). 

• A review of the Development Control Plan (DCP) controls is a priority now, irrespective of any 
coastal protection option being implemented. Attendees do not think they are ‘sensible’ or ‘fair.’ 

• Modify Development Approval (DA) for the lake dredging and beach nourishment to enable 
more/preventative nourishment. 

• Potential options selected for this timeframe include: 

- Ongoing beach nourishment under existing approval / CZMP; 

- Other source of beach nourishment; 

- Vertical seawall; 

- Rock revetment; 

- Groyne(s); 

- Offshore artificial reef; and 

- Low crested revetment (toe protection structure). 

• Planned retreat is not a viable option. 
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Medium-term 

• 3/5-12 years, corresponding to first phase of implementation of the new CMP. 

Objectives 

• Ensure entrance behaviour of the lake is not impacted.  

• Retain integrity of coffee rock. 

• Less conservative planning controls. 

Potential Options and Funding Sources 

• Funding under the CMP would be on a 2:1 basis between DPE and PMHC (for public benefit works). 

• Potential options selected for this timeframe include: 

- Ongoing beach nourishment under existing approval / CZMP; 

- Offshore artificial reef; and 

- Low crested revetment (toe protection structure). 

• Planned retreat is not a viable option. 

• Following implementation of coastal protection works review the hazard lines (Coastal Vulnerability 
Area (CVA) mapping) and DCP controls. 

Long-term 

• 12+ years. 

Objectives 

• Protect residential properties, including access to homes 

• Protect Illaroo Road and beach accessways 

• Improved stormwater system 

• Protect the environmental and social values of Lake Cathie 

• Beach width / amenity preserved as much as possible 

Potential Options and Funding Sources 

• Do certain options attract other funding sources due to other benefits (e.g. offshore artificial reef)? 

• Potential options selected for this timeframe include: 

- Ongoing beach nourishment under existing approval / CZMP; 

- Groyne(s); 

- Offshore artificial reef; 

- Sand back-passing system; and 

- Low crested revetment (toe protection structure). 

• Planned retreat is not considered a viable option. 

• Review DCP controls.  
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Table 3-2 Other Matters Discussed at Workshop 1 

• Council to communicate decision-making clearly. 

• Need for certainty for residents. This is a high priority. 

• Doing nothing is not a viable option in the short or long-term. 

• Implement stormwater realignment and beach nourishment works as a priority. 

• Council to ensure ongoing funding for lake dredging/beach nourishment.  

• Need for emergency works at existing stormwater outlet.  

• Protection of private property and public road (and associated assets) is the highest priority. 

• Focus on implementing CZMP actions but keep CMP pathway open. 

• The controls in the DCP are overly conservative and unduly restrict residents from making property 
improvements.  

• Funding is a key constraint on options. 

• Meet with Council to discuss funding options and implementation of actions. 

• Funding model for the rock revetment needs to be reviewed. 

• Funding model is limited as did not consider public benefits (e.g. tourism) adequately. 

• Residents neither willing nor able to contribute funding. 

• Design of preferred option to incorporate improved public access and other public benefits. 

• Conversion of Illaroo Road to one-way traffic would be acceptable. 

• Existing pedestrian safety issue on Illaroo Road.  

• Converting Illaroo Road to a one way road might provide additional space for protection works and 
public access. 

• Recreational and visual amenity, public access to the beach is important for design of preferred 
option. 

• Retain the character of Lake Cathie. 

• Illaroo Road is the only road location with direct coastal views. 

• 2016 East Coast Low was around a 1 in 10-year event. Nourishment in 2015 worked well and beach 
was in an acceptable condition for around  four years.  

• It is acknowledged that NSW beaches are currently in an eroded state due to La Niña. 

 

A summary of feedback received from the attendees following the first round of workshops is provided in 
Appendix C.  

3.3 Workshops Round 2 
The second round of two co-design workshops was held at the Lake Cathie Bowling Club: 

• From 5-7:30pm on 15 June 2022, with six of 13 registered parties attending; and 

• From 1-3:30pm on 16 June 2022, with eight of 11 registered parties attending. 

Materials presented at the first workshop, copies of which are provided in Appendix D, included:  

• Agenda for each of the two workshops; 
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• A graphic showing potential coastal management pathways (refer Figure 3-4); and 

• A PowerPoint presentation on: 

o The options short-listing process, 
o Preliminary concept designs and costings for the four short-listed options,  
o Options evaluation framework, and 
o The proposed evaluation framework for identification of a preferred option. 

Based on the discussion in the first round of workshops a coarse filtering process was undertaken to refine the 
long-list of potential coastal protection options (presented at Workshop 1) down to a short-list for discussion 
with attendees. The qualitative coarse filtering process is discussed in Section 3.3 of the Options Development 
Report (Bluecoast, 2022). It considered: 

• Provision of an acceptable level of performance and certainty with respect to coastal hazard 
mitigation; 

• Level of impact on social values or amenity; 

• Level of impact on or the environment (including coastal processes); and 

• Ease of implementation (e.g. whether the option is compatible with a CZMP or CMP pathway, or 
whether it is permissible under the planning framework). 

Some options were immediately ruled out due to likelihood of unacceptable level of impact  or performance.  

Based on this process, four options were short-listed: 

• Rock revetment wall; 
• Low-crested revetment (toe protection structure); 
• Groyne(s); and an 
• Offshore artificial reef.  

It is noted that the approved lake dredging and beach nourishment works is assumed to complement all of 
these options and form part of the ‘base case’.  

Details of shortlisted options can be found in Section 4 of the Options Development Report (Bluecoast, 2022). 

Two potential implementation pathways were identified, these are presented in Figure 3-4 with an indicative 
timeframe for implementation.  They are: 

• Pathway 1 – options that could be implemented under the CZMP (pink colour); and 
• Pathway 2 – options that could be considered during development of the new CMP (green colour). 

Activities that are shown in blue boxes are those that are already committed to by Council and are currently 
being implemented. They include: 

• A meeting between the directly workshop attendees and decision makers from Council and 
including an invitation to the local Member of Parliament, the Hon. Leslie Williams. This meeting 
was requested by participants of Workshop 1; 

• The approved lake dredging and beach nourishment, which will provide significant protection 
against coastal erosion, and would complement any additional works undertaken;  

• Remediation works for the stormwater outlet  that has been damaged due to coastal erosion; 
• A review of the planning controls in the DCP (being undertaken as part of the CMP); and 
• Development, certification and implementation of a new CMP.
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Figure 3-4 Management Pathways 
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The agenda proposed for Workshop 2 was revised during the delivery of the workshops to respond to the 
participants’ questions and requests as summarised in Figure 3-5. As indicated in the red boxes to the right, 
both groups requested that the discussion focus on Pathway 1 – CZMP. Attendees at the workshops did not 
wish to discuss Pathway 2 – CMP or undertake evaluation of options not supported by the adopted CZMP.  

The two options under Pathway 1 were a full height rock revetment wall and a low-crested rock revetment 
wall (also referred to as a toe protection structure for clarity). The discussion largely focussed on:  

• The materials used in each structure; 
• The design and dimensions of the structures; 
• The potential cost of implementation (capital and ongoing costs); 
• How well they performed; 
• The positives and negatives associated with each option; and 
• Potential design refinements, such as the inclusion of a shared user path on top of the structure 

next to Illaroo Road and beach accessways.  

Neither workshop was able to reach a consensus regarding a preferred option and participants requested 
another workshop with both groups combined to discuss the options. Several participants requested a way to 
submit their preferences and thoughts outside of the workshop setting. In response, the project team 
prepared an online survey. A copy of the survey is attached in Appendix E. 

The survey was provided to workshop attendees and three responses were received. The survey results are 
attached in Appendix E. One workshop attendee was unable to complete the online survey and provided a 
written response via email, which is also summarised in the table in the appendix.   

The additional combined co-design participants workshop was held on 7 July 2022. Of the 16 attendees 
present at the meeting: 

• 13 preferred the rock revetment wall (plus 2 absentee votes); and 
• 3 preferred the low-crested revetment.  

Five attendees of the workshops were not present at the meeting on 7 July, three of these people did not 
submit an absentee vote.  

 
Figure 3-5 Modified Approach to Workshop 2 
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A summary of discussion around each of the two options available under the CZMP is provided in 

Table 3-3. Other matters discussed, including issues raised by participants, are listed in Table 3-4. 

Table 3-3 Summary of Key Points Raised in Relation to the Two CZMP Options 

Rock Revetment Wall 

Pros 

• Provides more certainty with respect to performance and is endorsed under the CZMP. 

• Detailed designs are available – shovel ready. 

• Longer design life (50 years). 

• Could incorporate beach access, vehicle access, and boardwalk or shared path on the top. 

• Can do stormwater realignment at same time. 

Cons 

• Limited existing public funding source (i.e. NSW Coastal Grants will only provide 1:1 funding for 
public benefit portion of the works). 

• High cost (greater cost than low-crested revetment). 

• Would result in reduced beach width and loss of beach width over time. 

• Therefore loss of access along the beach over the medium to long-term. Could buy more time by 
moving structure landward and reducing width of Illaroo Road.  

• Less likely to be supported by the wider community. 

• Comparatively more negative environmental impacts (including edge effects and loss of beach 
width). 

• May be difficult to source rock of the right specification. 

• It is not possible to stage the works or adapt the structure to changing conditions – all or nothing 
approach. 

Low-crested Revetment  

Pros 

• Limited existing public funding source (i.e. NSW Coastal Grants will only provide 1:1 funding for 
public benefit portion of the works). 

• Moderate cost (lower cost than the full height rock revetment wall). 

• The works could be staged to address highest risk locations immediately and future risk locations 
when risk is realised.  

• Environmental improvements to existing condition (e.g. dune rehabilitation).  

