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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

The Redcliffe District lies about 30km north of Brisbane and is located adjacent to Moreton Bay with
Deception Bay in the North and Bramble Bay in the south (Refer to Figure 1-1). The Redcliffe
Peninsula is heavily urbanised and includes the coastal townships of Clontarf, Woody Point, Margate,
Redcliffe and Scarborough. A significant part of the study area fronts onto the Moreton Bay Marine
Park, a national park with significant environmental values. In addition, a RAMSAR wetland site and a
Fish Habitat Area are located within the study area at Hays Inlet.

The coastal zone at Redcliffe is an important recreational and aesthetic asset for both the residents of
the Redcliffe district and the wider community. The shores of the Redcliffe Peninsula are diverse and
comprise sandy beaches with numerous headlands, cliffs and rocky outcrops and areas where
mangroves front the shoreline. The Redcliffe shoreline has a history of active shoreline management
as shoreline recession has threatened development and assets in the past and various protection
and rehabilitation works have been carried out in response to the erosion threat. Historical protection
measures include the construction of seawalls and groynes, the use of buffer zones and beach
nourishment.

Moreton Bay Regional Council has recognised the importance of the coastal zone to the natural,
cultural and socio-economic welfare of its community and has embarked on the process of
developing a Shoreline Erosion Management Plan for the Redcliffe Peninsula (RSEMP).

Coastal Processes

The coastal processes at the Redcliffe Peninsula shoreline were investigated with the intention of
defining the mechanisms that are responsible for the erosion issues along the shoreline.

The Redcliffe shoreline has an extensive history of active shoreline management as shoreline erosion
has threatened development and numerous studies into the coastal processes and options to
mitigate erosion along the Redcliffe shoreline have been undertaken in the past. A list of key coastal
processes studies that have been considered for the SEMP is presented in Section 3.1.

Assessment of historical shoreline behaviour provides evidence of persistent sediment volume losses
from the coastal system and progressive erosion. To mitigate these persistent losses of sediment
from the Redcliffe shoreline there is an extensive history of active shoreline management including
beach nourishment and recycling of sand. In recent years, importation has been from Southern
Pacific Sands at Ningi, Moreton Bay (Bribie Island) and the Pine River with an average rate of about
2,500m® per year.

The average net longshore sand transport along the Eastern Beaches is northward. The average
longshore sand transport rate is not constant along the Eastern Beaches and varies considerably
from year to year. On average the net longshore sand transport potential along the Eastern Beaches
is in the order of 5,000 m® to 10,000 m® per year.

The regional sediment transport is strongly influenced by the various coastal features (natural
headlands, revetments, groynes and reclamations) that are present along the Redcliffe shoreline.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY Il

Several groynes have been built, which have intercepted the northerly sand transport. The most
significant of these groynes being at Redcliffe Point, Shields Street, Osbourne Point, Queens Beach
North, Drury Point and Scarborough Point. Furthermore, the breakwaters of the Scarborough Boat
Harbour and the land reclamations at Bramble Bay intercept the longshore sediment transport.

The effect of these structures has been accumulation of sand on their updrift side (on the south at the
Eastern Beaches) and the initiation of erosion on their downdrift side (on the north). It appears that at
most groynes sand has accumulated to such an extent that sand bypassing occurs around the
groynes during most of the year. Nevertheless, the longshore transport rate tends to be greater on
the northern side of these groynes and smaller at the southern side. The southern ends of the
beaches therefore experience continued erosion, necessitating seawall construction and beach
nourishment at these locations.

The land reclamations at Bramble Bay, the Redcliffe Point groyne and the breakwater of the
Scarborough Boat Harbour seem to intercept the longshore transport completely and the sediment
transport around these structures is expected to be negligible.

With regard to storm erosion, short-term erosion due to a severe wave and elevated sea water level
event (surge conditions), assessments undertaken by KBR predict that if a 50year ARI storm event
was to occur with the current beach profile, a shoreline recession of 13m to 16m may be experienced
at the Eastern Beaches.

In many areas along the Redcliffe shoreline, the available dune buffer width is less than the
calculated short term erosion buffer width requirement of ~16m. This means that at these locations
there is an immediate threat of damaging development and infrastructure during erosion events.

Research on likely climate change impacts indicates that two fundamental impacts may affect the
shoreline, namely:

e Changes to storm occurrences and storm winds together with their effects on storm surges; and

e Sea levelrise.

Both mean sea level rise and intensification of the storm occurrences are likely to have an impact on
the maintenance requirements of Redcliffe shoreline. With a historical mean sea level rise of 1.7mm
per year, the annual sand volume that is transported from the upper beach to offshore would have
equated to about 3,000 m® per year. This may increase to 8,000 to 12,000 m® per year towards 2059
if mean sea level rise accelerates to projected levels due to climate change. For the development of
this SEMP, as a minimum, recognition is therefore required that this may affect the shoreline and any
shoreline management action will need to cater for these potential changes.

Based on the evaluation of the existing shoreline and the assessment of the coastal processes, it was
possible to identify erosion problem areas along the Redcliffe shoreline. Specific areas of concern,
which are to be addressed in this SEMP, and their primary cause, are listed in Table 4-1.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 1]

Planning and Legislative Framework

Proposed management options recommended within this SEMP must be consistent with the local
government planning scheme, and comply with all relevant legislation (Commonwealth, State and
local) and coastal and environmental policies.

