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Summary
The City of Albany (The City) has undertaken development of a Coastal Hazard Risk 
Management and Adaptation Plan (CHRMAP) to provide strategic guidance on 
coordinated, integrated and sustainable planning and management for key coastal 
assets in the Emu Point to Middleton Beach area.  

The CHRMAP is based on extensive technical background research and 
investigations, community and stakeholder values and inputs, recognition of 
strategic planning and governance interventions available to the City and the need 
for culturally and economically acceptable outcomes. 

Seven highly valued assets are identified as requiring adaptation in the short term 
(0-10 years).  The recommended adaptation options for the assets requiring short 
term management are:

• MU1 Beach: Sand nourishment.

• MU2 Foreshore: Avoid further development.

• MU2 Big4 Middleton Beach: Staged relocation of assets.

• MU2 Big 4 Middleton Beach: Protect - seawall.

• MU3 Griffiths Street Properties: Managed retreat, relocate assets.

• MU3 Emu Beach Holiday Park and Dual Use Path: Managed retreat of 
assets in the southern portion.

• MU3 Emu Beach Holiday Park and Dual Use Path: Renovation/expansion of 
groynes (geotextile sand container).

• MU4 Emu Point Foreshore Reserve: Maintain and enhance nearshore 
system – seagrass regeneration.

• MU4 Emu Point: Revetment and parkland development.

• MU5 Oyster Harbour Southeast Beach: Sand nourishment.

In addition, nine recommendations have been made for management and 
adaptation planning options that are relevant or may be relevant to all assets.  The 
City of Albany will need to implement those recommendations regardless of the 
proposed adaptation option chosen per asset.

The CHRMAP and associated Implementation Plan were advertised for public 
comment between May 29 2019 and June 26 2019.  The advertising phase received 
125 submissions with more than 50% of submissions received from the Albany area 
and the balance predominantly received from the Perth Metropolitan, Peel and 
South West areas of the State.

The major themes of the feedback suggest an awareness of how important tourism 
is to the community, and the protection of tourism businesses was a strong driver 
for many of the respondents.   

A significant proportion of the responses highlighted the connection the community 
and visitors have to the existing coastline and the beach experience, whilst some 
noted the impact of existing structures on the coastline as being quite negative.

The feedback also suggests that the City of Albany and the State Government still 
need to achieve greater understanding of the trade-offs of coastal management.  

The feedback received implies that the draft CHRMAP makes recommendations 
that are generally well supported, with the exception of some assets which the 
community would prefer to have protected.  The draft CHRMAP allows for the 
suggested protections, whilst also supporting progress toward a ‘no-regrets’ 
adaptation pathway where possible.  

This flexibility is recommended by the State Government, and thus the alternative 
pathways should continue to be included in the CHRMAP.
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1. Submissions Analysis 

The formal public advertising of 
the CHRMAP ran for 28 days and 
received 125 submissions.  The origin 
of submissions is illustrated in Figure 
1 and numbers are reported both in 
whole numbers (total from area) and 
in percetage of total submissions.  

The ‘Ex WA’ category includes eastern 
states respondents and an isolated 
response from a Canadian resident.  
‘Inland East of Perth’ includes 
Northam and Beverley.

Figure 1 - Origin of Submissions
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Of the submissions received, the greatest proportion of submissions were received 
from 31-50 year olds (40.32%), followed by 51-70 years olds (28.23%).  The lowest 
response rate was from those under 30 (up to 18 and 19-30), at just over 20% (see 
Figure 2).

Of the submissions received, a small majority were male (see Figure 3) and the vast 
majority of submissions came from users of Emu Point or Middleton Beach or both 
(Figure 4).
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The community was invited to provide feedback on each of the specific 
recommendations of the CHRMAP as well as more general feedback.  This 
section provides a broad summary of the feedback on each recommendation/s 
for each vulnerable asset, as well as the management and adaptation planning 
recommendations.  The full submission content received against each question is 
included (unedited) in Appendix A.

2.1 Ellen Cove Beach in Management Unit 1
Recommendation	10:	Beach	Nourishment

A total of 95 respondents answered this question.  It is noted that 7 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There was strong consensus in support of this recommendation with at least 81 
(92%) of the respondents directly or indirectly supporting the recommendation.

A small number of responses indicated that they would prefer to ‘do nothing’ either 
for financial reasons or due to lack of support for the seawall (6 responses).  A small 
number suggested that any solution is a short term solution and that eventually 
we will need to take greater action (4 responses), whilst 6 responses highlighted 
the need to make sure all action maintains the natural environment as much as 
possible.  7 responses suggested that the protection of the land for local business 
operators to continue to attract tourists is very important.

2.1.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendation is strongly supported.  No changes to the Draft 
CHRMAP are proposed.

2.	Summary	of	Feedback	on	Recommendations
2.2 Foreshore Reserve in Management Unit 2
Recommendation	11:	Avoid	Further	Development

A total of 96 respondents answered this question. It is noted that 10 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There was general consensus in support of this recommendation with 62 (72%) of 
the respondents directly or indirectly supporting the recommendation.

13 responses suggested protecting development in this zone, as the 
recommendation suggested avoiding further development.  It is assumed that 
respondents did not realise that this asset is largely undeveloped foreshore reserve 
(with the exception of some paths and public assets) and there is no substantial 
development to protect, so many of these comments are not relevant.  A small 
number of these responses suggested building a seawall to protect the natural 
environment.  

9 responses suggested the ‘do nothing’ option, whilst 5 responses suggested 
ensuring all action maintains the natural environment as much as possible.