• The rock bags would largely be covered in sand when beach is in an accreted state, reducing the 
visual impact of the structure. 

• Ability to implement an interim fix for the damaged stormwater outlet and do a permanent 
realignment of the stormwater drainage in future. 

• Less impact on beach width than the full height rock revetment wall. 

• Could incorporate beach access and boardwalk or shared path in design. 

• Uses smaller rocks in the bags, which are easier to source than large rocks. 
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Cons 

• May not meet the definition of a ‘rock revetment’ under the CZMP. Initial advice from DPE stated 
that as long as the option was generally consistent with how it was described in the CZMP and 
afforded the same level of protection, it could, in principle, be endorsed under the CZMP (per. 
comm., J. Grant & B. Foster, PMHC – J. Schmidt, B. Fitzgibbon & P. Watson, DPE). 

• There would on occasion be erosion of the dune above the low-crested revetment due to storm 
events. Sand nourishment would be required to ‘top up’ the dune again.  

• Workshop attendees are uncertain that it will provide the same level of protection from coastal 
erosion. 

• There are few examples from NSW showing this type of structure works. 

• Less certainty around design life (conservatively 30 years). 

• Loss of beach width and potential ongoing loss of sand due to scour at structure toe, although this 
impact would be less than for the full height rock revetment. 

 

Table 3-4 Other Matters Discussed at Workshop 2 

• The highest priorities are:  

- Timing: get a project funded and implemented 

- Certainty: performance of the design and endorsement of the option under the CZMP. 

• Council should implement a preferred option as soon as possible.  

• Residents believe cost should not be a key consideration. 

• Pathway 1 is the preferred approach because the approval is in place. However, the limitations of 
funding opportunities under this pathway when compared to Pathway 2 were acknowledged. 

• The funding split between DPE and PMHC is 1:1 under CZMP and 2:1 under CMP. 

• Pathway 2 could be progressed in the background just in case Pathway 1 isn’t realised.  

• Stormwater realignment should be done at the same time. 

• Would either option remove the need for planning controls under the DCP and the Section 10.7(2) 
notification?  

• If it is not possible to remove the planning controls, would either option facilitate relaxation of some 
planning controls in the DCP? 

• DPE and directly impacted residents would require that Council demonstrate the low-crested 
revetment could provide the same level of protection from coastal erosion as the rock revetment 
(i.e. for 1 in 100-year design storm). 

• The Minister issued a letter to the MP stating a low crested revetment (toe protection structure) 
would not be endorsed under the CZMP. 

• High crested rock revetment wall is the preferred option due to higher level of certainty it would be 
endorsed under the CZMP. 

• Project team to confirm with DPE a low-crested revetment could be implemented under the CZMP 
before community survey. Otherwise the community could be given false expectations. 
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• Some attendees felt that if there is a cheaper option that has less impact than the rock revetment 
wall, it should be preferred. 

• Could the low-crested revetment be extended around the lake entrance similar to the design for the 
rock revetment wall? [note: this change was made to the concept design and costings updated] 

• Incorporate a shared user path or footpath and beach access into the design of the preferred 
option. This is possible with both options. 

• The only available grant for these works is under the NSW Coastal Management Program and must 
comply with their guidelines, which require application of the beneficiary pays model. 

• Attendees feel it is unfair to apply the beneficiary pays model to a CZMP that pre-dates the 
requirement. 

• Why does the beneficiary pays model only apply for coastal protection works and not flood 
mitigation works or Rawdon Island bridge repairs? 

• Funding option – rate levy for all rate payers or only those directly benefiting from the works? 

• There is no willingness or ability for directly impacted residents to pay.  

• The funding model would need to be reviewed as a priority. 

• The only other funding option is for 100% of the funding to be provided by Council or the State 
Government. 

• Based on the NSW Coastal Management grant cycle, an application would likely need to be 
submitted by end of June 2023 to ensure it is approved by December 2023 – critical path. 

• Works should commence immediately upon receipt of any funding. 

• Attendees asked is they could review / view the questions in the wider community survey. 

• Need for certainty re: approvals and funding of the periodic lake dredging and beach nourishment 
works.  

• In its current state it is not possible to walk along the full length of beach (mainly on high tide). 

• Southern beach access is not possible at present due to erosion. 

• Perception is that the erosion is ongoing and will get worse.  

• Perception that things like seating, lighting and footpaths make the options too expensive, although  
they do make the option more acceptable to the community. 

• Try and retain the coffee rock during detailed design. 

• The coastal protection structure should be a community asset.  

• Would a reduced width of Illaroo Road be an issue for larger vehicles? 

• The erosion issues around the entrance of Cathie Creek / along Bundella Avenue also need to be 
urgently addressed but cannot be addressed under Pathway 1 (CZMP). 

 

The workshop attendees requested that the Council project team members request a meeting with the 
decision-makers, including Council’s Chief Executive Officer (CEO), the Councillors and the Local MP. The 
collated list of questions for the decision-makers meeting developed during the second workshop are provided 
below:  

• Can the issue around sourcing funding for the works be explained by Council? 
• Can we get a commitment to funding the works in writing? 
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• How soon can the funding model for the coastal protection works be reviewed? 
• For the State Government – Why do we have to apply a beneficiary pays model to a CZMP that 

predates the requirement/guidelines? 
• If the works are not done, how will Illaroo Road be protected? How will Council respond to 

residents? 
• If an option proceeds under the CZMP, will there be money to fund the works before the end of 

2023 (and preferably as soon as possible)? 
• How soon can the works at the stormwater outlet be implemented? 
• If Pathway 1 (CZMP) is not achieved, will Council commit to going back to the community on options 

under Pathway 2 (CMP)? 
• For Peta Pinson – Can you please explain why you said you won’t support a revetment at a previous 

meeting with residents? 

A summary of feedback received from the attendees of the second round of workshops is provided in 
Appendix F. 
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4 Concluding Remarks 
4.1 Review Against Project Objectives 
Council’s objectives for the co-design project were presented in Section 1.2. This section of the report reflects 
briefly on how well the Illaroo Road co-design project achieved these objectives (refer Table 4-1).  

Table 4-1 Review Against Co-design Project Objectives 

Objective Review 

Adopts a truly-collaborative 
approach that is inclusive, 
respectful, participative, 
iterative and outcomes 
focused 

The project team and workshop attendees worked together to establish 
an environment that enabled inclusive and participatory discussion, 
adopting alternative tools to gain feedback where necessary (i.e. the 
requested online survey of attendees). Nonetheless, it is likely that not all 
attendees felt comfortable participating in the discussion at all times. 

The approach to the workshops sought to achieve a balance between 
providing a collaborative and participatory approach while at the same 
time providing sufficient structure to work methodically towards 
identification of a preferred coastal management solution. 

The workshop attendees did not engage in proposed discussions on 
alternative coastal management solutions or design improvements. As 
such, the co-design process did not effectively achieve an ‘iterative’ design 
process. 

The focus on a single coastal management solution (existing rock 
revetement design) did not resolve the funding barriers to the 
implementation of the works, reducing the ability of the process to be 
outcomes focused. 

Considers evidence-based 
coastal management 
solutions 

A range of potential evidence-based coastal management solutions was 
presented at the first workshop, along with discussion of their relative pros 
and cons. However, it was apparent at the second workshop that the 
attendees preferred to focus on implementation of the rock revetment 
wall under the current CZMP as a priority. As such, there was limited 
discussion on other coastal protection options. 

Seeks to find a hazard 
mitigation options that 
aligns with community 
values and expectations 

As noted above, there was limited discussion on coastal protection options 
other than a rock revetement approach. The workshops did explore an 
alternative low crested rock revetment design to address previously raised 
concerns about the visual and amenity impacts of the full height rock 
revetement. 

Identifies funding options 
that would enable the 
project to proceed to 
development 

The coastal management solution preferred by the majority of workshop 
attendees (a full height rock revetment) continues to face funding barriers. 
Namely, that the NSW Government Coastal and Estuary Grants Program 
will only provide grant funding towards the public benefit portion of the 
project (currently estimated at 20% of the total cost). Additionally, the 
majority of workshop attendees preferred to avoid further delays and 
supported the project to proceed under the current CZMP, which would 
only receive 1:1 funding from state grants for the public benefit portion 
(compared with 2:1 funding under a CMP). 
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4.2 Summary of Key Feedback from Workshop Attendees 
The key feedback from the workshop attendees and key outcomes of the co-design workshops are as follows: 

• The priority is to provide certainty to directly impacted residents and to do so in a timely fashion; 
• Coastal protection works are urgently required; 
• The preferred approach is to implement the CZMP actions (Pathway 1); 
• There is no consensus on a preferred option under Pathway 1, but the majority of workshop 

attendees prefer the rock revetment wall; 
• A minority of workshop attendees felt that a wider range of options should be investigated to 

reduce impacts on amenity, adjacent properties, the lake entrance processes and potentially lower 
costs; 

• Wider community engagement should also be undertaken; 
• The residents are not willing, nor are they able to, pay for the coastal protection works; 
• The CMP (Pathway 2) will continue to be prepared by Council to address coastal management across 

its coastline. Despite the immediate outcomes of the co-design process and subsequent Council 
decisions, future works at Illaroo Road will likely also need to be included in the CMP; and 

• Council is requested to commit to the following actions to be implemented as soon as possible: 
o A meeting of the Councillors with the workshop attendees, 
o Urgent works to fix the damaged stormwater outlet, 
o The lake dredging and beach nourishment works, 
o A review of the funding model, and 
o A review of the planning controls. 

This Workshop Report was provided to attendees in draft format for their review and comment prior to 
finalisation. The comments received and the responses to those comments are provided in Appendix G. 
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15 March 2022   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Property Owner,  
Subject: Illaroo Road Coastal Erosion Co-Design Invitation and Stormwater Redirection Survey  
 
You are receiving this as a resident and / or landowner that may have an interest in the 
management of coastal erosion at Illaroo Road.   
  