The basis and control of management of the coast of Queensland is governed by the Coastal
Protection and Management Act 1995 (QId). Statutory plans under the Act, the State Coastal
Management Plan (SCMP) and South East Queensland Regional Coastal Management Plan
(SEQRCMP), set out more detailed provisions for the management of the coastal zone and
recommendations in this SEMP.

Legislation and policies considered in the RSEMP require consideration of issues including, but not
limited to:
e The use of coastal structures for property protection;

e The listing of coastal areas adjacent to the Redcliffe District as Marine National Park and hence
an area of national significance;

e Protection of species listed as protected under State and Commonwealth legislation and
conservation of their habitat;

e Consideration of the places of cultural significance; and

e The maintenance of biodiversity.
SEMP Recommendations

After a review of the coastal processes, risks and values at each of section of the shoreline, potential
management options for each beach were assessed. A detailed discussion on the possible
management options and the recommended strategies for each individual beach is included in
Section 5 of the report.

The overall recommendation for the Eastern Beaches (beaches between Margate Beach and
Scarborough Beach) is to prevent further deterioration of the beaches by offsetting the persistent loss
of sediment from these beaches and implement planning controls to manage the residual risks. In
addition, there are beaches where the current status of the beaches warrants works. A summary of
the recommended erosion management strategies for each beach is outlined in Table I-1.

Based on the recommended strategies for each individual beach, the following shoreline
management actions are advised:
1 Upgrade of existing foreshore armouring at Princess Terrace/Haysmouth Parade, Clontarf;

2 Formalisation of existing shoreline protection works between Woody Point and Picnic Point,
Woody Point;

3  Upgrade of existing seawall at Picnic Point, Woody Point;
4  Beach nourishment of Margate Beach, Margate;

5 Implementation of seawall with beach nourishment at Queens Beach South, Redcliffe
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY IV

6 Beach nourishment with groyne enhancement at Queens Beach, Redcliffe;
7  Beach nourishment with groyne enhancement at Queens Beach North, Scarborough;

8 Investigate cliff degradation at Drury Point Cliffs (geotechnical investigation and monitoring
program);

9  Rock armouring of the cliff base at Scarborough Cliffs, Scarborough;
10 Extension of rock wall along southern end of Oyster Point Esplanade, Scarborough;

11 Ongoing maintenance beach nourishment at eastern beaches, including sand recycling from
Redcliffe Point groyne and from Scarborough Point groyne;

12 Ongoing maintenance and repair on all shoreline protection structures within RSEMP study area;
13 Implementation of a monitoring and review program; and

14 Implementation of a dune management program.

A summary of the recommended coastal engineering and management actions for Redcliffe is set out
in the Table I-2, including a summary of likely costs. It can be seen that implementation of the
recommended capital works (i.e. implementation/upgrade of shoreline structures and initial beach
nourishment) would cost in the order of $9M, based on present understanding of the required works
and sand sourced from Ningi. The actual costs of implementing the works will vary, depending on the
adopted scope, circumstances and timing of the works and activities undertaken. Nevertheless, they
provide a basis for planning and budgeting purposes.

This would need to be followed by ongoing maintenance expenditure of about $270,000 per year for
beach nourishment and sand recycling operations, plus about $270,000 per year for ongoing
maintenance and repair of the various existing and proposed shoreline protection structures. In
addition, there should be a minimum provision of about $60,000 per year for beach monitoring, dune
management, inspections and project management. It is likely that the monitoring survey costs could
be reduced over time.

It should be recognised that protection of private property is primarily the responsibility of the property
owners. As such where shoreline protection works are primarily implemented to provide protection to
private property, (some of) these works could be partially funded or financed by benefited property
owners.

It is noted that non-action, or works inconsistent with the recommended SEMP strategies, may result
in greater risks and increased rehabilitation costs in the long run.

If major beach nourishment exercises were planned, then studies are to be undertaken to identify
suitable sand sources and methods of delivery. It is recommended that sand sourcing from Moreton
Bay is further investigated as a potential source of sand for beach nourishment.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Table 1 Recommended Erosion Management Strategy for Each Beach

Beach/shoreline
location

Location Map

Recommended Erosion Management Strategy

Princess Terrace to

Upgrade the existing armouring in front of 3 and 5
Princess Terrace and 18 Haysmouth Parade

Canal

i Figure N-8 , . ,
Clontarf Point (Clontarf) (section of 90m) and implement the Do Nothing
option along the remaining section
Clontarf Point to Wood Figure N-6 &
, y .g The Do Nothing option
Point Figure N-7
Formalise the existing shoreline protection works
Woody Point to Picnic ) 9 P -
Point Figure N-6 and, where needed, upgrade the existing
structures to an appropriate engineering standard
Upgrade the existing concrete seawall around
Picnic Point to Scott’s ) ,pg, . ) 9 . .
Point Figure N-6 Picnic Point; and implement the Do Nothing option
along the remaining sections
Ongoing maintenance nourishment to offset
Margate Beach & Suttons Figure N-5 & g. g ,
, persistent loss of sediment and prevent further
Beach Figure N-6 L
deterioration of the beaches
Queen Beach South Figure N-4 Seawall with beach nourishment
Figure N-3 &
Queen Beach .g Beach nourishment with groyne enhancement
Figure N-4
Queen Beach North Figure N-3 Beach nourishment with groyne enhancement
Undertake geotechnical investigation with ongoin
Drury Point Cliffs Figure N-3 naeriaxe g g going
cliff monitoring
Scarborough Beach Figure N-2 Ongoing maintenance beach nourishment alone
Managed retreat with the rock armouring of the cliff
Scarborough Cliffs Figure N-2 base; Refer to Scarborough Cliffs Options Analysis
Report (KBR, 2007A)
Scarborough Cliffs to . _ _
North Reef Spit Figure N-2 Allow appropriate protection works via
implementation of planning controls
Scarborough Boat
Harbour to Albatross Extend existing rock wall along oyster Point
Figure N-1 Esplanade by 80m and implement the Do Nothing

option along the remaining sections

Y:\DWCP\03_PROJECTS\09000\REDCLIFFE SHORELINE EROSION MANAGEMENT PLAN 30392\05_REPORT\REDCLIFFE SEMP R.B17003.003.02.MBRC.DOC