It should be noted that building a seawall in front of the entire foreshore reserve to 
protect the natural environment of the foreshore would affect the natural coastal 
environment, and these two suggestions are contradictory.  This is discussed further 
in Section 2.9.

2.2.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendation is generally supported.  No changes to the 
Draft CHRMAP are proposed.
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2.3 BIG4 Middleton Beach in Management Unit 2
Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets	and/or 
Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall

A total of 104 respondents answered this question.  It is noted that 6 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There was general consensus in support of Recommendation 13 - Protect - Seawall 
with 59 responses (60%) supporting the seawall option.  This is compared with 17 
responses (17%) in support of Recommendation 12 - Managed retreat - Staged 
Relocation of Assets.  

22 responses suggested doing nothing, and it is apparent from the feedback that 
there remains some opposition to building the seawall, despite respondents being 
in support of BIG 4 Middleton Beach remaining in its current location.

A number of responses suggested a strong preference for a buried seawall over 
an exposed seawall.  Responses also suggested a perception that relocation is 
substantially more expensive than protection.

9 responses suggested the ‘do nothing’ option, whilst 5 responses suggested 
ensuring all action maintains the natural environment as much as possible.

It is apparent from the written feedback that a large number of respondents 
considered the relocation of the BIG4 caravan park highly undesirable.  However, 
a number of these responses (9) made assumptions that the alternative 
recommendation would be too costly as the reason for their response, whilst other 
responses (14) appeared to indicate that relocation would close the business.  In 
both cases it is clear that further detailed reading of the CHRMAP may have allowed 
more accurate feedback.

In addition, a number of submissions also suggested that there is no current risk 
to the caravan park and no action needs to be taken.  A CHRMAP is essentially a 
risk-management approach to planning, and it is the role of the City of Albany to 
understand the likelihood of risk, and the impact of an event; the CHRMAP indicates 
that there is some limited risk to the site and some adaptation should be planned.

The CHRMAP recommends two alternative approaches to adaptation on the 
site.  The ‘managed retreat’ recommendation removes the risk entirely and limits 
ongoing maintenance costs which will need to be borne by the City of Albany and, 
by extension, its ratepayers.  This is a no-regrets option that removes any future 
obligation to protect the land with hard infrastructure.

The ‘protect’ recommendation is, however, a suitable alternative subject to detailed 
understanding of the costs and impacts to the natural coastal environment.  Both 
can be progressed within the timeframes suggested by the CHRMAP and before a 
decision needs to be made.

2.3.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The current CHRMAP recommends progressing both options, which allows 
the City of Albany to make the best possible decision in the future when all 
detailed design and alternative relocation sites have been fully investigated.  
No changes to the Draft CHRMAP are proposed.
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2.4	 Properties	on	Griffiths	Street	in	Management	Unit	3
Recommendation	14:	Managed	Retreat	-	Relocate	properties	from	Griffiths	Street

A total of 74 respondents answered this question.  It is noted that 6 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There was some consensus in support of this recommendation with 33 responses 
supporting the proposed approach (48%).  However, some 20 responses (29%) 
suggested doing nothing, whilst 30% suggested an alternative approach including 
protect options.

A number of written responses suggested that the protection of the beach in 
this location is important, and thus the houses should also be protected.  Other 
responses noted the expense of relocating properties.  A number of different 
suggestion were made as to how to compensate landowners who may be relocated.

Several responses made assumptions that relocating the properties would be more 
expensive than other alternatives, whilst other responses suggested that protecting 
the beach with a seawall or similar would also protect the houses.  In both cases 
it is clear that further detailed reading of the CHRMAP, and understanding of the 
impacts of seawalls, may have allowed more accurate feedback.

It should be noted that building a seawall will have an impact on the natural  
environment and may result in the loss of the beach rather than protection of it.   
This is discussed further in Section 2.9.

2.4.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendation is supported.  No changes to the Draft 
CHRMAP are proposed.

2.5 Emu Beach Holiday Park and Dual Use Path in 
Management Unit 3

Recommendation	15:	Managed	Retreat	of	assets	in	the	Southern	Portion	and	
Recommendation	16:	Renovation/Expansion	of	Groynes	(Geotextile	Sand	
Container)

A total of 97 respondents answered this question.  It is noted that 9 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 3.9.

There were two recommendations for this asset.  34 responses supported both 
recommendations (38%), whilst 36 supported the extension of the trial groynes 
specifically (40%).  21 (23%) of respondents suggested further investigations 
were required, with some encouraging the City to consider the longer term costs 
of proposals.  12 respondents (13%) urged the protection of the business in this 
location.

This question resulted in the most varied feedback across respondents, ranging from 
suggestions to remove all structures in the vicinity and allow the natural shoreline 
to re-establish to undertaking more substantial structural protection options.  
Across a number of submissions, and regardless of the recommended approach, 
respondents identified how important the coastal Dual Use Path is to them, and also 
acknowledged that the existing trial sandbag groynes seem to be working. 

The CHRMAP recommends two alternative approaches to adaptation on the 
site.  The ‘managed retreat’ recommendation removes the risk entirely and limits 
ongoing maintenance costs which will need to be borne by the City of Albany and, 
by extension, its ratepayers.  This is a no-regrets option that removes any future 
obligation to protect the land with hard infrastructure.
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The ‘protect’ recommendation is a suitable additional measure, subject to detailed 
understanding of the costs and impacts to the natural coastal environment.  Both 
can be progressed within the timeframes suggested by the CHRMAP and before a 
decision needs to be made.

Notwithstanding, the submissions have indicated a strong desire to maintain 
the holiday park business in the area and there is an opportunity for the City to 
continue to engage with the adjacent businesses to identify alternative ‘protect’ 
measures.  

