
Pathway 3: Protect existing development as 
long as practical while protecting property 
values in preference to natural processes 
 

While sharing many features of pathway 2, in this option priority is given to property over natural values where 

there is a conflict or tradeoff. For example, a wetland might be excavated to provide fill to raise flood prone 

property and at the same time improve water runoff and storage capacity for floodwaters protecting property but 

converting the wetland to a tidal lagoon (eg like the current canal) much sooner than it otherwise would be.  

However, protection and adaptation options that result in changes to the character of the area that reduce its 

attractiveness and property value would not be pursued. Intensification of development would be permitted 

where it is seen to strengthen the community, enhance adaptation (of property and the local economy) and not 

undermine long term property values. 

How might things be with this scenario... 

Beach nourishment could maintain Roches Beach in an apparently near natural state for some time, potentially 

decades with good protection of dwellings along the beach. The introduction of sediment management structures 

such as groynes or offshore reefs could later reduce sand replacement costs but with a high initial cost and some 

additional maintenance costs to the structure. Even with these structures there may be a need for some 

renourishment, which would vary both with the effectiveness of the structures and the storm conditions 

experienced.  

The addition of coastal structures would change the character of Roches Beach visually and for users. Groynes 

would be more visually intrusive than an underwater offshore reef. The underwater offshore reef may have the 

effect of building a sandbar between the current shoreline and the reef, either permanent or transient that may 

affect swimming and other beach activities. These structures may also offer additional or varied recreational 

opportunities, depending on the design objectives and costs. 

If sand were brought to shore from the current sand budget, for example by beach scraping, then the frequency of 

beach nourishment is likely to increase and effectiveness decrease more quickly over time than with using 

‘imported’ sand. If beach nourishment were to use sand from outside the coastal system (that is, well offshore or 

distant land based sources), the added sand may reduce the rate and extent of erosion. The ability to do this will 

depend on the availability, suitability, cost and environmental impact of taking sand from the source.  

Eventually further nourishment even with sediment management structures may become impractical due to cost, 

inadequate supplies of sand, environmental or other impacts of taking sand or the cost of maintaining or renewing 

the structures. At this point there would be some further progressive erosion and a shift toward retreat. However, 

some level of nourishment may still be practical to slow or manage the process and limit ‘catastrophic’ damage. 

Inundation of existing dwellings would be managed by raising South Arm Road to act as a protective wall against 

extreme storm surges from Ralphs Bay, controlling water entry to the canal during storm surge events, ensuring 

drainage into the expanded canals augmented by flood protection measures (eg flood skirts), and emergency 

planning.  



New development and redevelopments/major extensions would be required to be built with the floor above the 

expected maximum annual high tide for the lifetime of the structure plus a freeboard allowance, but would be 

subject to minor flooding if events overtop the road or dunes.  

Filling of land would be encouraged in all areas behind the South Arm Road Barrier except the identified drainage 

lines. Levels would be controlled to ensure effective drainage patterns with land further from the drainage lines at 

higher levels than those on the edges. For smaller blocks, filling would be mandatory at the time of any building 

redevelopment. The drainage lines would eventually become permanent open water (canals) as sea levels rise. 

Streets serving these areas would be raised each time they were being rebuilt (ie within their normal service and 

renewal cycle) at an elevation that suited the adjacent blocks for their service life, in line with a progressive 

developing drainage plan. The plan would need to be quite prescriptive about filling and development to ensure it 

would be effective. In some cases dwellings may be built with floors elevated well above surrounding ground level 

on a ‘mound’ for some years, with the surrounding area filled later to manage drainage effects. 

Rural residential land along Mannata Street proposed for subdivision under the structure plan would proceed, and 

future reviews may identify other areas where further subdivision can both reinforce the character of the 

community and reduce the cost of filling and other protection works for residents. 

This approach would most likely permit most of the existing suburban areas and some other intensified areas to 

continue to be occupied for most of this century or longer. In the longer term if sea levels rise by 2, 3 or more 

metres, the practicality and effectiveness of beach nourishment may mean that it simply cannot keep up and 

erosion starts to threaten properties on Roches Beach. All properties would need to fill the land to have 

reasonable access, although floating dwellings may also be an option if preferred. Under this scenario if sea levels 

rise to these levels or at rapid rates (say, more than 0.15 m per decade), either the area that continues to be 

occupied may have to shrink, or some parts may need to float.  At these levels, surrounding (unfilled) and 

undeveloped land would become open water.  

Options likely to be adopted for this scenario 

  
Beach nourishment Groynes  

   
Floating dwellings  Offshore reef  
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Actions: 0- 10 Year Timeframe (indicative cost: $350,000 per year) 

No. Option Responsibility Cost 

1 Hazard mapping and risk assessment advisory. State/CCC Nominal 

2 Amendments to planning scheme, controlling filling to raise land levels in any area 
potentially subject to inundation where development is permitted, but controlled so it 
does not adversely affect drainage of adjacent areas. 

CCC/State Nominal 

3 Modest extension of the commercial area (if demand requires) with any redevelopment 
on elevated parcels. This will require an effective drainage solution for any remaining 
low lying land to the east, or perhaps require that this land also be raised. 

CCC/State Nominal 

4 Beach and dune nourishment to keep erosion risks to acceptable levels. Coord by CCC $260k pa 
5 Trial groyne structure (including monitoring and maintenance) CCC $150,000 

6 Dune protection works (planting, access pathways to maintain dune health). CCC  

7 Emergency management plans. State/CCC Nominal 

8 Advice to property owners on resisting floods and erosion (new and existing structures) CCC/State Nominal 

9 Raising land with fill (100,000 m3 @ $5/m3) Property owner ~$500,000 

10 Repair and maintenance of infrastructure after any flood, erosion events as required, to 
maintain agreed service levels. 