NAM LINE

s
x4

000" 0HEN'20°€00°600. 18 dNTS F44ITOTFHLHOITH G012680€ NV Td LNIWIDYNYN NOISOHT INITIHOHS F4417003H\00060\SLOIMOHd E0dOMAVA

PAWNSSE SIS0D SHIOM JO %] JO N[EA [RUILION |,

"aBuByO SYeWI|O 0} 8NP S[eAs] palosfold 0} Sajela|aa0E SSU [8AS] BSS UBSL JI 81N} 8y} Ul Jeak Jad (WO00'SZ IN0ge 0} paseslou; 8q 0} paau Aew siy| ,

spunj spunj spuny spunj
spuny spuny spuny spuny spuny spuny
spuny Juswuianob Juawuianob JuswuIaN0B Juawuianoh spuny Juswuianoh JuswuIan0B $324N0!
[e1apay/arels [eJopay/alels WMWMH\MNM WMWM&M,MM _.MM_MMH\MMM WMWMH\MMW _«MMWMH\M,MW [esopay/arels MMMMH\MMM [e1opay/alels mu,_ﬁwmwﬂﬂmﬂam [e1apay/arels [esopay/arels Buipu :N
a|qibije a|qibije UOIJEOO|[E [I9UNOD olabie oabye olbye oabye 9|qibije ‘siapjoy aiqbie a|q1bije ‘siapjoy P a|qibife ‘siapjoy a|qibije ‘siapjoy :
‘poddns yd43 yum ‘poddns yd3 w o__ e ow e w o__ © o.w e ,co__ Bo0|E _co__ wow e Auedoud syeauq »:o__ BoolE Auedoud srenud ‘UOIEOOIIE lIouno Auedoud syeuq Auedoud syenud 9|qissod
UOIJEQO|[B [1DUN0D Uum uoneoo|ie u.w:o I w:o I .”_:o I o.w:o I ‘uoreoo|ie .w:o I ‘uoneoo|e HEOOIfE |t 0 ‘UOIEDO][B [1DUN0D ‘uoneoo|e
[lelyl%e} i 0 i 0 I 0 i 0 Jlouno) I 0 unoo |louno)
sleak G —0 sieak G—0 Buiobuo Buiobuo sieak |-0 sleak |-0 sleak |-0 sieak g-| sleak g-| sleak |-0 sleak g-| sieak G-g sieah g-g sreah z-| m:.E_._.
Syom Siom (sasealoul
JApI0ES SHIOM pue sjeaosdde pue sjeaosdde )
n| njon. 1D Moj[e 0} pasu
IMOES TR NSLO$ | TBINGHOS SHOM00L$ 0zr$ uBisep ‘ubisop L v ——— oo S | pomy0LLs | srafmm susos o0z
juswabeuepy weJboid JpoLe IAPM0L2$ YOS 1 0140016 UolllN 9°1$ 52$ s e uo peseq)
109[01d Jeak G Bunojuow 1e BuiobuQ 1e BuiobuQ sfeaoidde pue sfeaoidde pue - sfeaoidde pue sajewllsy
Jesh g : ubisap %z1$ : ubisap 05$ ,Slenoidde pue | sieaoidde pue um_ma._&m pue *m_%>2&m pue *m_M>Eaam | Joluowssesse ’ ubisep %51$ 1s0)
UBISaP %061$ UBISap %00E$ ubisep %09$ ubisep >062$ pue ubisap ¥Ge§ | ‘paulisiep 8q 01
Vd3 PUe [1ounod ‘usseHapun
‘Aunwiwod Bureq syiom ay} £ paulwisep
uadoud ayeaud [EE Ayuswe yoeaq Ayuswe yoeaq Auswe yoeaq Ayuswe yoeaq
wcw i Mo_%wmﬁ:wm o_w_ccﬂ_wwmwwo pue sjesse panoisdwi Jiay} P.Eo:‘__«gmum:c_ SS800E Yoeaq :ww_v%%% - panoidwi pue panoidwi pue panoidwi pue panoidwi pue ed mm.m o:mm red Auadouid ajeaud Auadoud areaud awodnQ
wo wrm_w_ n %m%o s Bull :ﬂu pue oygnd ‘pue| oygnd Je paurejurew 10 UoNOBI0Ig olgnd ajes ¥ LoIS0I8 sjesse 2gnd Auadoud ayeaud sjosse olignd sjesse ognd M 0 n ol owx oﬂ_ JO UOIOB}0Id JO UOIOB0Id ayl
uo peisidwos 81059 yoeaq 1O UoYal0Id ale sayoeag i 104 poON 1O UoYal0Id JO uoNoaloId Jo uonoajoid JO uoisloId i
SHSk} Panpayods JO spi0day