Council has been working for a number of years to find a solution to managing the potential 
coastal erosion risk to private and public infrastructure at Illaroo Road. This has involved 
coastal hazards studies, assessment of a range of options, and extensive community 
engagement.   
 
There are currently two projects underway related to this issue:  
 
Illaroo Road Stormwater Redirection – a proposal to relocate the stormwater outlets from 
Lighthouse Beach to instead discharge into Lake Cathie. 
 
Illaroo Road Coastal Erosion Co-Design – investigating alternatives to the revetment wall 
design presented in 2021 that better aligns with community values.  
 
Consultation   
Following on from consultation in 2021 and the Council resolution 7 March 2022, we are 
undertaking a co-design process with local residents and the community, to work alongside 
our coastal engineers and scientists, to identify a preferred approach to coastal hazard 
management. We thank you for your patience as we work to determine how to provide coastal 
erosion management works that meets our community’s aspirations and expectations. This 
will be delivered in two stages.    
 
See the attached FAQ to learn more about the project.   
 
Stormwater realignment survey – have your say  
At the Extraordinary Council Meeting on 7 March 2022 Council resolved to defer this work 
until further community consultation is undertaken as it has been recognised that there are 
differing views amongst the community.  We are seeking feedback from the Lake Cathie 
community on the proposal to realign the stormwater network at Illaroo Road. This work is 
intended to help address the erosion issues occurring at the two stormwater outlets that 
discharge to Lighthouse Beach.   
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Provide your feedback by completing our online or paper-based survey by Sunday 27 March 
2022.   
See attached Stormwater Realignment Factsheet.  
Visit pmhc.nsw.gov.au/Illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection   
 
Surveys can also be returned to Lake Cathie Community Centre. If you require assistance to 
complete the survey, please call 6581 8111.  
 
Community Information Session – learn more   
Wednesday 27 April from 5:30pm to 7:30pm  
Lake Cathie Bowling Club  
At this session we will provide an overview of the project, the co-design process and to learn 
more about the proposed stormwater realignment.   
Registration is required via pmhc.nsw.gov.au/illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection or  
email engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au or 6581 8111  
 
Illaroo Road Coastal Erosion Co-Design Workshops – register your interest  
We are seeking registrations of interest for community members to be involved in a co-design 
process. This is by invite only at this stage of the process, and targets community members 
most likely to be impacted by erosion or works undertaken at the site. Broader community 
engagement will follow the co-design workshops.  
 
At the Community Information Session on 27 April, we will be taking registrations of interest 
for participation in the co-design process. Participants in the co-design process would need to 
be able to attend a workshop/s of 2 hours duration in May 2022. If you cannot attend the 
Community Information Session but would like to register your interest, email us at 
engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au  
 
Further information can be found in the attached information sheet and on Council’s website 
pmhc.nsw.gov.au/Illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection 
 
Please note that participation in the co-design process is by invitation only at this stage and 
we ask that you do not forward on this invitation.    
 
If you have any questions or would like this invitation extended to someone in particular, 
please contact the project team on (02) 6581 8111 or email engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au  
 
We look forward to working with you on this important community project. 
  
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Debbie Archer 
Group Manager Environment and Regulatory Services 
 
 
 



Good morning, 
 
You are receiving this as a community group that may have an interest in the management of 
coastal erosion at Illaroo Road. 

Council has been working for a number of years to find a solution to managing the potential 
coastal erosion risk to private and public infrastructure at Illaroo Road. This has involved coastal 
hazards studies, assessment of a range of options, and extensive community engagement.   
 
Following on from consultation in 2021 and the Council resolution 7 March 2022, we are 
undertaking a co-design process with local residents and the community, to work alongside our 
coastal engineers and scientists, to identify a preferred approach to coastal hazard management. 
We thank you for your patience as we work to determine how to provide coastal erosion 
management works that meets our community’s aspirations and expectations. This will be 
delivered in two stages.    
 
There are currently two projects underway related to this issue:  
 

• Illaroo Road Stormwater Redirection – a proposal to relocate the stormwater outlets from 
Lighthouse Beach to instead discharge into Lake Cathie. 

• Illaroo Road Coastal Erosion Co-Design – investigating alternatives to the revetment wall 
design presented in 2021 that better aligns with community values.  

 
Read the FAQs and Factsheet by visiting pmhc.nsw.gov.au/Illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection 
 
How can you get involved?  

1. Proposed Stormwater Survey: You can provide you feedback about the proposed 
stormwater changes by completing the simple online survey. Alternatively, you can 
complete the attached paper-based survey and return to the Lake Cathie Community 
Centre. Feedback closes Monday 28 March 2022.  

2. Information Session: We will be holding an information session at the Lake Cathie 
Bowling Club on 27 April 2022. At this session we will provide an overview of the project, 
the co-design process and to learn more about the proposed stormwater realignment.   
RSVP by completing the online registration form by 25 April 2022.  

3. Co-design process: Council would like your involvement in a coastal protection works co-
design workshop(s). We invite registrations of interest from community members to be 
involved in a co-design process.  

This is by invitation only at this stage, and is aimed at community members most likely to be 
impacted by erosion or works undertaken at the site. 

 
To take the survey and register for the upcoming information session visit 
pmhc.nsw.gov.au/Illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection 
email engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au or phone (02) 6581 8111 
 
If you have any questions or would like this invitation extended to someone in particular, please 
contact the project team on (02) 6581 8111 or email engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au  
 
We look forward to working with you on this important community project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://haveyoursay.pmhc.nsw.gov.au/illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection
https://haveyoursay.pmhc.nsw.gov.au/illaroo-road-coastal-hazard-protection
mailto:engagement@pmhc.nsw.gov.au
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Illaroo Road Coastal 
Protection Works
- Long List

01 April 2022



Guiding principles

2

• Maintains public access and beach amenity,

• Considers the landscape character and visual amenity of the locality,

• Appropriately manages and minimises the impacts of built infrastructure on coastal 
processes and the environment,

• Recognises the local and regional scale effects of coastal processes,

• Provides an acceptable level of certainty to stakeholders and the community with respect to 
the approach to managing the ongoing risk from coastal hazards, noting the uncertainty 
around the potential impacts of climate change,

• Is consistent with current Government policy and legislation, and

• Represents a value for money approach that can be appropriately funded.



3

Long list of management options

‘Keep sand moving’

‘Hold the line’
‘Complementary management’

D1 - (ongoing) beach nourishment 
from lake dredging (as approved)

C1 - Groyne(s) C2 - Artificial reef

D2 - Sand backpassing from lake via 
pumping system

B1 – Seawall / revetment Dune rehabilitation / stabilisation

A1 - Planned retreat (voluntary purchase)

Planning / development controls

‘Planning options’

B2 - Dune toe stabilisation (artificial berm)

D3 - beach nourishment (external 
sand source)

‘Keep sand in the system’
Beach access

Stormwater management



Planned retreat (voluntary purchase)

4

Planned retreat (voluntary purchase)

B

A Pros:
• ‘Let nature do its thing’
• No impact on coastal 

processes
• Opportunity for natural 

public foreshore space

Cons:
• Social impact to affected 

residents
• High cost

Voluntary purchase and removal of existing properties where it is impractical or 
uneconomic to mitigate erosion hazard and it is more appropriate to cease occupation. 

There is no obligation on the owner to sell the property. 



Seawall / revetment

5

Vertical seawall or sloped revetment

A Pros:
• High level of protection

Cons:
• High capital and 

maintenance cost
• Impact on coastal 

processes
• Reduced beach amenity
• Reduced beach access

Vertical or sloped structure providing terminal protection against erosion. Structure 
would be located on active part of beach. Could be constructed from rock, concrete or 

geotextile sand containers (reduced design life).



Dune toe stabilisation (artificial berm)

6

Dune toe stabilisation (artificial berm)

A

BURIED BETWEEN STORMS

CONSTRUCTION

Pros:
• Enhances natural coastal 

protection resistance of 
existing dune

• Reduced structure 
footprint and visual 
impact compared to 
seawall/revetment

• Minimal effect on coastal 
processes

• Potential to be buried 
between large storms

Cons:
• Lower level of protection 

compared to 
seawall/revetment

Enhances natural coastal protection resistance of existing dune through construction 
of low-crested structure along dune toe. Straightforward construction using locally filled 

geotextile sand containers (or rock bags).



Groyne(s)

7

Single groyne or groyne field

A

ROCK

GEO-CONTAINERS

GROYNE FIELD

Barrier to longshore sand transport aimed at retaining sand on updrift beach to 
maintain the sandy buffer in those areas. Can be designed as multiple smaller (i.e., 

groyne field) or single larger structure.

Pros:
• Maintains usable beach 

width
• Relatively small structure 

footprint compared to 
seawall/revetment 

Cons:
• Visual impact
• Reduces connectivity of 

beach
• (localised) downdrift 

realignment of shoreline



Artificial reef

8

Vertical seawall or rock revetment

A

Wave breaking on reef reduces energy at the beach and slows down longshore sand 
transport (locally). This promotes sand build up between reef and beach as well as 

updrift (south) area providing a sandy buffer.

Pros:
• No structure on beach
• Enhances natural 

resilience of beach
• Multi-benefit outcomes
• Potential habitat creation
Cons:
• High cost
• Complex marine 

construction
• (localised) downdrift 

realignment of shoreline



Beach nourishment from lake dredging

9

B

A

Ongoing beach nourishment from lake dredging

Pros:
• Already being 

implemented Relatively 
low cost 

• Ease of implementation

Cons:
• Limited sand volume 

available under current 
approval

• Relies on sufficient sand 
being available within 
Lake Cathie

• Possibility for larger sand 
volume uncertain as it 
would require new 
approval & identification 
of a source

Regular and on-going sand removal from suitable areas within Lake Cathie. Sand is 
placed on beach for coastal protection.