2.5.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The current CHRMAP recommends progressing both options, which allows 
the City of Albany to make the best possible decision in the future when all 
detailed design and alternatives for relocation have been fully investigated.  
However, it is recommended that the City continues to consider alternative 
protect measures that would ensure ongoing use and enjoyment of the 
coastline and the adjacent businesses.  It is recommended that the City also 
progress investigations into the upgrade of the existing protection structures 
(seawall/revetment), by including an additional recommendation:

Recommendation	17:	MU3	Emu	Beach	Holiday	Park	-	Upgrade	existing	
protection	structures.

and by renumbering all further recommendations.

2.6 Foreshore Reserve (Emu Point) in Management Unit 4
Recommendation	17:	Seagrass	replenishment	program	be	continued	and	
enhanced	and	Recommendation	18:	Revetment	be	upgraded	along	with	
redevelopment of Foreshore Park and removal of Sandbag Revetment

A total of 81 respondents answered this question. It is noted that 2 of the responses 
related to other management units or were more general in feedback and are 
considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There were two recommendations for this asset.  There was strong consensus 
in support of this combined recommendation with at least 61 (77%) of the 
respondents directly or indirectly supporting the recommendation, whilst 10 
supported the seagrass replenishment specifically (12%).

A small number of responses indicated that they would prefer to ‘do nothing’ 
further investigate options, maintain the environment or maintain local businesses 
(16% in total).  

There was some general concern about the effectiveness of the seagrass 
replenishment option, based on the cost of this option.

2.6.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendation is strongly supported.  No changes to the Draft 
CHRMAP are proposed.
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2.7 Oyster Harbour South East Beach in Management Unit 5
Recommendation	19:	Sand	Nourishment

A total of 83 respondents answered this question.  It is noted that 2 of the 
responses related to other management units or were more general in feedback 
and are considered in the specific management unit summary or in Section 2.9.

There was strong consensus in support of this recommendation with at least 70 
(86%) of the respondents directly or indirectly supporting the recommendation.  
11 respondents (13%) suggested either doing nothing or undertaking further 
investigation; predominantly stating that the cost of the sand nourishment is an 
unnecessary expense.

2.7.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendation is strongly supported.  No changes to the Draft 
CHRMAP are proposed.

2.8	 Management	and	adaptation	planning	recommendations
Recommendation	s	1-9:	Various	(see	draft	CHRMAP)

A total of 59 respondents answered this question.  Of these, 39 respondents 
(66%) supported the planning recommendations either directly or indirectly.  2 
respondents suggested doing nothing across the study area, 4 respondents 
specifically suggested ensuring business continues to operate through protection, 3 
responses supported the surf reef (see Section 2.9), 2 suggested the approach was a 
waste of money and 3 supported increased maintenance and a rates levy to support 
the measures.  

2.8.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The proposed recommendations are generally supported.  No changes to the 
Draft CHRMAP are proposed.



2.9	 ‘Other’	Comments	and	Additional	Feedback
A total of 52 respondents answered the final question which sought any additional 
comments. Responses fell into a number of themes:

• Support for business and/or support for protection;

• Maintain the environment and/or support for managed retreat;

• Support for the surf reef; and 

• ‘Do nothing’.

In general, support for businesses and support for protection were aligned, with 
some 29 respondents suggesting that businesses and the beach should be protected 
via structures such as sea walls.  Some of the ‘do nothing’ responses were also 
aligned with protection of the existing businesses.

Those respondents who indicated support for managed retreat were aligned with 
those submissions that sought to maintain the environment.  In some cases the ‘do 
nothing category was also linked to this general theme.  

The surf reef was mentioned by a number of respondents in both this question 
and throughout the rest of the survey.  Several submissions suggested that the surf 
reef would resolve the issues the CHRMAP is responding to, making the adaptation 
planning exercise unnecessary.

Several responses provided encouragement to the City of Albany for undertaking 
this extensive study required to develop the CHRMAP.

Amongst additional feedback were comments regarding existing maintenance 
requirements; e.g. erosion leading to trees falling over, the planting of local species 
where planting is proposed and a mix of suggested measures for protecting the 
existing natural amenity of the beachfront.

A relatively large number of responses suggested that protection of the assets 
via seawalls or similar hard structures would also protect the beach resulting 
in a positive outcome for all.  This suggests more needs to be done to support 
the community’s understanding of coastal processes and the long term results 
of protective structures.  Similar to the impacts on the beach which have been 
experienced at Emu Point, protective structures typically result in an eventual loss of 
beach in front of the wall, having a greater impact on shared community assets such 
as the beach.

It is recommended that during detailed planning for the various adaptation options, 
a continued process of community education be implemented to illustrate more 
clearly the trade-offs of protection versus managed retreat.  

2.9.1 Recommended changes or improvements

The feedback in this section does not substantially comment on elements of 
the CHRMAP or raise critical issues.  No changes to the Draft CHRMAP are 
proposed.
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3. Conclusions
The number of submissions received indicates that the community is passionate 
and engaged in long term beneficial outcomes for the study area.  Combined with 
the detail in the submissions, the feedback received through the public engagement 
provides the City with a greater understanding of the community’s values and 
expectations, which will help inform ongoing adaptation planning.

The feedback also helps support greater awareness of the City regarding the 
community’s understanding of the trade-offs of coastal hazard planning, enabling 
better engagement and planning on future CHRMAP projects in the City as well as 
more detailed planning for adaptation measures within the Emu Point to Middleton 
Beach area.