uolissadal >ﬁm_) Sjuane
“ejep payiuenb auljaIoys (ssaooe seljensed s : wuo}s Buunp
JUDAS uoneyis ‘walshs
Hw_mwe%%%m_m:_wm ) 3@0_.”\_,xmn”mw_ q souewopad uﬂM om%mw‘_:%mmn SJUSAS WLIO]S yoeaq oyjgnd) km_%__wwﬂn__m wuols Buunp SJUSAS WLIO)S abeurelp Jeaiy} uoisoid Sjuaas Wwiols sjuane SJUSAS WLIO)S
N ; Buunp 1eaiyy saljensed . Jealy} uoisoss Buunp 1eaiy) Jalemwiols wiols Buunp reaiyl Buunp 1eaiy}
SneY Isnw yoeaq uoyoajoid enujuoed ,u_:og uoIsS0.d Japun a|q1ssod usppns Japun s e} uolsoJa Japun 0 abesoolg [euoeaI8l pue uo|soJa Japun uoIsoJa Japun m:_r_uoz oa
spuny ojgnd jo J0 suonenIdsqo jo uoyeioLelzg U0IS018 -pUES ainjoniiselu ‘uoisose eiqissod 15UNo0Y pue Auedoud ajeAu ‘selI|ioe, SamonuIselul Auedoud ajeAu Auedoud ajeAu
asn a|gisuodsay [eloposUE 4O pansels il 5 BuioBu YlIM UOISOID “.m emooQ_u n Hd sed Ew ‘uoljined 2]210u09 Bunsixg Hd Hd
JO UOI}09)|00 g 0] 8nuuod 1obuo Hio Bulobug A land Hed p Buiyreg
soa1] Jueayubis
sayoeag j0ss o.._ - arebrep
Kuor
aJjIjoay pue
(sanfenseo 19110 %8310 B auoz
a|qissod) uolysodap pues uoIS0Je WIS} 8U0Z UOISOID
-uonedwon sainjonis $S900B umouun VRS auoz U0z UoIsole Hoys uyim UOZ UOISOJO Wi} uus) poys
OEEETES “Inoineyaq uonosjoid seyoeag suoz yoeaq oand SHSU POJeIoOSSE I o UOISOJS Wid) wia) Hoys yoeag ajebiep HOUS UIyIMm julod ulyim spesed
& Sm:.e pue sassaooid aulfeJoys papu usg)seg UOISOJ8 WS} 2Jesun pue sio PUE UOISOJD comww_ mﬂmm_-,__o HOYS UIYIM uIyIM saijioey 1€ Sal|Ioey J100d ul ! Juiog QIUdId PUE Juiod yinowsAeH wa|qoid YL
EERIE yoeaq Jo awwodal/Bupisixe W0y} PUes Jo HOYS UIyim Jo Buidwinis 10 9Je1 Ing ‘SO o yoeag susanp syed pue [euONeaIdal PUB | OlUDId JE |[eMeas Kpoop usamiaq pue aoBLS)
ol SPI098) payWI] JO sjuswalinbas SS0| Judlsisiod ul0d 491840 uappns Ainiq@ 1e uoisoig _Mc: | c_m 1e seipadoid Sauld Y|OHON aInjonJiseul 9)210U02 Bunsixgy sapadoid ssould
1ei0id QoueUSUIB Buoje peoy JO YSIY SPID h_.m e %o“_v o |enuapisay JuedyIubIS Syued ‘uoljined |enuapisay 1e seipadosd
ybnoioqieos * Iand 3009 urelde) Buyreg |enuapisay
1e uoisoi3 JIIo 1B UoIS0Id arebiepy
auleIoys
Jualsisiod
suonoy juswabeuel| pue UoNEIOISEY PAPUAWIWOIAY Jo Alewwing g ajqeL
AHVININNG JAILND3AXT



Moreton Bay Regional Council Page 09/3679

CO-ORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING
1 December 2009 REPORT

SESSION: OPERATIONS

ACTING SESSION CHAIR — CR GREG CHIPPENDALE (DEPUTY MAYOR)

ITEM 1
REDCLIFFE SHORELINE EROSION MANAGEMENT PLAN - DIVISIONS 5 & 6
35-2190; 36-2140 (HV, Engineer Waterways & Coastal Planning, Pine Rivers)

1. Executive Summary

Council successfully gained a subsidy from the Department of Infrastructure and Planning (formerly
Department for Local Government), in October 2007 under the Shoreline Erosion Management
Planning Scheme for development of the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion Management Plan (SEMP).

The purpose of this report is to advise Council of the erosion problem areas identified along the
Redcliffe shoreline during the development of the Redcliffe SEMP and recommended management
strategies to address these. The recommended management strategies should be considered for
incorporation into future Council Capital Works and Maintenance Programs.

2. Background

Council recognised the importance of the coastal zone to the natural, cultural and socio-economic
welfare of the community. Redcliffe peninsula’s eastern beaches had been identified as a priority area
for erosion management as shoreline erosion was threatening amenity, infrastructure and
development. A comprehensive study was needed to ensure appropriate coastal management.

Consulting engineers, BMT WBM Pty Ltd, were appointed to undertake the development of the
Redcliffe SEMP after Council received subsidy approval in October 2007.

The development of a SEMP serves to:

. identify significant coastal erosion issues;

develop an understanding of the underlying coastal processes contributing to erosion problems;
develop and evaluate options for erosion protection and management;

provide planning for the delivery of selected erosion protection and management options;
ensure erosion protection and management measures are consistent with State and Regional
Coastal Management Plans and other government policies.