Beach nourishment via pumping system

10

Ongoing beach nourishment from lake dredging via sand transfer system

A

C

B

Semi-permanent piped backpassing system for event-based transfer of sand from suitable 
areas within Lake Cathie. Comprises jet pumps (sand shifter), pump station, water intake 

jetty and pipe network/outlets. Sand is placed on beach for coastal protection.

Pros:
• Potential benefit with 

respect to lake dredging / 
entrance management

• Flexible sand 
management to 
maintain buffer

Cons:
• Relies on sufficient sand 

being available within 
Lake Cathie

• Visual impact by 
permanent infrastructure

• Operational cost



Beach nourishment from ‘external’ source

11

Beach/ nearshore nourishment from ‘external’ sand source

A

One-off sand placement delivered as nearshore mass nourishment. Sand would be 
sourced from outside of the active beach compartment (e.g., offshore dredging).
Longevity controlled by sand placement volume and long-term sand loss rates.

Pros:
• Adds sand to local sand 

budget
• Provides sand buffer for 

coastal protection and 
beach amenity

• No change to coastal 
processes

Cons:
• High mobilisation cost
• Limited suitable plant 

available
• Uncertainty in obtaining 

feasible sand source
• Placement constraint by 

nearshore reef systems
• Requires top up once 

buffer is depleted



Vertical Seawall



Sloped Revetment



MSL

Toe Protection

BURIED BETWEEN STORMSCONSTRUCTION



Groynes



Artificial Reef



Beach Nourishment – Lake Dredging

B

A



Beach Nourishment – Pump System

A

C

B



Beach Nourishment – External Sand Source



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Appendix C 
Workshop 1 Feedback Summary 



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

1 • The slides were difficult to read.  

• Copies of the presentations / slides were not provided to attendees. 

• Why are we re-visiting options that have previously been 
considered and discounted? 

• Insufficient detail was provided on the dimensions / size of the 
options. 

• We would like to know the pros and cons of each option as soon as 
possible. Can you please provide a copy of the slides? 

• The workshop summary notes did not accurately reflect the 
discussion by participants. 

• We appreciate that there has been some concern raised following the first 
workshops regarding the summary documents that were circulated 
containing the key themes and items discussed at those workshops.  As 
the sessions were intended to have free flowing conversation and 
discussion of ideas, no formal minutes were able to be taken, and it was 
made clear to attendees at each workshop that the summary would not 
be a record of minutes. As two separate workshops were held the items 
discussed by attendees, while largely similar in content and theme, did 
provide different perspectives, and hence why the summary contains 
other items than what you may have discussed.  

• The purpose of the first workshops was partly to consolidate the past 
issues and concerns, but we also needed to re-visit options other than a 
revetment, acknowledging previous community feedback, and that coastal 
engineering and understanding of foreshore protection has progressed 
significantly since the revetment was identified as the best option. The 
workshop was important to help us understand priorities and plan 
implementation in terms of timeframes that can reasonably be supported 
by funding and address the level of risk now, and if needed, staged into 
the future. This approach allowed development of options for discussion 
at round 2, which focused on potential pathways and timing for 
implementation. We heard that the directly impacted community and 
residents prefer to focus on the implementation of a protection option 
under the CZMP. 

2 • It is considered that the consultants were not sufficiently across the 
historical information.  

• Residents and I were extremely frustrated by the recent decision to 
hammer five large star posts into this fragile coffee rock at the base 
of the stormwater site. Surely this does not 'retain the integrity of 
the coffee rock'. There is also no accompanying signage to illustrate 

• We appreciate that there has been some concern raised following the first 
workshops regarding the summary documents that were circulated 
containing the key themes and items discussed at those workshops.  As 
the sessions were intended to have free flowing conversation and 
discussion of ideas, no formal minutes were able to be taken, and it was 
made clear to attendees at each workshop that the summary would not 
be a record of minutes. As two separate workshops were held the items 
discussed by attendees, while largely similar in content and theme, did 



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

the hazard here or the precautions to take. There also was no 
communication to residents that this was to occur.  

• The summary of the workshop I received did not capture the overall 
consensus of the discussions that occurred that evening. 

• Attendees were extremely keen to not waste any more time or rate 
payers’ money and instead have the certified CZMP activated before 
December 2023. The reason we are in agreement is because this 
project has been ongoing since 2007. Residents have been engaged 
with council regarding Illaroo Road for 15 years. We need to see the 
CZMP enacted this year. 

provide different perspectives, and hence why the summary contains 
other items than what you may have discussed.  

• The purpose of the first workshops was partly to consolidate the past 
issues and concerns, but we also needed to re-visit options other than a 
revetment, acknowledging previous community feedback, and that coastal 
engineering and understanding of foreshore protection has progressed 
significantly since the revetment was identified as the best option. The 
workshop was important to help us understand priorities and plan 
implementation in terms of timeframes that can reasonably be supported 
by funding and address the level of risk now, and if needed, staged into 
the future. This approach allowed development of options for discussion 
at round 2, which focused on potential pathways and timing for 
implementation. We heard that the directly impacted community and 
residents prefer to focus on the implementation of a protection option 
under the CZMP. 

• As was discussed at workshop 2, we will be holding a decision-makers 
meeting with workshop participants to allow questions to be put to 
Councillors and senior Council staff. We will also be extending the 
invitation to the local MP for Port Macquarie Leslie Williams to attend.  

• Regarding your concerns around the coffee rock around the stormwater 
outlet and the restriction of access, I apologise that you feel that these 
actions were done without proper resident communication. Warning signs 
and barrier tapes are typically erected where there may be a hazard and 
given the timing, we are not often able to pre-emptively advise the 
community prior to this. Our communications team did provide updates 
via our social media channels and online about the need to avoid the area 
and respect signage restricting access. Our Coastal team are working with 
the Department of Planning and Environment to prepare an application 
for funding specifically related to stabilisation of the dune and coffee rock 
surrounding the stormwater outlet and they will keep you updated as this 
progresses. 



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

3 • The workshop summary notes did not accurately reflect the 
discussion by participants.  

• The project team were not able to answer my questions about what 
funding is currently available and what options there therefore are 
that could prevent further erosion of the beach/coffee rock and 
protect the road and our homes. 

• The geotechnical engineering report assessing the road was not 
provided, but we were told it was safe. However, that day, cones 
etc. were placed on that section of road to prevent access. The 
viewing platform is also fenced off. I am not confident the road and 
our houses are safe following the erosion event.  

• We all agreed that there is erosion of both the beach and coffee at 
the stormwater outlet.  

• Why is Council undertaking another options/feasibility study when 
there are SMEC reports that clearly state that only structural coastal 
protection works will protect the shoreline in a 1 in 100-year storm? 

• Dredging of the lake and beach nourishment is urgent, but I note 
that it is dependent on the lake entrance being closed. 

• The stormwater needs re-directing ASAP to save the road and 
reduce the ongoing erosion risk to the beach and coffee rock.  

• The presentation of the funding model for the revetment wall last 
year was handled very badly. Residents are in favour of the rock 
revetment wall, just not under that funding model. Council noted 
shortcomings in the assessment supporting the funding model.  

• The rock revetment wall option should still be considered. Have all 
funding avenues been applied for? We note Council must apply for 
the funding and must investigate all potential funding options.  

• If as stated by Council our properties are not at risk from coastal 
erosion, why do we have such onerous development controls? 

• We appreciate that there has been some concern raised following the first 
workshops regarding the summary documents that were circulated 
containing the key themes and items discussed at those workshops.  As 
the sessions were intended to have free flowing conversation and 
discussion of ideas, no formal minutes were able to be taken, and it was 
made clear to attendees at each workshop that the summary would not 
be a record of minutes. As two separate workshops were held the items 
discussed by attendees, while largely similar in content and theme, did 
provide different perspectives, and hence why the summary contains 
other items than what you may have discussed.  

• The purpose of the first workshops was partly to consolidate the past 
issues and concerns, but we also needed to re-visit options other than a 
revetment, acknowledging previous community feedback, and that coastal 
engineering and understanding of foreshore protection has progressed 
significantly since the revetment was identified as the best option. The 
workshop was important to help us understand priorities and plan 
implementation in terms of timeframes that can reasonably be supported 
by funding and address the level of risk now, and if needed, staged into 
the future. This approach allowed development of options for discussion 
at round 2, which focused on potential pathways and timing for 
implementation. We heard that the directly impacted community and 
residents prefer to focus on the implementation of a protection option 
under the CZMP. 

• As was discussed at workshop 2, we will be holding a decision-makers 
meeting with workshop participants to allow questions to be put to 
Councillors and senior Council staff. We will also be extending the 
invitation to the local MP for Port Macquarie Leslie Williams to attend.  



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

• We were advised the stormwater realignment works did not go 
ahead due to the cost exceeding the available budget, and that now 
they will be higher due to escalating costs. This is a big issue and it’s 
costing us money. 

4 • The high rock revetment wall, while it would perform well with 
respect to coastal hazards, would negatively impact beach width 
and amenity and would detract from the natural environment. 
Other options presented are better and should be considered. 

• The residents are very concerned about the Section 149 (now 
Section 10.7(2)) notification on their properties. 

• The toe protection [low crested revetment] and beach nourishment 
options keeps sufficient beach width, is more natural looking and 
provides the protection required to have the Section 149 
certificates modified.  

• Properties to the north and south of a rock revetment wall could be 
impacted by edge effects and should be consulted.  

• We should follow the engineer's advice. 

• Prefer that decisions are not made on the basis of funding if they 
are not the best option for the community. 