It is apparent that there is a divergence of opinion within the feedback received, 
ranging from a desire to remove all protections and let the coastline return to its 
natural state all the way through to providing structural protections for the entire 
length of the coast in the study area.   These views will need to be balanced during 
detailed planning for the adaptation of each at-risk asset.

The feedback received implies that the draft CHRMAP makes recommendations 
that are generally well supported, with the exception of some assets which the 
community would prefer to have protected.  The draft CHRMAP allows for the 
suggested protections, whilst also supporting progress toward a ‘no-regrets’ 
adaptation pathway where possible.  This flexibility is recommended by the State 
Government, and thus the alternative pathways should continue to be included in 
the CHRMAP.

Whilst no change is recommended to the CHRMAP, the feedback received will 
continue to shape the ongoing planning process.
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Appendix A
Detailed Submissions

MU1 – Ellen Cove - In Management Unit 1 the asset at risk is the Beach. 

Given	that	the	Middleton	Beach	Buried	Seawall	is	now	fully	funded,	the	recommendation	for	maintaining	a	sandy	beach	is:	Recommendation	10:	Beach	Nourishment.	
What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Agreed Its good to see investment into the area 

Support Okay

Ok We need to keep our beaches

Support agree

agree - highly valued zone - monitor and re evaluate prior to 2060 Only option I guess to keep a sandy beach

Agree with the recommendation. As it is the heart of the Middleton Beach activity 
centre, it is critical to maintain this section of beach. 

The tail of the seawall in front of Emu Beach Holiday Park should be renovated and 
extended and incorporated into the Emu Point foreshore upgrade plans.  

Appears sufficient. To a large extent the beach is nourished itself by natural cycles on 
that end (as can be seen in the Royal HaskoningDHV report on the subject).

I am sceptical about seawalls buried or otherwise, by corrupting the natural 
environment there will be flow on effects

The sand is already increasing, is further spending required? There is much more sand 
around the jetty than there was 20 years ago.

I understand the only requirement is beach nourishment which is the best possible 
outcome for this iconic site

use sand with a similar composition to stop erosion Yes a sandy beach is essential

Worth trying Agree - beach nourishment

the beach is currently being lost at times up to the dune base   dying trees are toppling 
onto the beach at presentalthough not large  they are not being removed and if 
washed out to seacould become a hazard for the boating community 

Sand nourishment is only likely to work in the short term. Sourcing sand when other 
areas are also subject to erosion is likely to be problematic. Can sand be sourced from 
King George Sound?

Maintain sand nourishment Leave nature alone to do its own thing.

Agree nothing  

Beach nourishment Excellent news



MU1 – Ellen Cove - In Management Unit 1 the asset at risk is the Beach. 

Given	that	the	Middleton	Beach	Buried	Seawall	is	now	fully	funded,	the	recommendation	for	maintaining	a	sandy	beach	is:	Recommendation	10:	Beach	Nourishment.	
What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Because the seawall is funded does not mean it has general public support. I suspect 
there is not much support, particularly as we were not consulted on its expansion, and 
because it is only needed due to the relocation of the hotel site.

I agree.  Humans have no control over the weather/storms and ocean occurrences.  All 
we can do is maintain and restore what structures and beaches we want.

We recommend Beach nourishment so as for the Middleton Beach Big 4 Resort Park to 
remain

Leave the Rack on the beach at Ellen cove and sand nourish when required or place it 
on the dunes in MU2 and MU3

Agree with the recommendation recommendation should be followed

I Think that this is only a stop-gap solution as eventually the beach will be pushed back 
due global warming weather effects and to rising waters due to Glacial melt.

if beach nourishment means that we can keep the beach as it is with the same 
structures and make it so that we can further develop the area fantastic - if it means 
that we have to relocate businesses then I don’t support it

I think this is the more cost effective long term solution Agree.  Maintenance of this beach for as long as possible is vital.

I believe it should extend the length of the caravan park to protect this amazing 
tourism draw card to the region. 

Seems like a good option to preserve the beach,  people’s hours and the businesses in 
the area.

This would only be necessary in extreme events and wont cost anything unless an 
extreme event happens. take out the emu point rock walls and let nature fix what you have broken

In the aim of protecting the beach, please do with least amount of environmental 
impact or disturbance to local businesses.

Every thing that can be done to prevent further foreshore erosion should be the 
primary focus of the Management Plan

Agree with beach nourishment Proceed

This is a popular beach and should be maintained Sounds good

I would be supportive of this Preserve the beach

Maintain the beach and the holiday parks. Comfortable with this proposal to replace sand on the beach as required

Great idea I support this recommendation

Sounds fine Agree

protection through a buried seawall Seem like a reasonable plan 

Agreement with this recommendation Seems a prudent approach

Protect the beach The buried seawall should provide protection to the holiday park as well

Do not remove the seawall I agree 100% with this approach.

Keeping it clean and ‘healthy’ yep ongoing up keep is the way to go.



MU1 – Ellen Cove - In Management Unit 1 the asset at risk is the Beach. 

Given	that	the	Middleton	Beach	Buried	Seawall	is	now	fully	funded,	the	recommendation	for	maintaining	a	sandy	beach	is:	Recommendation	10:	Beach	Nourishment.	
What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Go ahead and preserve the beach Recommendation 10: Beach Nourishment

Yes Its a good idea.

agreed The seaweed looks bad

Sand is an area people really like at the beach to play on, run, sandcastles etc. So 
making sure its maintained and not overtaken by infrastructure is a good idea. 

I think that it provides a short term solution without affecting the environment 
negatively. I feel as though it’s not a permanent/long term solution to the problem. 
Overall, its a good idea if nothing else works. 

i think it is a good idea and will help it is good

This recommendation is good and will hopefully revive the beach. Brilliant idea

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing skill 
and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach.