The aim of the Redcliffe SEMP is to provide a plan for the management of shoreline erosion along the
Redcliffe Peninsula shoreline. This whole of coastline approach is supported by the Department of
Environment and Resource Management (DERM) rather than adhoc protection works. The Redcliffe
SEMP should allow Council to maintain and increase, where possible, the amenity of the Redcliffe
beaches.

SEMPs are DERM’s preferred method for local governments to address shoreline erosion issues at
the local level. SEMPs enable local governments and their communities to develop effective and
sustainable erosion management strategies.
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CO-ORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING

1 December 2009 REPORT

ITEM 1
REDCLIFFE SHORELINE EROSION MANAGEMENT PLAN — DIVISIONS 5 & 6 - 35-2190; 36-2140 (HV,
Engineer Waterways & Coastal Planning, Pine Rivers) (Cont.)

The following resolution appears on Minute Page 08/758 of the General Meeting of Council held 20
May 2008:

Ex. Sustainability Committee Meeting held 14 May 2008 (MP. 08/645)

RECOMMENDATION
Direction is sought regarding Council representation on the Technical Working Group for the Redcliffe
Shoreline Erosion Management Plan project.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
1. That the information be noted.
2. That Councillors Frawley and Houghton be nominated to represent Council on the Technical

Other members of the Technical Working Group (TWG) included MBRC staff, state agencies including
DERM (formerly EPA), DPI&F, DNRW and Consultant BMT WBM.

At three meetings of the TWG (13 May 2008, 2 October 2008 and 6 March 2009), BMT WBM
presented draft findings from the study and the meetings were also used as an opportunity to provide
comments on the development of the Redcliffe SEMP. All comments received through the TWG were
taken into consideration in the preparation of the final Redcliffe SEMP report. A copy of the Redcliffe
SEMP Final Report can be made available on request.

3. Explanation of ltem

An approved Redcliffe SEMP will streamline development approvals where the application is
consistent with the SEMP intent. This does not however imply automatic approval and any proposal
from Council or private property owners will still need to undergo a more detailed development
assessment by DERM.

SEMP Recommendations

The Redcliffe SEMP evaluated the existing shoreline coastal processes, identified erosion problem
areas along the Redcliffe shoreline and recommended restoration and management actions in
accordance with current legislative frameworks. A summary of these erosion problem areas and the
recommend actions are provided in Table 1 below. Council is not responsible for implementing or
maintaining any protection works on private properties.

Table 1: Redcliffe SEMP investigation areas with identified problems and proposed management actions
(See Figure 1 for Redcliffe Locality Plan)

Priority
Location Problem Primary causes Proposed Action Rla)nkln_g e
ossible
Capital Works
Princes Terrace to Slow but persistent Reduced sediment Upgrade 90m of existing 2
Clontarf Point shoreline erosion supply from Bramble | rock revetment
Bay
Clontarf Point to No erosion identified. Maintain existing shoreline
Woody Point Adequate maintenance of erosion structures
existing structures
required
Woody Point to Picnic | Ongoing erosion/illegal Differentials in Formalise/upgrade existing 3
Point dumping of armouring longshore sediment shoreline protection works
material on foreshore transport rate along 400m of shoreline
(“Gayundah” wreck)
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REPORT

ITEM 1

REDCLIFFE SHORELINE EROSION MANAGEMENT PLAN — DIVISIONS 5 & 6 - 35-2190; 36-2140 (HV,
Engineer Waterways & Coastal Planning, Pine Rivers) (Cont.)

Priority
Location Problem Primary causes Proposed Action Rgnkln_g en
ossible
Capital Works
Picnic Point to Scott’s | Structural integrity of Geotechnical distress | Replace existing 80m 3
Point existing seawall at Picnic | due to wave seawall with a rock wall
Point inadequate overtopping and beach nourishment
Ongoing beach erosion/ Lack of sand supply/
insufficient dune buffer longshore sediment
width transport to the north
Margate Beach Ongoing beach Lack of sand supply/ | Beach nourishment 2
erosion/insufficient dune | longshore sediment (60,000m°)
and buffer width transport to the north
and
Suttons Beach Sand drift (sediment Accumulation of sand | Sand relocation 2
transport by wind) behind Redcliffe Point
transports sand into park | groyne
causing siltation of
recreation areas &
pathways
Queens Beach South | Shoreline erosion Shoreline realignment | Implementation of 130m 1
threatens significant in response to seawall with beach
Norfolk Pines, a foreshore |implementation of nourishment
bikeway and other Red(cliffe Jetty offshore
foreshore assets breakwater
Queens Beach Ongoing beach Lack of sand supply/ | Beach nourishment 2
erosion/insufficient dune | longshore sediment (60,000m®) plus
buffer width transport to the north | enhancement of Osbourne
Point groyne
Ongoing erosion at
downdrift end of Shield
Street groyne
Queens Beach North | Ongoing erosion at Differentials in Beach nourishment 2
downdrift end of Osbourne | longshore sediment (37,000m®) plus
Point groyne transport rate enhancement of Donkin
Street groyne
Drury Point Cliffs Cliff erosion at base Increased wave energy | Geotechnical investigation 1
of Drury Point Cliffs with monitoring
Scarborough Beach Ongoing erosion at Differentials in Ongoing maintenance 3
downdrift end of Drury longshore sediment beach nourishment alone
Point groyne transport rate
Scarborough Cliffs Cliff erosion at base of Increased longshore | Armouring of Scarborough 1
Scarborough Cliffs sediment transport to | cliffs base and upgrade of
the north staircase
Scarborough Cliffs to | Ongoing erosion at Increased longshore Maintain existing shoreline #
North Reef Split downdrift end of sediment transportto | erosion structures
Scarborough Point groyne |the north
Put planning controls in
place to allow private
property owners to do
works for hazard mitigation.
Scarborough Boat Slow but persistent Reduced sediment 80m extension of existing 1
Harbour to Albatross | shoreline erosion supply from around rock wall along Oyster
Canal North Reef Point Point Esplanade
Most eastern beaches | Ongoing shoreline erosion | Lack of natural sand Ongoing beach #