• Invitations to the workshops were sent to the residents most at risk to 
coastal hazards and most likely to benefit from any coastal protection 
measures implemented along Illaroo Road. By the end of the next round 
of workshops, we are trying to have a coastal protection option(s) that 
reflects the desires of these impacted residents. Once an option(s) is 
selected, consultation with the broader community will be undertaken. 

• Ultimately this coastal protection option(s), as well as feedback from 
broader community consultation will be taken to Council and it will be the 
Councillors who decides what coastal protection option is implemented 
along Illaroo Road. Councillors will be made aware of potential 
implications of the option(s). Note that Councillors represent the entire 
community, including both the residents of Illaroo Road, as well as the 
entire Port Macquarie-Hastings Local Government Area. 

5 • The workshop summary notes did not accurately reflect the 
discussion by participants.  

• I feel PMHC is trying to manipulate the outcomes for their best 
interests, definitely not for the best interests of Lake Cathie and it is 
residents. 

• Why are we doing all this again? I believe PMHC is doing this as 
stalling tactics (seen to be doing something but in reality, doing 
nothing with the intention of doing nothing as well) hoping we will 
just go away.  FYI, we are more determined than ever to pursue this 
by whatever means we can, we are not going away.  

• We appreciate that there has been some concern raised following the first 
workshops regarding the summary documents that were circulated 
containing the key themes and items discussed at those workshops.  As 
the sessions were intended to have free flowing conversation and 
discussion of ideas, no formal minutes were able to be taken, and it was 
made clear to attendees at each workshop that the summary would not 
be a record of minutes. As two separate workshops were held the items 
discussed by attendees, while largely similar in content and theme, did 
provide different perspectives, and hence why the summary contains 
other items than what you may have discussed.  



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

• There are massive beach erosion issues on Illaroo Road right now 
caused by PMHC's poor construction, mismanagement, and lack of 
maintenance of stormwater drains , along with localised storm 
events and rising sea levels. These issues are Council's responsibility 
and there needs to be effective and permanent action to be taken 
now before there are serious consequences to the community and 
the residents and furthermore to PMHC.  The longer there is no 
action, means the more money it is going to cost later.  

• At our meeting (24/5) the residents of Illaroo Road who were in 
attendance (and also those who were not present at the meeting), 
made it very clear, that we wanted to proceed with the revetment 
wall, and we wanted it done NOW as it has been investigated, 
designed, authorised, favoured and approved by the community. It 
will remove the debilitating Section 149 notifications for Illaroo 
Road residents.  The only thing it lacks is the funding and support 
from PMHC.  

• Please help us get the wall agreed upon by the decision-makers and 
project team. Whatever other options are available to us, let’s get 
the revetment wall fully funded and started. The longer it is 
delayed, the more it will cost.  

• PMHC was granted nearly $1million for the realignment of the 
stormwater drains in Illaroo Road by the Environment Minister, 
Robert Stokes in 2016, now we are told there is only $450,000. 
Where has the rest of the money gone? How can you justify the 
lesser amount and please explain why? 

• The purpose of the first workshops was partly to consolidate the past 
issues and concerns, but we also needed to re-visit options other than a 
revetment, acknowledging previous community feedback, and that coastal 
engineering and understanding of foreshore protection has progressed 
significantly since the revetment was identified as the best option. The 
workshop was important to help us understand priorities and plan 
implementation in terms of timeframes that can reasonably be supported 
by funding and address the level of risk now, and if needed, staged into 
the future. This approach allowed development of options for discussion 
at round 2, which focused on potential pathways and timing for 
implementation. We heard that the directly impacted community and 
residents prefer to focus on the implementation of a protection option 
under the CZMP. 

• As was discussed at workshop 2, we will be holding a decision-makers 
meeting with workshop participants to allow questions to be put to 
Councillors and senior Council staff. We will also be extending the 
invitation to the local MP for Port Macquarie Leslie Williams to attend. 

• Regarding your question about NSW State Government funding for the 
stormwater realignment project. Council was granted $456,825 in grant 
funding for this project, for a total estimated capital cost of approximately 
$800,000. This money is still currently in the Capital Works Program and 
Budget being considered at this week’s extraordinary Council meeting on 
23rd June. Council have also written to DPE Grants requesting 
consideration of funding for the shortfall of an additional $1M. Our 
Coastal team are also working with the DPE to prepare an application for 
funding specifically related to stabilisation of the dune and coffee rock 
surrounding the existing stormwater outlet and they will keep you 
updated as this progresses. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

  

Appendix D 
Workshop 2 Materials 

 

Report 
 

J1595 



Agenda 

Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Management Co-Design Workshop 2 

Wednesday 15th June 5pm – 7:30pm 

 

5:00pm Introduction 
5:10pm Recap of Workshop 1 and outcomes 

• Purpose of the workshop  
• Overview of issues raised 
• Options identified for further consideration at workshop 2 
• Priority short and medium terms actions 

5:20pm Planning pathways and possible works 
5:30pm Identification of preferred works 
6:40pm Design input 
7:10pm Questions and comments for consideration at meeting with Councillors 
7:25pm Wrap up and what’s next 
7:30pm Meeting close 

 



Agenda 

Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard Management Co-Design Workshop 2 

Thursday 16th June 10am-12:30pm 

 

10:00am Introduction 
10:10am Recap of Workshop 1 and outcomes 

• Purpose of the workshop  
• Overview of issues raised 
• Options identified for further consideration at workshop 2 
• Priority short and medium terms actions 

10:20am Planning pathways and possible works 
10:30am Identification of preferred works 
11:40am Design input 
12:10pm Questions and comments for consideration at meeting with Councillors 
12:25pm Wrap up and what’s next 
12:30pm Meeting close 

 



Illaroo Road Coastal Hazard 
Co-Design Workshops

Workshop 2



Agenda

• Introduction
• Recap of Workshop 1 and Outcomes
• Planning Pathways and Possible Works
• Identification of Preferred Works
• Design Input
• Questions and Comments for meeting with Councillors
• Wrap up and what’s next?



Workshop 1

General discussion on key 
issues raised by participants. To 
inform the co-design process, 

not to revisit the 20 year 
history.

Informed the aims
of the workshops

Confirmed the 
guiding principals

Identify short, medium and 
long-term objectives

Develop 
management 

pathways

Identify a range of possible 
actions along management 

pathways

Inform ‘filters’ to 
identify short list 

from long list

To be 
presented 

and 
discussed 

today







STOP GO (top 
4)

Rank Option Score Outcome

1 D2 - Dune toe protection (artificial berm) 12 Short-listed

2 D1 - Beach nourishment (from Lake - under existing approvals) 11 Base case

3 B1 – Rock revetment 10 Short-listed

4 C2 - Artificial reef 10 Short-listed

5 D3 - Beach nourishment (external source material) 10 Excluded

6 A1 - Planned retreat (voluntary purchase) 9 Excluded

7 C1 - Groyne (s) 9 Short-listed

8 D3 - Beach nourishment (from Lake - under extended approvals) 9 Excluded

9 D2 - Sand backpassing system (from Lake) 8 Excluded

Coarse filtering of long list



Coarse filtering of long list

C1 - Groyne(s) C2 - Artificial reef

D2 - Sand backpassing from 
lake via pumping system

B1 - Seawall/ revetment B2 - Dune toe stabilisation (artificial berm)

D3 - beach nourishment 
(external sand source)

D1 - (ongoing) beach 
nourishment from lake dredging

Base case

& 
‘Complementary 

management’

‘Planning options’

A1 - Planned retreat (voluntary purchase)

‘Hold the line’

‘Keep sand in 
the system’

‘Keep sand 
moving’









  



Existing storm buffer

8

Description Profile A 
(South)

Profile B 
(centre)

Profile C 
(north)

Total dune volume seaward of road - (m3/m) 91 148 171

Approximate storm buffer – February 2022
(assuming 75m3/m for ZRFC*) - (m3/m) 16 73 96

Additional sand buffer per metre road moved 
landward (m3/m)** 8 8 8

Additional nourishment buffer from lake dredging 
(every ~2 years) 40 40 40

Profile A

Profile B

Profile C

*Zone of Reduced Foundation Capacity
** Existing road width is 6.5m – minimum single lane width is ~3.7m (~22m3/m buffer gained)

Storm bite:
• 130m3/m/storm (100 year ARI) north of lake entrance (SMEC, 2010)
• 70m3/m/storm (100 year ARI) at Chepana St (Worley Parson, 2012)
• 60-70m3/m (2016 East Coast Low) at Illaroo Road (Bluecoast)



Rock revetment

9

Vertical seawall or sloped revetment

A

Vertical or sloped structure providing terminal protection against erosion. Structure would be 
located on active part of beach. Could be constructed from rock, concrete or geotextile sand 

containers (reduced design life).

Pros:
• High level of 

protection
• Opportunity for 

foreshore amenity (e.g. 
walkway)

Cons:
• High capital and 

maintenance cost
• Large structure 

footprint
• Impact on coastal 

processes
• Reduced beach 

amenity
• Reduced beach access



Rock revetment

Toe at 
-1m AHD

Total length 440m

Approx. height +8m AHD

Position/alignment Crest along existing road/ toe at -1m AHD 



Rock revetment

Description Value

Capital cost (2012) (AECOM) $8,119,860 

Compensation rate (2012 – 2022) 14%

Capital cost (2022) $9,256,640 

Annual maintenance cost (1%) $90,000

Source: Aurecon, 2015. Lake Cathie Revetment Investigation and Design – detail design 
report



Low-crested revetment (toe protection)
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Dune toe protection (artificial berm)

A

BURIED BETWEEN STORMS

CONSTRUCTION

Enhances natural coastal protection resistance of existing dune through construction of low-
crested structure along dune toe. Straightforward construction using locally filled geotextile 

sand containers (or rock bags).