Unfortunately, it was not left naturally, but now that it’s in place I think that it is 
important that the sea wall gets maintained; In order that the beach doesn’t get 
smelly.

people really enjoy the sand so care should be taken to make sure sand is still there While I don’t understand the term “beach nourishment”, removal of the seaweed 
more often through summer would be nice

that it should be done cool

:) yes keep Middleton beach a sandy beach

Access to sand that matches the profile of the existing sand type is essential.   Consider 
dredging options that are required for the port.  Sand nourishment can have the 
affect of having sand build up in other areas within KGS which may affect positively or 
negatively eg , wider beach at Gull Rock; silting of navigation channels.  

After seeing all the sand dug and moved from Ellen Cove over the years it does not 
surprise me that now the beach is protecting itself with a wall of seaweed. I am 
supportive of a sandy beach but it also needs to be balanced by a healthy ecosystem 
free of erosion and human interference. 

As long as the beach stays clean and beautiful, I’m fine. Great

Cool It needs to be a sustainable solution. Not a bandaid

plant local species Good idea

Go for it! Totally agree. 

No probs - fine



MU2 - Foreshore - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the Foreshore. 

The	recommendation	for	this	asset	is:Recommendation	11:	Avoid	Further	Development.What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Agreed Ok

Support Okay

Ok Yes, agree in avoiding further development. Keep it as a natural foreshore edge. 

Support there is probably no need for any further development in this area

1.  Avoiding beachfront development, increasing dune vegetation and increasing 
density and mass of dunes, increasing and monitoring sea grass levels, Monitor storm 
activity.  2. Increasing carpark asset behind existing for ease of access to beach and 
potential relocation or extra amenities such as toilets and water stations for future 
assets such as surf reef

Disagree. All assets along Middleton Beach to Emu Point section are worth protecting. 
These areas are iconic and a draw card to Albany in their own right. It makes absolutely 
no sense to protect the Ellen Cove section, encourage development in the Middleton 
Beach Activity Centre, attract funding and develop a surf reef, and then write of all 
other beach assets. Likely would also impact CoA leaseholds and investment decisions 
along the whole stretch into the future.

I agree further development is not desirable, the foreshore is for the public not a 
privately owned operator

The buried seawalls should be protecting this space. Once things are put in place, there 
should be no reason to halt any development in the area. 

agree We need development at the foreshore

Sound Agree

Keep machinery and cars off the beach, don’t change what doesn’t need to be 
changed.

There is no real threat as Middleton beach acreates after a storm event and has a large 
sand buffer which continues to grow.

We have been monitoring this area for the past 5+ years so there should be reasonable 
data on the cycles that we are exposed to.  100 years occurrences will occur, and these 
are so devastating that even new developments could be damaged.  In these events 
we need to restore and replace.

Avoiding further development is a step backwards for Albany, Giving this beach 
accretes after a storm event there is no need for any action because its unlikely to 
erode, CHRMAP says otherwise but being based on three times the worst we have 
seen in Albany its unlikely… Also the beach accretes, No mention in the CHRMAP

Agree Agree for the above reasons

This is also a general principle included in the plan, so shoudnt it be applied to all 
the coastline? I find this recommendation a bit strange for this Unit area when 
development is not expected/presently zoned. I support recommendation but feel it 
needs to apply to all of coastline subject to potential erosion.

Disagree. I believe this area has a lot more potential in attracting tourism and believe 
strategic development is something that should be open to consideration if the 
environmental impact can be minimized, to maximize the value gained from these 
protection works. 

The Middleton Beach Big 4 Resort Park, as it is,  is important to Albany as a holiday 
destination used by my family a number of times during the year That seems like doing nothing and hope for the best?

Totally support Avoiding Further Development Agree - avoid further development

This seems a sensible form of action. no comment



MU2 - Foreshore - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the Foreshore. 

The	recommendation	for	this	asset	is:Recommendation	11:	Avoid	Further	Development.What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Would suggest to avoiding blanket no development, but that suitability robust and 
sustainable long term development be allowed. 

if nothing is to be done to minimize the impact the C O A will also lose their walk /bike 
pathway a valuable asset used by many local /visitors alike

Given the nature of the problem no further development seems the sensible approach I think to avoid further development would be detrimental to the town of Albany 

would depend on the type of development and the environmental considerations 
given within the individual proposals

Makes sense in any coastal environment. The natural processes for erosion and 
accretion should be protected and that zone should not be developed.

Development shouldn’t be stopped if prevention measures are in place to protect the 
coast.

Happy for no further development on the beach side of the road but don’t stop 
development of the old hotel site

This is good, but you need to consider and protect existing development Fine, if landowners are compensated for devaluation of their assets.

Retain what is there, preserve & protect Agree

I support this recommendation Agree with recommendation

Agree The holiday park should be incorporated into any development plans.

ok for  this Sounds good 

Agree Agree

agreed the most appropriate course of action Maintain current developments properly

Yes. Avoid further development. Please enhance/maintain the seawall

Keep it as it is Avoiding further development will help the beach 

Hasn’t development just started?  I’d support no further development. This is not looking to the future save the beach at all costs

Would think that there maybe other options which could help the beach and support 
development around the site

Not a good idea, as it is possible to maintain and improve the foreshore without nixing 
development.