supply

Losses due to sea
level rise

nourishment and sand
recycling (18,000 m%yr)’




Moreton Bay Regional Council Page 09/3682

CO-ORDINATION COMMITTEE MEETING
1 December 2009 REPORT

ITEM 1
REDCLIFFE SHORELINE EROSION MANAGEMENT PLAN — DIVISIONS 5 & 6 - 35-2190; 36-2140 (HV,
Engineer Waterways & Coastal Planning, Pine Rivers) (Cont.)

Priority
. . . Ranking for
Location Problem Primary causes Proposed Action Possible
Capital Works
Existing and future Reduced performance Storm wave attack Ongoing maintenance and #
shoreline protection without maintenance repairs
structures

' This may need to be increased to about 25,000m® per year in the future if mean sea level rise accelerates to projected levels

due to climate change.

# Ongoing maintenance program
Ranking 1 is highest priority and ranking 3 is the lowest priority.

The SEMP also recommended the implementation of an ongoing monitoring and review program to
increase Councils records and knowledge of beach processes and behaviours and that this program
be implemented within 5-10 years. The estimated cost of the beach monitoring program and the
project management of the recommended implementation program is $60,000/year for a minimum
period of 5 years.

Figure 1: Redcliffe Locality Plan
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Priority Management Actions

o Captain Cook Park (Queens beach South)

The Redcliffe SEMP recommends the construction of a 130m long sea wall along the foreshore for the
protection of the Norfolk Pines and park facilities at Captain Cook Park. Council awarded the contract
for the construction of this seawall on 10 November 2009.

. Drury Point Cliffs

The Redcliffe SEMP recommends that an investigation be undertaken by a geotechnical engineer to
identify the risks associated with cliff deformations and to continue monitoring the erosion. The cliffs
were surveyed in 2006 and again in October 2009. The average rate of erosion at the cliffs, over the
last three years, is 30mm/year. Allowance of $100,000 - $150,000 should be considered for the
2010/11 draft budget for the investigation and monitoring of the erosion at Drury Point Cliffs.

. Scarborough Beach

The Redcliffe SEMP recommends that ongoing maintenance beach nourishment be undertaken for
Scarborough Beach. This will maintain the existing shoreline at its present position but will not
eliminate the risk to the Norfolk Pines along the shoreline. It is proposed that the options identified in
the SEMP be assessed in more detail to address the issue of protection of the Norfolk Pines at the
southern end of Scarborough Beach.

J Scarborough Cliffs

The Redcliffe SEMP recommends the placement of rock armour at the base of the cliffs to prevent any
further erosion. The cliffs were surveyed in 2006 and again in October 2009. The average rate of
erosion at the cliffs, over the last three years, is 100 mm/year confirming the need for protection
works.

J Scarborough Boat Harbour to Albatross Canal
The Redcliffe SEMP recommends extending the existing rock wall (Endeavour Esplanade) along
Oyster Point Esplanade by 80m to provide the necessary protection for the road.

Ongoing Management actions to be undertaken

. To improve and maintain the beaches along the Redcliffe shore, ongoing beach nourishment
and sand recycling of approximately 18,000m®/year is recommended.

. To maintain existing and future shoreline protection structures along the Redcliffe shoreline, an
appropriate allowance should be considered for inclusion in Council’s maintenance budget.

4, Strategic Implications

41 Legislative/Legal Implications

In accordance with Section 2.2.3 of the SEQ Regional Coastal Plan under the State Coastal
Plan and Coastal Protection and Management Act, Redcliffe peninsula’s eastern beaches have
been identified as a priority area for erosion management as the shoreline erosion is
threatening development and effective management needs are to be considered to achieve
appropriate coastal management. DERM approval of specific shoreline works is required.
Adoption of a SEMP is DERM’s preferred method for local government to generally address
shoreline erosion issues.

4.2  Corporate Plan / Operational Plan

Marine Foreshore and Coastal Areas outcomes: Sustainable marine life, foreshore and coastal
area. The Redcliffe SEMP has been produced in line with the Redcliffe District’'s vision by
addressing the following planning themes from the previous Corporate Plan:

. “Environment — Our community will protect, preserve and restore the natural
environment, value natural resources, be energy efficient and committed to ecological
sustainability”.
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J “City Infrastructure — Our community will grow and develop in a way that preserves and
promotes Redcliffe’s unique lifestyle and will be supported by modern, sustainable well
maintained and responsive, utilities and infrastructure”.

4.3 Policy Implications
The Redcliffe SEMP should be taken into consideration when assessing Prescribed Tidal
Works.

4.4 Delegated Authority Implications
There are no delegated authority implications arising from this report.

4.5 Financial Implications

Detailed project estimates will be compiled for the capital and operational works recommended
in the Redcliffe SEMP. The cost estimates will be presented to Council for consideration in the
2010/11 budget and future budgets.