Pros:
• Enhances natural coastal 

protection resistance of 
existing dune

• Reduced structure footprint 
and visual impact compared 
to seawall/revetment

• Minimal effect on coastal 
processes

• Potential to be buried 
between large storms

• Rehabilitated dune improves 
visual amenity and 
biodiversity

Cons:
• Reduced design life 

compared to rock revetment 
(~up to 30 years)

• Some dune erosion occurs 
during large storm events
(requires re-nourishment)



Low-crested revetment (toe protection)

13

SAND FILL (WHERE REQUIRED + 
REVEGETATED)

ROCK BAGS (BURIED 
BETWEEN STORMS)

Total length 360m

Approx. height +3m AHD

Position/alignment Along existing coffee rock ledge
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Low-crested revetment (toe protection)
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Buried between storm events

Backfilled and revegetated

Low-crested revetment (toe protection)
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RL +3m AHD

Minimum slope 30°

~RL -0.5m AHD/ 
coffee rock base

Mean High WaterExisting coffee 
rock ledge

Low-crested revetment (toe protection)

Existing Value

Min. dune volume (m3/m) 90

Min. storm buffer (m3/m) >15

Design Value

Post-construction sand buffer (m3/m) >75

Typical structure design life Up to 30 years
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Stage 2

Section length Approx. capital cost Annual maintenance cost
Stage 1 90m $                       1,200,000 $                                      30,000
Stage 2 110m $                       1,490,000 $                                      38,000
Stage 3 160m $                       2,150,000 $                                      42,000

Total 360m $                       4,840,000  $                                   110,000

Low-crested revetment (toe protection)



Groyne(s)

18

Single groyne or groyne field

A

ROCK

GEO-CONTAINERS

GROYNE FIELD

Barrier to longshore sand transport aimed at retaining sand on updrift beach to maintain the 
sandy buffer in those areas. Can be designed as multiple smaller (i.e., groyne field) or single 

larger structure.

Pros:
• Maintains usable beach 

width
• Relatively small structure 

footprint compared to 
seawall/revetment 

• Trial structure possible

Cons:
• Uncertainty in 

performance
• Visual impact
• Reduces connectivity of 

beach
• (localised) downdrift 

realignment of shoreline
• Effect on lake requires 

detailed assessment



Rock groyne
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Total length 180m

Approx. height +3.5m AHD

Position/alignment Shore-perpendicular at Bundella Av



Rock groyne

Rock groyne 
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Existing Value

Dune volume (m3/m) 90 – 170 

Storm buffer (m3/m) 15 – 100

Design Value

Average increase in beach width  (m) 20 – 100

Post-construction storm buffer (m3/m) 100 – 200

Estimated sand build up duration (years) 5 – 10

Typical structure design life (years) 30 – 50



Rock groyne

21

Description Value

Capital cost (2012) – SMEC $2,276,559

Compensation rate (2012 – 2022) 20%

Capital cost (2022)

$2,731,870 
(benchmarking: 

$3.6M (The Entrance) $4.7M 
(Kirra)

Annual maintenance cost (1-2%) $40,000



Trial groynes
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aerial

60-
80m

80-
100m

Total length 60-80m (south), 80-100m (north)

Approx. height +2m AHD

Position/alignment Shore-perpendicular 
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Stage 1

Stage 2

Existing South North       

Min. dune volume (m3/m) 90 150

Min. storm buffer (m3/m) 15 75

Design South North       

Average increase in beach width (m) 30 20

Post-construction storm buffer (m3/m) >100 >130

Estimated sand build up (years) 1 - 2 2 – 3

Typical structure design life (years) Up to 5-10

Trial groynes



Trial groynes

MEAN SEA LEVEL

Typ. 80 - 100m (northern groyne – Stage 1) 
Typ. 60 - 80m (southern groyne – Stage 2)

+2m AHD

Typical cross-section
Approx. width 6m

Stage 1 Stage 2 Total

Capital cost $200,000 $150,000 $350,000

Annual maintenance cost (5%) $10,000 $7,500 $17,500

+2m AHD



Artificial reef

25

Vertical seawall or rock revetment

A

Wave breaking on reef reduces energy at the beach and slows down longshore sand 
transport (locally). This promotes sand build up between reef and beach as well as updrift 

(south) area providing a sandy buffer.

Pros:
• No structure on beach
• Enhances natural 

resilience of beach
• Multi-benefit outcomes
• Potential habitat 

creation
Cons:
• High cost
• Complex design 

process
• Complex marine 

construction
• (localised) downdrift 

realignment of 
shoreline



Artificial reef
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Artificial (rock) reef

Approx. 
300m 
offshore

Approx. 
150m 
width



Artificial reef
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Artificial (rock) 
reef

Description Value    

Location Offshore between Kywong St and Kalang St

Distance offshore (m) approx. 300m offshore 

Alongshore width (m) approx. 150m width

Reef volume approx. 40,000m3



Artificial reef

28

Description Value    

Capital cost $ 14,000,000 

Annual maintenance cost (0.5%) $ 70,000



Identifying a preferred option

All shortlist options satisfy the objectives of 
the works and have an implementation 
pathway available

Evaluate the short list against the guiding 
principals of the co-design process

Clear about 
why an 

option is 
preferred

Pathway 1: CZMP Pathway 2: CMP



Criterion

Relevant Guiding Principles
Public 

access / 
beach 

amenity

Visual 
amenity

Minimises 
impacts

Recognises 
coastal 

processes

Level of 
certainty as a 

risk 
management 

approach

Consistency 
with policy / 
legislation

Value for 
money 

Cost

All equal

Protection of assets

Beach access and 
recreational amenity

Level of adverse impact

Level of wider community 
support To be assessed through online survey



  






Criterion Descriptor / Performance Outcomes

Protection of assets Level of protection (including certainty and reliability) the option provides for assets, 
including both Illaroo Road and private property. 

Cost Cost of implementation of the option, taking into account the capital and ongoing costs 
over the design life of the infrastructure. 

Beach access and 
recreational amenity

Preserves the existing level of beach access (i.e. width of beach and access along beach). 
Existing recreational values and uses are maintained (or improved). 

Level of adverse impact

Adverse impacts may include:
• Modification of landscape character or poor visual amenity / loss of views,
• Unacceptable level of change to naturally occurring coastal processes (e.g. sediment 
transport),
• Biodiversity and ecological impacts (e.g. vegetation removal, decline in habitat 
quality/extent),
• Loss of heritage items or decline in values,
• Socio-economic impacts arising from other adverse impacts (e.g. to coastal dependent 
businesses / tourism, mental health and wellbeing, community identity).



Relative scoring system

4 Best achieves the objectives of the criterion

3 Minor difference to best performance option(s)

2 Moderate difference to best performing 
option(s)

1 Major difference to best performing option(s)



First pass scoring and weighting for discussion: Pathway 1

Criteria Weighting Revetment Toe Protection
Protection of assets 50.0% 4 3
Cost 12.5% 2 4
Beach access and recreational amenity 12.5% 2 4
Level of adverse impact 12.5% 2 4
Level of community support 12.5%

Weighted score 2.8 3.0
Weighted rank 2 1

Unweighted score 2.0 3.0
Unweighted rank 2 1



Criteria Weighting Revetment Toe 
Protection Groyne Reef

Protection of assets 50.0% 4 3 3 2
Cost 12.5% 2 4 4 1
Beach access and recreational 
amenity 12.5% 1 3 2 4

Level of adverse impact 12.5% 1 3 1 4
Level of community support 12.5%

Weighted score 2.5 2.8 2.4 2.1
Weighted rank 2 1 4 3

Unweighted score 1.6 2.6 2.0 2.8
Unweighted rank 4 2 3 1

First pass scoring and weighting for discussion: Pathway 2
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Response No. 1 2 3 4
What is your preferred coastal protection 
approach for Illaroo Road under Pathway 1 
(CZMP)? Toe Protection Structure (Hybrid Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) Toe Protection Structure (Hybrid Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) 

Toe Protection Structure (Hybrid 
Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) -

To what extent are you satisfied that a Rock 
Revetment Wall can provide protection to assets 
and property?

5 (Very satisified)  4 1 (Not at all satisified) -

How concerned are you about how a Rock 
Revetment Wall would impact beach access / 
beach width and existing recreational values / 
uses?

1 (Very concerned) 1 (Very concerned) 1 (Very concerned) -

To what extent are you concerned about any 
adverse impact resulting from the construction 
and long-term presence of a Rock Revetment 
Wall?

1 (Very concerned) 1 (Very concerned) 1 (Very concerned) -

To what extent are you satisfied that a Toe 
Protection (Hybrid Revetment / Dune Re-
profiling) Structure can provide adequate 
protection to assets and property?

5 (Very satisified) 4 4 -

How satisfied are you that a Toe Protection 
(Hybrid Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) Structure 
can preserve beach access / beach width and 
existing recreational values / uses?

4 4 4 -

To what extent are you concerned about any 
adverse impacts resulting from the construction 
and long-term presence of a Toe Protection 
(Hybrid Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) 
Structure?

4 4 4 -

What would your preferred coastal protection 
approach for Illaroo Road be under Pathway 2 
(CMP)?

Offshore Reef Offshore Reef Toe Protection Structure (Hybrid 
Revetment / Dune Re-profiling) -

Do you have any comments about your preferred 
pathway (CZMP or CMP), coastal protection 
option(s) or any feedback on other potential 
approaches?

Given the cost of these options the Dune Toe appears to be the most likely to succeed 
while at the same time protecting the coastal assets and minimising the potential impact of 
further erosion at either end of the wall as well as the beach.

What happens to the storm water will still need to be addressed under this scenario.

Pathway 1 - Provided funding can be secured and works commenced prior to expiry of Dec.2023 this would 
facilitate a reduced time frame as opposed to Pathway 2 which would push out any decision or works until 
the CMP had been certified by the State Government. 