Further develop the seawall for protection purposes. No further development (houses 
etc)

Depending on the success of containing the beach erosion, but on the face of it would 
seem prudent

Agree Keep it open land park area

Poor decision. Avoiding further development will see the area deteriorate Yes Avoid further development between golf course and emu point

Undecided i think this is a good idea and is good for the foreshore  

Leave existing facilities and do not carry out further development Not agreed as the focus should be to prevent further erosion



MU2 - Foreshore - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the Foreshore. 

The	recommendation	for	this	asset	is:Recommendation	11:	Avoid	Further	Development.What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

In my opinion the beach and dune erosion started after the 2nd groin was put in. If we 
think 50 years ago the erosion from Middleton to Emu Pt was to a minimum.

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing skill 
and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach.

I disagree with this statement.  We should have development, but it sould be planned 
and with protection for thye Foreshore in place.  

I feel as if we should proceed in this development as its not going to get any better if 
we don’t do anything.

development is vital to increasing tourism and maintaining the younger population. 
The foreshore needs to be a primary point of interest. 

Unnecessary recommendation. If your maintenance infrastructure is effective then the 
foreshore should be able to be developed as per normal conditions.

Try to keep it natural yeh would be good  

Is there anything we could do? If not then go with it :)

I would agree in terms of the beach itself and bushland. The surrounding site and 
potential development areas I think the more the development the better as long as its 
tasteful and maintains the “vibe” of the area. 

Minimise development to minimise the impact of future storm eronsion and 
inundation.   Progressive purchase of at risk assets to be considered with lease back 
options and relocation clauses. 

gnarly I think it is all right the way it is.

oh well a surf reef would be handy I think that there’s enough stuff on the foreshore.

good Fair enough

No more development on the foreshore is a good plan, minimising construction will 
minimise water pollution

Development should be minimised is an effort to spread visitor populations accross all 
albany beaches 

Cool I agree with this recommendation.

consider future needs Good idea

take out the emu point rock walls and let nature fix what you have broken Excellent suggestion. We do not need any further development.

Stop [name and part comment removed] we should do something about it and but an not allow anymore futher development

Well obviously, there are already heaps of people living in houses very close to the 
water, so it’s kinda too late to avoid building near the coastline. Pretty much all of the 
land i can think of on the coast of Albany is either taken up by rich peoples houses or a 
National Park. So if that land is eroded, either only the trees and possums are affected, 
or the rich people who can pay for a brand new house anyway



MU2 - BIG4 Middleton Beach - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the BIG4 Caravan Park (Middleton Beach). 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets.Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall.What	feedback	would	
you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

I would urge against the relocation of assets. This seems to be a land grab for the 
council and an excuse to own the beachfront as opposed to the logical answer of a 
buried seawall, which is much less costly and more sensible

At Ellen Cove the construction of a buried sea wall to protect the hotel development 
site and the surf club has already been approved. Middleton Beach Holiday Park 
should have the same protection.

Support 12 when necessary 12

Managed Retreat I support 13: seawall

Managed retreat and monitor closely, increase vegetation in front of caravan park 
and its extremities to naturally protect asset.   NOvisual seawall such as at EP - Coastal 
Protection barrier if feasible should integrate with natural resources and become part 
of caravan park asset and not the foreshore or dunes  

It would seem unviable financially to try and move such a large developed pristine 
caravan park   it would be far better to protect the property with a buried sea wall the 
same as at Ellen Cove and protect all of the area to the surfers beach  it would seem no 
protection would be needed until 2050 or even 2070  

It is a loved and highly valued tourism asset, but as it is only leased I believe a gradual 
relocation of assets is more appropriate economically and environmentally than 
protecting the asset with a sea wall. 

A buried seawall continuing on from the already funded one should be built. Moving 
this established business would have serious impact on tourism spending in the area, 
never mind the loss of jobs etc should the move not go ahead. 

keep people off the dunes an plants, add more plants to the area The caravan park should be relocated and the area opened up to the public

Agree recommendation 12, 

We need to build a seawall to protect the caravan parks. Managed Retreat only long term solution. Don’t lose more beach.

no comment Do not retreat. Do not relocate. 

A small seawall in the future may be required Build the Seawall and keep the park where it is

do not relocate Keep the caravan park, 100%

Managed Retreat Recommendation 12

Protect with sea wall to give at least as long as possible to enjoy this asset would be 
a first reaction. Expert advice needed to calculate cost over length of time this would 
last. The character of the area might be changed so much by sea defences that it will 
lose its special appeal. 

Concur, As much I enjoy my stays at the Big4, (and I have had several), It is inevitable 
that relocation will be required as the only way to protect the Campground. The use of 
trigger points will clearly provide the rate at which actions will be mandatory.

Agree - managed retreat  Action other than this could wait and see what happens Middleton beach would not be the same with the park in place. Preserve beach with 
beach wall. 

Seawall needs to protect the caravan park. A relocation of the park would be a severely 
costly venture for all parties involved, not to mention a massive inconvenience to the 
caravan park

My family and i have been coming to the Big4 caravan park for the past 11 years and 
would hate to see it move,with the great work done and the seawall option it should 
stay where it is



MU2 - BIG4 Middleton Beach - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the BIG4 Caravan Park (Middleton Beach). 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets.Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall.What	feedback	would	
you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

I think recommendation 12 would ultimately mean the end of an asset to the 
community while recommendation 13 would be simply an extension of an already 
approved approach

There is sufficient scrub break between water level at high tide and caravan park. No 
need to retreat caravan park. Give them guidance on how best to protect for medium 
to long term future

This park is a major drive for tourism and the local economy. There is no real threat 
to erosion as the beach has been accreting for years and rebuilds after a storm. When 
a detailed trigger point has been decided and if multiple storms erode the beach up 
to the trigger point a buried Seawall is the best option and needs to be installed, this 
might not be required for years but the option needs to be available. The town and 
the locals need to maintain this park.