4.6 Consultation / Communication

The Redcliffe SEMP recommendations were discussed with the Divisional Councillors on 18
November 2009. After Council’'s acceptance of the Redcliffe SEMP Report, it will be made
available for public viewing.

5. Conclusion

To enable Council to make informed decisions regarding erosion problems along the Redcliffe
shoreline, it is recommended that the Redcliffe SEMP Report be adopted and the recommended
management actions be considered for implementation.

RECOMMENDATION

1. That Council adopt the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion Management Plan Report.

2. That the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion Management Plan Report be made available for
public viewing at the Redcliffe Office and Library and on Council’s website.

3. That the owners of properties fronting the Redcliffe shoreline be notified of the adoption
of the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion Management Plan Report and viewing opportunities by
correspondence from the Chief Executive Officer.

4. That the Asset Planning and Delivery officers prepare detailed cost estimates for the
capital and operational works recommended in the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion
Management Plan Report for consideration in Council’s future budgets.

5. That the Director Asset Maintenance and Construction ensure the inclusion of the
recommended maintenance works for consideration in future maintenance budgets.

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

1. That the Officer's recommendations be adopted with amendment to Table 1 - Redcliffe SEMP
investigation areas with identified problems and proposed management actions contained within
the Redcliffe Shoreline Erosion Management Plan as follows:

‘the priority of the southern end of Scarborough beach be amended from a priority ranking for
possible capital works from 3 to 1°.

2. That an immediate sand nourishment be undertaken in accordance with budget availability.



Table 1 (Revised): Redcliffe SEMP investigation areas with identified problems and proposed
management actions

Priority
Ranking
for
Location Problem Primary causes | Proposed Action Possible
Capital
Works
Princes Slow but persistent Reduced sediment | Upgrade 90m of 2
Terrace to shoreline erosion supply from existing rock revetment
Clontarf Point Bramble Bay
Clontarf Point | No erosion identified. Maintain existing
to Woody Point | Adequate maintenance shoreline erosion
of existing structures structures
required
Woody Point to | Ongoing erosionl/illegal | Differentials in Formalise/upgrade 3
Picnic Point dumping of armouring | longshore existing shoreline
material on foreshore sediment transport | protection works along
(“Gayundah” wreck) rate 400m of shoreline
Picnic Point to | Structural integrity of Geotechnical Replace existing 80m 3
Scott’s Point existing seawall at distress due to seawall with a rock wall
Picnic Point inadequate |wave overtopping |and beach nourishment
Ongoing beach erosion/ | Lack of sand
insufficient dune buffer | supply/ longshore
width sediment transport
to the north
Margate Beach | Ongoing beach Lack of sand Beach nourishment 2
erosion/insufficient dune | supply/ longshore | (60,000m®)
buffer width sediment transport
to the north
and and
Suttons Beach | Sand drift (sediment Accumulation of Sand relocation 2
transport by wind) sand behind
transports sand into park | Redcliffe Point
causing siltation of groyne
recreation areas and
pathways
Queens Beach | Shoreline erosion Shoreline Implementation of 130m 1
South threatens significant realignment in seawall with beach
Norfolk Pines, a response to nourishment
foreshore bikeway and | implementation of
other foreshore assets | Redcliffe Jetty
offshore breakwater
Queens Beach |Ongoing beach Lack of sand Beach nourishment 2
erosion/insufficient dune | supply/ longshore | (60,000m?) plus
buffer width sediment transport | enhancement of
to the north Osbourne Point groyne
Ongoing erosion at
downdrift end of Shield
Street groyne
Queens Beach | Ongoing erosion at Differentials in Beach nourishment 2

North

downdrift end of
Osbourne Point groyne

longshore sediment
transport rate

(37,000m®) plus
enhancement of Donkin
Street groyne

Drury Point
Cliffs

Cliff erosion at base
of Drury Point Cliffs

Increased wave
energy

Geotechnical
investigation with
monitoring




Priority

Ranking
for
Location Problem Primary causes | Proposed Action Possible
Capital
Works
Scarborough Ongoing erosion at Differentials in Ongoing maintenance 3
Beach downdrift end of Drury | longshore sediment | beach nourishment
Point groyne transport rate alone
Southern end Asses available 1@
of options to determine
Scarborough appropriate protection
Beach works
Scarborough Cliff erosion at base of | Increased Armouring of 1
Cliffs Scarborough Cliffs longshore sediment | Scarborough cliffs base
transport to the and upgrade of
north staircase
Scarborough Ongoing erosion at Increased Maintain existing #
Cliffs to North | downdrift end of longshore sediment | shoreline erosion
Reef Split Scarborough Point transport to the structures
groyne north
Put planning controls in
place to allow private
property owners to do
works for hazard
mitigation.
Scarborough Slow but persistent Reduced sediment | 80m extension of 1
Boat Harbour to | shoreline erosion supply from around | existing rock wall along
Albatross Canal North Reef Point Oyster Point Esplanade
Most eastern Ongoing shoreline Lack of natural Ongoing beach #
beaches erosion sand supply nourishment and sand
recycling (18,000 m%yr)’
Losses due to sea
level rise
Existing and Reduced performance | Storm wave attack | Ongoing maintenance #
future shoreline | without maintenance and repairs
protection
structures

This may need to be increased to about 25,000m* per year in the future if mean sea level rise accelerates to
projected levels due to climate change.