Major concern with the Revetment Wall due to the environmental impact this wall would have on the beach 
and the lake.  Such a wall would adversely impact the visual appearance and amenity of the beach.  The 
revetment wall would lead to a loss of beach amenity and access and although they perform well in arresting 
continued recession of the foreshore, they often exacerbate erosion of the area immediately seaward of the 
structure and have end effects.  End effects could result in loss of dune vegetation to the south and scouring 
of the entrance berm and shoal to the north.
This may encourage the entrance to break out to the south and may result in the entrance being mostly open.
This would increase salinity and tidal influences and may affect the life cycles of crustaceans and fish.  Loss 
of the beach and changes to the entrance may also affect shore and wading bird habitats.  Recreational use 
(swimming, surfing and beach fishing etc.) would be impacted due to changes in sand distribution.

Dune Toe Protection would give residents the required protection of their properties as well as protecting the 
assets of Council.  It would have less visual impact compared to the revetment wall and would not lead to a 
loss of beach amenity for the community.  As it enhances natural coastal protection it would not have the 
same environmental impact on the beach and lake that the revetment wall would.  It is also more cost 
effective and as it can be completed in stages, is more likely to receive funding of Stage 1 where most of the 
erosion has taken place.

Should we end up having to implement Pathway 2 (CMP) then the Offshore Reef should be looked at more 
closely in regards to the benefits it would offer not only for coastal protection, a more environmentally friendly 
option and the economic benefit that may ensue.

Beach protection is important for the 
community -

Do you have any questions or issues you want 
raised at the meeting of workshop attendees and 
Councillors?

The choice of protection is only one issue which needs to be addressed, the other is 
funding. Understanding what the Council and State Government (beyond the 1 for 1) are 
willing to put up and the cost to be attributed to residents is a major issue which has been 
left unresolved! The previous attempt by Council to cherry pick legislation to minimise their 
cost remains a huge concern.

Despite knowing about the storm water issue for 20 years and the erosion issue for around 
14 years, at no time has Council started to put aside any money into reserves to cover this 
major expense. The current Mayor and her team successfully ran a campaign of freezing 
rates for the next 3 years which, given current escalations in costs, will put the Council 
under significant cost pressure to undertake its normal services let alone major capital 
works! 

This is a significant issue which needs to be addressed otherwise the current meetings will 
become a complete waste of time.

The stormwater issue especially at the southern end needs to be addressed.
The funding issue needs more clarification.

The whole community should be 
consulted 

If a hybrid combination was available using the rock Revetment wall for the lower half, which would give the long 
term protection from the rising seawaters, 1/50 or 1/100 year storms, reduce the ongoing maintenance cost of 
lower section, give residents and PMHC assurance of secure assets long term. Top half being a environmentally,
financial, more appealing looking space as of the Toe Protection dune replenishment structure, finding away to 
combine the two options maybe a win/win for all.
If the length of area is still looked at in 1/3 stages enabling the worst area from the southern platform up past the 
exposed stormwater drain as requiring urgent attention could then be commenced under the stage 1 CZMP with 
exiting approval. I understand that some further approvals would be required.  The remaining stages 2 & 3 could 
then be implemented under the CMP moving forward. The stormwater would also need to be modified to fit in 
and be able to joined up as the stages where completed.
The dune reprofiling also needs assurance that approvals will remain in place going forward, possibly 5 years or 
more as approvals need to be applied for prior to the expiration time.
The combination of the two options has not been considered and by considering this may be away to met all 
issues. 
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ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

6 • Can you please provide an electronic copy of the 
handouts provided by Rhelm? 

• Given many Illaroo Road residents could not attend 
the workshops, I think it is important the 
information provided at the workshops is provided 
to them to enable them to make an informed 
decision on the options available.  

• Hopefully we don't have to wait another 10 years 
for a result. 

• The current survey is to capture feedback from the workshop participants. This survey was 
an outcome of the second co-design workshops, and we have provided additional 
contextual information as requested to help inform survey responses.  

• We will be undertaking wider community consultation in the coming months; this is the 
next step following on from engagement with the directly and indirectly impacted 
residents. The wider community will have the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
proposed options via a survey. Along with the survey, we will provide an information 
package that will include more detailed drawings and visual representations, factsheet 
and/or FAQs and additional information.  Residents will have the option to complete the 
survey online or in hard copy. The hard copy survey will be able to be collected from the 
Lake Cathie Community Centre and returned to the collection box. We are still in the 
planning stages for the wider community consultation. We will provide an update closer to 
the time. 

7 • The workshop participants did not ask for a 
confidential survey.  

• We agreed that the two groups would hold a 
combined meeting to discuss concerns and refine 
details of the options available. 

• After the meeting, it was agreed the two groups 
would meet again with Councillors, Leslie Williams 
and PMHC staff to enable workshop participants to 
provide their choice of option and explain why they 
chose this option. 

• To clarify any potential misunderstanding, the survey was requested by a member of the 
other (morning) workshop group as they felt more comfortable sharing their thoughts 
confidentially. The survey results will be presented at the joint meeting for discussion. 
There is no requirement to complete the survey.  

• As per participants request, PMHC staff are assisting by issuing invitations to a combined 
meeting on 7 July and will also assist with organisation of the meeting with decision-
makers. 

8 • Can you please provide a list of the survey 
questions? 

• At the workshop it was indicated there would also 
be a wider community survey on the preferred 
options following the workshops. Can you please 
confirm whether this survey for workshop 
participants will be different to the wider 

• Please find attached a PDF version of the survey. To complete the survey you will still need 
to use the online form. 

• We will be undertaking wider community consultation in the coming months; this is the 
next step following on from engagement with the directly and indirectly impacted 
residents. The wider community will have the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
proposed options via a survey. Along with the survey, we will provide an information 
package that will include more detailed drawings and visual representations, factsheet 



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

community survey? If so, can you please provide a 
copy of those survey questions as well? 

• Please ensure the wider community survey is not 
just provided online, as not all community members 
have access to the internet. 

and/or FAQs and additional information.  Residents will have the option to complete the 
survey online or in hard copy. The hard copy survey will be able to be collected from the 
Lake Cathie Community Centre and returned to the collection box. We are still in the 
planning stages for the wider community consultation. We will provide an update closer to 
the time. 

9 • At the workshop it was indicated there would also 
be a wider community survey on the preferred 
options following the workshops. Can you please 
confirm whether this survey for workshop 
participants will be different to the wider 
community survey? If so, can you please provide a 
copy of those survey questions as well? 

• Do you know when the wider community survey will 
happen? Will the option designs, FAQ/fact sheet or 
other information be provided? The slides were very 
helpful. Will there be any in person consultation? 

• We will be undertaking wider community consultation in the coming months; this is the 
next step following on from engagement with the directly and indirectly impacted 
residents. The wider community will have the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
proposed options via a survey. Along with the survey, we will provide an information 
package that will include more detailed drawings and visual representations, factsheet 
and/or FAQs and additional information.  Residents will have the option to complete the 
survey online or in hard copy. The hard copy survey will be able to be collected from the 
Lake Cathie Community Centre and returned to the collection box. We are still in the 
planning stages for the wider community consultation. We will provide an update closer to 
the time. 

10 • A seawall is different to a revetment. This word 
should not be used in the materials.  

• For the toe protection options [low-crested 
revetment] why does it show a 30 degree minimum 
slope? What is the maximum width (from the road 
edge) of this option?  

• Based on my reading of the drawings provided, the 
revetment wall is less wide than the low-crested 
revetment. 

• I feel the presentation at the workshop was biased 
against the rock revetment wall.  

• At the workshops it was voted unanimously that we 
concentrate on Pathway 1 (CZMP). 

• The seawall/revetment terminology will be updated for the next meetings and in the final 
reporting. 

• The low-crested revetment diagram is not a detailed design and is not drawn to scale, it’s 
purely indicative at this stage to communicate the overall concept. The minimum 30 
degree slope means the slope is to be no less than 30 degrees. Please don’t scale from this 
diagram to extrapolate dimensions as they won’t be accurate. Developing full detailed 
designs for these options which would allow this is not able to be done at this stage of the 
project given our time and financial constraints.  

• Likewise the rock revetment wall cross-section is a typical section only and not necessarily 
representative of all points on the structure. The only dimension is the total width from 
edge of the toe to “Control Line 1” so the full width to road edge will vary.  

• We appreciate you would like to focus only on the CZMP pathway. To capture proper data 
from a survey like this we need to include all of the options that were presented, so the 
CMP pathway / Pathway 2 still needs to be there. 



 

 

ID No. Summary of Submission Summary of Response 

11 • Where is the 30 degree angle? 

• The costing for the rock revetment wall has a cost 
sensitivity and the low-crested revetment doesn't. 
We need it for that option too. The costing for the 
low-crested revetment needs to account for big 
waves on storm days.  

• On one page  the capital cost for the rock revetment 
wall is $9,256,640 then the next page  the price is 
$15,000,000. That is over 1.6 times the original 
capital cost listed on page 3. The 
Narrabeen/Collaroy Seawall which is a huge 
structure compared to a Revetment wall would be 
about $8,500,000 for the 400metres along Illaroo 
Road. 

• The 30 degree slope for the dune rehabilitation component of the low-crested revetment 
relates to the natural “angle of repose” for sand is 30-35 degrees.  Over 35 degrees and it 
won’t support itself as sand and would need other supporting material/structure to hold it 
up.  

• The costing for the rock revetment wall includes a cost sensitivity because the cost 
estimates were developed by the design consultant several years ago and costs have 
changed since that time. The original cost estimate of $9M in the design report did not 
consider a quarry assessment. The higher cost takes into account recent information on 
the cost of delivery of the size of rock required for the revetment wall. 