I believe everything possible should be done to maintain this caravan park in its 
current location,It is an opportunity to provide  unique and  excellent accommodation 
for people at all levels ranging from a very basic  tent site to relatively luxury living.  
The park is immaculately maintained and enjoys a reputation second to none for its 
position adjacent to the beach.Everything possible should be done to retain it in its 
current location and therefore we recommend 13 - protect with sea wall

Middleton Beach BIG4 caravan park is a true asset to the Albany region.  It is well 
maintained and well utilised by local, interstate and international visitors.  It needs to 
be supported and protected.  I would prefer this to be done in the least environmental 
invasive way.

Disagree with the managed retreat recommendation. This are has had substantial 
development put in place to bring tourism to the region. I don’t believe now 
is the time to retreat, it’s the time to protect and sustainably manage as per 
Recommendation 13. 

Protect the asset. The asset is a great location for tourists The Sea wall is our only option so to retain the Big 4 Resort Park where it is now

These recommendations appear contrary and opposites. The use of a seawall seems 
to go against the general principles of the plan (avoid, managed retreat, protect in that 
order. I am not aware of the costs involved in relocation, but if it is possible, another 
site is available, and the present and future land is council owned, i favour relocation 
of the caravan park. Although inconvenient, it provides the best long term option. I 
would not support rates being used to fund protection of the caravan park. 

The objective should be to retain the caravan park where it is, because of how good 
it is, and allows enjoyment of the beach. Albany, don’t destroy a strength. Build a 
seawall buried. The recommendation depends on the likelihood of erosion. If the 
sand dunes do start to get washed away and are a threat, then trucks could bring in 
boulders/ concrete blocks as a temporary measure, use sand-bagging, other relief. 
Bunbury used to do something similar. It costs very little, and is only needed if there is 
a problem.  

Do not retreat the BIG4 caravan park. It’s an icon for the town, has a large history 
and attracts dozens of families every weekend to the Albany area. There is no other 
accomodation like it in Albany. It is the ONLY place we will stay. Everywhere else is 
considerably sub par in terms of amenities, quality and customer experience. 

The relocation of the holiday parks would be too expensive and the parks could end 
up in a much less desirable location for holiday makers.A buried sea wall has no visual 
impact and after a major storm event the beach can be restored through artificial 
sand nourishment and natural accretion.Seawall to me is preferes option  

I think protecting the assets that are all ready established is a much more practical 
solution than trying to move everything,  and where would it go?   

Seawall would be my preferred option relocation incurs considerable expense i would 
imagine and possible loss of income

Recommendation 13 - protect - seawall  Protection seems preferable

if protection is possible it is preferred, relocation would be far to costly My preference would be Recommendation 13: Protect - Seawall

Enlarge seawall and protect current assets.ie. big4 park Do not relocate.  Recommendation 13



MU2 - BIG4 Middleton Beach - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the BIG4 Caravan Park (Middleton Beach). 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets.Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall.What	feedback	would	
you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

seawall construction  extended  to take in all areas at risk Prefer recommendation 13.

A managed retreat would be stupid!! this business brings so much to this town and 
supports the town in immeasurable ways, with the other park they employ over 60 
people and support so many large and small businesses in town. to have a manged 
retreat to me is unworkable

Relocation of assets will result in a reduction of tourists. I stay at Middleton Beach 
each year and would reconsider Albany as a holiday location if Middleton Beach 
was not available.  If the park can remain in its current form and the beach can be 
improved or protected using a seawall this would be the best outcome.

Disagree with managed retreat. Before I lived here I stayed there and have friends and 
family who continue to. It is a critical tourism asset and warrants protection. Despite 
statements to the contrary in the CHRMAP Implementation Plan and addenda, we 
have precedent for funding a seawall or similar at the Middleton Beach Activity Centre. 
I am sure Big4 and other investors would also be willing to chip in considering what 
it means for them. And at whose cost is the managed retreat? Would not be a good 
business decision on their part if they just accepted that over other options. Also, the 
CHRMAP documents do not provide sufficient justification for their reasoning for any 
option. And why wasn’t a buried seawall considered here? Seems like not enough 
has been done to consider the implications on this... What if you lost Big4? What 
about future leaseholders of that site? What about other businesses in the area that 
receive business directly from Big4 visitors? And as above, how does this affect other 
investment you are making into the area (e.g. Mids and ASR)? There is also some 
comment that a seawall would encourage accelerated erosion down the beach. How 
so? This would only happen if it were in the water, wouldn’t it? I don’t see how this is 
possible and the consultants haven’t done a good job at explaining why.

Managed retreat would be a disaster for Albany ending up another Esplanade site with 
dirty socks and no developers interested because of the lack of security to invest so 
they will invest in other regions that guarantee security in there lease. Protection with 
a buried seawall is the best thing for Albany and the community as there is so many 
benefices from the business. also the beach accretes in this area so losing the beach  
in front of the seawall  will not happen. For the cost of the seawall its an investment 
to the city and pays for itself over and over in the future. Also the need of a seawall 
installation might not be required in the next 50 years as the beach is wider than ever 
before in front of the park.

Would suggest that asset can likely not be relocated to a location without adversely 
affecting it’s viability. Protection with a buried type seawall would provide longer 
term, more sustainable outcome.