# Ongoing maintenance program

@ Updated in line with recommendation 1, Page 09/3679, of Co-ordination Committee Meeting held on 1
December 2009.

Ranking 1 is highest priority and ranking 3 is the lowest priority.
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1.1

1.2

INTRODUCTION

Background

The Redcliffe District lies about 30km north of Brisbane and is located on Moreton Bay. The Redcliffe
Peninsula is surrounded by Deception Bay in the North and Bramble Bay in the south (Refer to
Figure 1-1). The Redcliffe Peninsula is heavily urbanised and includes the coastal townships of
Clontarf, Woody Point, Margate, Redcliffe and Scarborough. The total population of the peninsula is
about 50,000 people (2006).

A significant part of the study area fronts onto the Moreton Bay Marine Park, a national park with
significant environmental values. In addition, a RAMSAR wetland site and a Fish Habitat Area is
located within the SEMP study area (Hays Inlet).

The coastal zone at Redcliffe is an important recreational and aesthetic asset for both the residents of
the Redcliffe district and the wider community. The shores of the Redcliffe Peninsula are diverse and
comprise sandy beaches with numerous headlands, cliffs and rocky outcrops and areas where
mangroves front the shoreline. The Redcliffe shoreline has a history of active shoreline management
as shoreline erosion has threatened development and assets in the past and various protection and
rehabilitation works have been carried out in response to the erosion threat. Historical protection
measures include the construction of seawalls and groynes, the use of buffer zones and beach
nourishment.

Moreton Bay Regional Council has recognised the importance of the coastal zone to the natural,
cultural and socio-economic welfare of its community and has embarked on the process of
developing a Shoreline Erosion Management Plan (SEMP) for the Redcliffe District shoreline.

This report is prepared as part of the development of a SEMP for the Redcliffe District shoreline. The
aim of the SEMP is to provide a plan for the management of shoreline erosion along the Redcliffe
Peninsula shoreline. It is Moreton Bay Regional Council’s objective to maintain and increase where
possible the amenity of the Redcliffe beaches.

Description of the Redcliffe SEMP Study Area

The region’s coastline is dominated by Moreton Bay, which is formed by a series of barrier islands,
most notably Bribie, Moreton (the largest), North Stradbroke, and South Stradbroke. Numerous
smaller islands, such as Coochiemudlo, Macleay, St Helena and Russell, together with many shoals,
banks and reefs, occur mainly in the southern portion of the Bay. Moreton Bay is a shallow body of
water, with an average depth of only 6.8 m (Dennison and Abal, 2000). The absolute tidal range
varies from 2.6 to 2.9 m inside the Bay to 1.9 m along the open coast of the Coral Sea.

The study area of this SEMP is the shoreline of the Redcliffe Peninsula, which stretches from
Princess Terrace at Clontarf in the south to Albatross Canal at Scarborough in the north. It includes
Margate, Suttons, Queens Beach South, Queens Beach North and Scarborough Beach and selected
sections of shoreline along Deception Bay, Bramble Bay and Hays Inlet.
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1.3

The Redcliffe shoreline has a length of about 16km and is diverse in appearance. It comprises sandy
beaches with numerous headlands, cliffs and rocky outcrops and areas where mangroves front the
shoreline. Generally, the shoreline is fronted by a wide and shallow foreshore with exposed bed rock
at some locations. There are numerous shoreline protection structures along the shoreline, including
several groynes, a range of revetment walls and (offshore) breakwaters. Furthermore, there are a
number of land reclamations in the study area. These land reclamations are generally surround by
revetment walls.

Most of the existing beaches are artificial with imported sand, placed onto the beach for beach
nourishment. Maps of shoreline type and existing coastal structures are presented in Appendix N.

Coastal Management Requirements

The coastline along the Redcliffe Peninsula is subject to a range of natural and man-made threats
and various erosion protection and rehabilitation projects have been carried out in the past. In general
the following points can be made regarding the beaches:

e The shoreline movements appear to be slowly erosive and are influenced by the medium to long
term deficit in the natural supply of sand to the beaches;

e The foreshore has substantial development, comprising of private residential property and public
infrastructure. Coastal structures in the form of rock walls have been constructed to protect
private property and infrastructure against erosion threats;

e The available dune buffer width in most areas is considered to be insufficient to accommodate
both short term storm erosion and medium term shoreline fluctuations.

The present study is aimed at reviewing the dominant coastal processes, which shape the beach, the
legislative conditions and values which may restrict the implementation of viable shoreline erosion
management options and the existing management options which are currently in use.

An understanding of the coastal processes and legislative conditions is essential for the development
of engineering and management options for dealing with risk associated with shoreline erosion.
Ongoing policy guidance for identifying and assessing issues, specific objectives and suitable options
will be provided through liaison with the SEMP Steering Committee and the SEMP Technical Working
Group (TWG)

G:\ADMIN\B17003.G.JGJ.REDCLIFFE_SEMP\R.B17003.003.02.D0C



|
=

' \
Bribieflsland
& ]

Title:

Locality Map of Redcliffe SEMP study area

ensure that QT it rJ “

{ at e tims of pub WwEM d ank. 10

Approx. Scale ) ”'l-ﬂ BMT WBM

www . whmpl com.au

Filepath * 14817003_|_JGJ_RedcliffeSEMPIDRGICOA_012_080919_LocaliyMap WOR