• We are unable to comment on the cost of the Collaroy/Narrabeen seawall, but note it 
includes concrete, which is a more readily available resource at the moment.  

• The preliminary cost estimate for the low-crested revetment includes both capital and 
maintenance costs. The maintenance costs include any repairs to the rock bags and 
replenishment of the dune sand if required following a storm event. The need to conduct 
maintenance after a storm event is well understood, and hence these costs have already 
been included.  

• Similarly, rocks may become dislodged from the rock revetment wall during a storm or 
break apart. This is accounted for in the estimated maintenance costs. 
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Appendix G 

No. Summary of Submission Response  
1 The minutes from the decision makers meeting (6/9/22) are not a true and fair summary. We were asked 

what our preferred option were 13 of the 16 strongly supported the revetment wall. However, these 
minutes state that the revetment cannot be the guaranteed preferred option despite these four 
workshops and the majority vote.  
So my question to council and the CEO is why did rate payers fund these workshops (facilitated by Rhelm, 
a private company) to ask our opinion about the revetment then completely ignore what the majority of 
attendees voted for? This is an absolute disgrace and waste of rate payers money. Why run workshops, 
ask for an opinion and then ignore it! The amount of ratepayers money spent on various engineering 
reports to date since 2007 is well over a million dollars. At some point PMHC has to be accountable for its 
actions. PMHC must justify this spending of ratepayers money.   
I strongly suggest that council seriously reconsider and acknowledge the opinions of Illaroo Road 
residents regarding the need for a revetment wall. You asked us to vote, we did, you now must 
acknowledge that majority vote. Not doing so, diminishes the  credibility of PMHC. It is time for council to 
step up and ensure the revetment wall is in the CMP because that is what residents voted for! The 
revetment has been certified by the State Government by Rob Stokes, the then minister. This must  now 
be honoured. 

This submission refers to the 'decision 
makers meeting' not the workshop 
report. The submission has been 
included here for completeness. No 
modification of the workshop report 
has been made. 

2 Comment on key issues raised by the community (Page 1):  
• There was a strong rejection of the beneficiary pays proposal in the funding model for the rock 
revetment wall; It was also shown/noted that the beneficiaries list was incorrect. 
• Directly impacted residents indicated no capacity or willingness to pay; This is a community asset on 
state and council property, should noy have been even asked 

Key issues on page 1 updated to reflect 
feedback received. 

3 Expressions of interest to participate in the co-design workshops were sought via: 
• Letters delivered to the property owners on 15 March 2022; 
I never received this invitation, I only heard about the invitation from a neighbour.  I was then informed 
that I didn’t receive an invitation because I had not filled in the survey.  Had to prove I had done the 
survey, which I did.  

Letters were delivered on 15 March. It 
is unfortunate if some property owners 
did not receive theirs. The register of 
contact addresses will be reviewed and 
confirmed for any future 
correspondence. 



 

Appendix G 

No. Summary of Submission Response  
4 Listed in Short Term Objectives: 

• Property and asset protection 
• Safe swimming 
• Beach access 
Safe swimming at Lighthouse Beach, the beach in front of Illaroo Road, has never been safe for 
swimming, never will be safe for swimming. In the holiday times safety patrols do put the flags up to 
indicate that a team is on patrol. Safe swimming must refer to the swimming at the Lake at lake Cathie 
None of the above “objectives” are available right now. This was said at the three meetings I attended. 

The objectives listed in the report were 
derived from the discussions at 
workshop series 1 and the notes on the 
white boards. See Figure 3-2 and 3-3. 

5 Listed in Long Term Objectives 
• Protect Lake Cathie; This is reads as if it is about the lake at Lake Cathie, confuses all. 
• Protect residential properties; Protect access to homes 
• Protect Illaroo Road and beach accessways; At present we don’t have safe beach accessways. Protecting 
Illaroo Road and beach accessways should be number two in this list, if this is being done you can cross 
out the third item on this list. 
• Improved stormwater system 
• Beach width / amenity preserved; As much as possible, if the erosion continues at the present rate, you 
will not have a safe beach to preserve. 

Clarifications and updates made to long 
term objectives in Table 3-1 to reflect 
submission issues raised. 

6 The additional combined co-design participants workshop was held on 7 July 2022. Of the 16 attendees 
present at the meeting: 
• 13 preferred the rock revetment wall; and 
• 3 preferred the low-crested revetment. 
Five attendees of the workshops were not present at the meeting on 7 July and therefore did not 
participate in the vote. It is understood that some attendees were authorised to speak on their behalf 
and that all absent parties were in favour of the rock revetment wall. 
I was authorized to speak on behalf of two people and have sent in the authorization letter from their 
lawyer indicating this. Adjust your count number to reflect this. 

Text on page 17 edited to respond to 
submission. 

7 Decision maker workshop 
• For Peta Pinson – Can you please explain why you said you won’t support a revetment at a previous 
meeting with residents? 
The Mayor has been making this statement, in public, to a lot of people. The Mayor has been calling it a 
wall. The Mayor has been stating ‘no money will be going to Lake Cathie for a wall’, and various 
unsupportive statements to the same effect. 

Text in italics noted. No change to 
workshop report. 



 

Appendix G 

No. Summary of Submission Response  
8 If Pathway 1 (CZMP) is not achieved, will Council commit to going back to the community on options 

under Pathway 2 (CMP) 
 
The above discussion point is incorrect, and it should read as follows: 
“If the protective option in Pathway 1 (CZMP) is not achieved because of the lack of funding, will Council 
commit to pursuing this option under Pathway 2 (CMP)” 
The intention of this discussion point was to ensure that the option of the Revetment Wall be carried into 
the CMP if unsuccessful with the CZMP.  
My understanding that the workshop participants never agreed to restart the whole process over again 
under the CMP within pathway 2 - if pathway 1 was not achieved. 
In other words the group DID NOT want to go back to the community with other options and wanted the 
Revetment Wall to be the preferred option under both the CZMP and the CMP. Please adjust this 
discussion point. 

No change to the existing text has been 
made. The works under pathway 1 
(CZMP) may not be achieved for 
reasons other than lack of funding; e.g. 
numerous approvals and permits still 
need to be obtained prior to works 
commencing. Just because an action is 
in a certified CZMP does not necessarily 
mean all approvals will be provided. 
 
If the coastal protection works end up 
progressing under the CMP rather than 
the CZMP, it can not be guaranteed that 
the rock revetment is the preferred 
approach as the CMP process will 
require broader community input to the 
decision making process. 

9 At the meeting with Councillors (6 Sept 2022) there were discussions regarding the suitability and 
fairness of the coastal hazard related planning controls at Illaroo Road. 
PMHC imposes Interim controls that are detrimental and discriminate the property owners in Illaroo Rd 
and surrounds. The following is extracted from the lake Cathie Coastal Zone Management Plan 2016. 
These controls are NOT reflective of both State Planning and PMHC LEP 2011. 
I would like PMHC and councillors to review the Building and Development restrictions as 
they are excessive and unnecessary as they do not support appropriate development. They 
do not reflect the Legislation either State Environmental Planning 2018 or Port Macquarie 
Hastings Council Local Environmental Policy 2011. 

This submission refers to the 'decision 
makers meeting' not the workshop 
report. The submission has been 
included here for completeness. No 
modification of the workshop report 
has been made. 

10 During the workshops it became apparent that most attendees not only didn't want to investigate any of 
the other 7 options apart from the revetment wall, but they were also very keen that the rest of the 
community were not consulted on these options either. They have been very reluctant to even have 2 
options. This issue was also confirmed when at the decision makers meeting they pointed out that the 3 
votes against the wall didn't live in Illaroo Road, but the wall continues around to Bundella Avenue and 
were included in the beneficiary pays model and we use the beach almost every day. So I think those 
votes count. 
So I feel the meetings are very controlled by a small minority of the community, who hold only one view. 

Additional dot point included in section 
4.2 to capture this sentiment. 



 

Appendix G 

No. Summary of Submission Response  
11 The current CZMP that had some community consultation was in 2014. 8 years ago and it did not have all 

the options available today. The community population has increased immensely since then and need to 
be informed 
So I have been contacting members of the community who use the amenity of the coastline around 
Illaroo Rd, and also residents that live and own properties to the North and South of Illaroo Road who will 
be directly impacted by accelerated erosion if the revetment wall is built. Everyone who I have spoken to 
DO NOT SUPPORT the revetment wall and can not believe that they have not been given the respect to 
give their opinion on all of the long list of options. They feel council is being very secretive and angered 
that the wall could make them lose their beach from accelerated erosion. 
There are other options in the long list that will keep the homes on Illaroo Road safe that should be given 
to the remainder of the community for consultation and fairly investigated. 

Support for wider community 
engagement has been noted in Section 
4.2 

12 I am not sure if the residents voting for the revetment wall truly understand the significant impacts that 
the wall will have on the coastline and other community members into the future. From simply not been 
able to use the beach to causing significant problems with erosion to other land owners.  

Noted 

13 As council will always protect the road and utilities on Illaroo Road, the only benefit for the revetment is 
to add monetary value  and to remove building restrictions on the properties along Illaroo Road. This 
revetment wall will come at huge cost and impact the rest of the community. 
You only have to read up on the conflicts and  impacts from the current CZMP report to know that this 
wall will cause bigger problems in the future. 
Lets not move the problem from one spot to another, otherwise council will be sitting here having these 
same meetings with half the residents on Chepana Street in the not so distant future. WHEN WOULD IT 
END!! It would end up being a wall to middle rock which is just ridiculous. Revetment walls in other areas 
have been proven to be environmental disasters and a disaster for adjoining areas and their properties. 
No to the revetment wall and seriously think about beach regeneration. 

Additional dot point included in section 
4.2 to capture this sentiment. 
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