State/CCC Increasing 
over time 

Actions: 10- 40 Year Timeframe (indicative cost: $450,000 per year+ $35m South Arm Hwy) 

No. Option Responsibility Cost 

11 Beach and dune nourishment, frequency assumed to be reduced by sediment 
management structures (eg groynes)  

Coordinate by 
CCC 

$200,000 
pa 

12 Full scale groyne structure (geo textile approx 30 yr life) subject to technical, 
environmental and aesthetic assessment from trial; other options possible 

CCC $1. 5-$2.0 
m + maint. 

13 Raising roads with limited flushing CCC $4.3 mill 

14 Planning for the long term future of South Arm Road to service the peninsula with some 
impact on natural processes: acting as a sea wall from the north down to the sports 
oval (old entry to the now closed tip) and a causeway with some flushing (culverts) to 
wetlands behind or short elevated bridge sections to about Forest Hill Road. 

State $35 mill(?) 

15 Flood control gates to Canal entry State $1m(?) 

16 Allow fill to be taken (sold) from low lying areas including some public lands to elevate 
developed land, creating wide channels with adequate capacity from Ralphs Bay or the 
existing canal up to existing retention basin. Additional fill may be brought in. 

CCC/property 
owners 

$1-$2 
million 

17 Allow wetland to retreat inland onto public lands or rural zoned private lands with 
provision for tidal flushing where practical. 

State/CCC nominal 

18 Control impacts of leachate from the former tip as surrounding area inundated. Subject 
to further technical assessment, this may be assisted by extending the filled area south 
to provide an elevated, filled buffer around the tip ‘mound’, with the higher land used 
for parks and recreation activity. 

CCC/State Uncertain 

Actions: 40 + Year Timeframe (indicative cost: $750,000 per year) 

No. Option Responsibility Cost 

19 Beach and dune nourishment, increasing cost with sea level rise; keep erosion risks to 
acceptable levels as long as possible 

Coordinate by 
CCC 

$350,000 
pa 

20 ‘Permanent’ groyne structure (masonry approx 60 yr life) subject to technical, 
environmental and aesthetic assessment from trial; other options possible 

CCC $4.5 m + 
maint. 

21 Keep Bayview Drive open along Roches Beach by erosion control and elevation CCC $1.5 mill. 

22 Elevate Mannata Street with adequate drainage under or a bridge, other roads. CCC $3.5 mill. 

23 Raising land with fill (30,000 m3/yr @ $5/m3) Property owner ~$150k pa 

24 Potential longer term options: floating dwellings, floating roads  Uncertain 



Other implications and costs 

 Flood/erosion direct and indirect damage expenses (private and public property) less than other scenarios 
but not zero 

 Loss of value of property abandoned – longer term, less than first two scenarios but not zero with very 
high or fast sea level rise 

 Community value of some additional waterways 

 Emergency services expenditure (limited if residents leave before major event (unlikely); higher if leave 
after major event, but depending on effectiveness of emergency planning) 

 Limited private expenditure on flood protection ($10,000 per affected dwelling?) = $1m+ 

 Some other infrastructure reconfiguration 

Things to think about and explore 

What are the positives? The negatives? What does the overall balance feel like? Is it ‘desirable’? 

Is it a plausible scenario? Can I imagine this actually happening? Is it likely to happen? If not, why not?  

Could it be made to happen and if so, what would be required? Would that be desirable or acceptable? 

How might things develop differently if:  

 Sea levels don’t rise? Rise faster? It becomes stormier and erosion increases? Erosion stops by itself? (the 
experts just got it wrong!) 

 Property values fall independent of the course of action being chosen (ie in general or at least all coastal, 
not just locally eg sea becomes smelly from acidification; the economy crashes)?  

 Property values rise strongly? (coastal risks perceived as manageable, large population increase) 

 A major storm hits and takes out part of a main access road with no alternative in place. 

 Some major technology trend or innovation? 

How would it happen: 

 Who decides what works are done and when (eg. when beach nourishment is renewed, what standard?) 

 Who pays for the required works (including beach nourishment, raising roads or upgrading services)? 

 Should the community that most benefits contribute to developing South Arm Road as a protective sea 
wall and controlling gates on the Ralphs Bay Canal? 

 How is land filling assessed, approved and controlled? What sanctions should apply to unauthorised 
filling, especially if it contributes to flood damage to other properties? 

 Should landowners on low lying land be forced to raise land? When should they be compelled to act? 
Who decides? 

 How critical is it that these particular organisations/ individuals decide and or pay? 

 How might this arrangement be established?  

 How could this process fail? (eg disagreements, unwilling/unable to pay). 

 What if decisions are delayed and (avoidable) damage occurs in a storm? 

 For areas not raised and subject to repeated inundation, would people leave voluntarily or have to be 
forced out by a storm / flood event that makes their home uninhabitable? 

 If sea levels rise rapidly and the strategy cannot keep up or is deemed not cost effective or worth it, how 
would retreat occur and what would it be like? 

 Can an abandoned block subject to inundation later be ‘reoccupied’ by a floating dwelling if these become 
cost effective? When is the title for land underwater lost? 

 What would happen to property values? What would happen to natural values? 

 Are there winners and losers? Who are the winners and losers? 

 If sea levels rise rapidly and the strategy cannot keep up or is deemed not cost effective or worth it, how 
would retreat occur and what would it be like? 

After exploring this pathway, do you think this is a realistic option for Lauderdale? 