NO - this is the best caravan park I have ever stayed in - don’t mess with this place!  
Yes, construct a Seawall to prevent encroachment from ocean, but please do not 
touch the caravan park

Seawall Protect with Seawall 

I don’t agree with recommendation 12.  Recommendation 13 may be a solution but 
surely there is plenty of warning of impending erosion or inundation extending to 
the caravan park due to the sand hill buffer zone so there would be plenty of time to 
implement this if or when the danger signs are starting to become apparent.

As a visitor to the holiday camp annually for ten years it will have a serious social 
impact on our family to lose such a desirable location to stay. We on average spend 
about $5000 for the two weeks we are in town. What will the multiple loss of families 
like ours to the area mean to the local economy?

The Seawall needs protecting and renovating to prevent further erosions Recommendation 13: protect the seawall

Relocation is not a feasible plan, if anything it will lead to closure of the park. Protect seawall

I think moving of the caravan park would lead to a decrease in tourism. Seawall



MU2 - BIG4 Middleton Beach - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the BIG4 Caravan Park (Middleton Beach). 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets.Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall.What	feedback	would	
you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Believe recommendation 13 is the better option. If you relocate the assets you will 
remove the key reason this site is attractive as a destination. Keep the Big4 asset in its 
current location and protect the beach with a sea wall 

Poor decision. Managed retreat will again see the caravan park become unviable given 
there are other options on allowing it to continue for many years to come.

If the park was to be moved this would likely ruin its appeal. We holiday there because 
it is on the beach. It would be good to have options that allow the park to stay 

As much as I enjoy the big 4 holiday park, global warming will only continue to increase 
water levels. To keep investing in retaining walls will be futile.   Let nature do its thing. 
Relocate big 4.  With financial assistance 

Keep and protect BIG Middleton Beach Caravan Park with fully funded seawall (buried 
or unobtrusive height) installed.

Definitely no managed retreat.  Protect t he beach and allow Big 4 to continue 
developing

I think relocation of Big 4 is extreme. The cost of this would be excessive. It is a small 
well designed facility that does not impact greatly the sea wall. Recommendation 13 is the best option, it is best not to disturb existing businesses.

Any concept which involves relocating  the EMU point caravan park one of the best 
Caravan Parks in Australia given the level invested does not make any sense. The 
location of the Caravan Park also makes it special to all visitors

I diagree with Recommendation 12.  The caravan park is a big draw for visitors tyo the 
region because of its location.  Moving it would risk a reduction in visitor numbers.     I 
agree with the SDeawall recommendation.

Protect seawall Try & keep as it is

use a seawall if the weather gets really bad  protect

Protect with Sea wall. I have seen these working in many parts of the world. It would 
be a more economical option than Managed retreat let alone the flow on effects of 
removing the BIG 4. There already is enough barren wasted land down at Middleton 
the Big 4 is what keeps the economy turning down there, let alone another eyesore we 
can’t have that again. So protect what we have in place already.

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

Protect Seawall Protect the seawall

Protect with a Seawall, Moving this business would be a huge loss to the tourism 
industry in Albany WA. Also this is a family operated business, I wouldn’t like to think 
that the City of Albany would support a relocated of Assets.

Strongly disagree to the relocation! If your infrastructure planning is accurate then 
the Holiday Park poses no threat to the beach front nor does the alleged sea level rise 
pose a threat to it.

Protect with a Seawall keep caravan park accessible for tourists

disagree. relocation of assets will be delay the inevitable. a proper solution is required. Move assets.  No more seawalls please.  We want sand not rocks.

N/A. we should see what happens then go from there

i would do these as they will help protect the caravan park I don’t use Big 4



MU2 - BIG4 Middleton Beach - In Management Unit 2 the asset at risk is the BIG4 Caravan Park (Middleton Beach). 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:Recommendation	12:	Managed	Retreat	-	staged	relocation	of	assets.Recommendation	13:	Protect	-	Seawall.What	feedback	would	
you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

It would be a great idea to build a seawall as that will protect the caravan park which 
will allow more tourists.

Avoid the seawall unless it is the only good option as it would be much harder to 
reverse

Reasonable good
Before heading down the seawall pathway consider the potential positive affect of the 
planned artificial surf reef. While not trying to hold back the ocean, the wave energy 
will be spent much further offshore and therefore reducing the risk of shore erosion.   

It would be a shame to have to relocate the caravan park as it I such a lovely position. 
How big would a sea wall have to be - if not too invasive I think this would be 
preferable.

I think a caravan park would be a great idea, this will attract more tourist; as long as it 
isn’t too expensive. I don’t see why we’d need to relocate Big4 but protecting the seawall is a good idea.

Well first of all, don’t change the golf course to fit in the holiday park. You don’t need 
to spend more money than you already are on this problem.   I have never been to the 
Big 4 holiday Park, because I live in Albany anyway, so I don’t really know how much of 
an economic impact the holiday park has on Albany.

The construction of a sea wall is problematic. While protection of this asset seems 
attractive, the best long term solution is going to be relocation. If a seawall was the 
preferred option, who would pay for it and maintain it? Wouldn’t it result in there 
eventually being no beach at all in that location? How would public access to the 
foreshore be maintained?

Cool seawall

keep the big4, manage the surroundings and assets Good

Would need to know where relocation is? Not enough information provided for me to 
make a comment 

I have never agreed with resorts or hotels or even private housing being right up to the 
shore line of any beach. The shoreline should be preserved as public space and kept as 
natural as possible. 



MU3	-	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street	-	In	Management	Unit	3	the	asset	at	risk	is	the	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street.	

The	recommendation	for	these	assets	is:	Recommendation	14:	Managed	Retreat	-	Relocate	properties	from	Griffiths	Street.	What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	
recommendation?

As above Managed retreat

Support when necessary Support recommendation 14

Ok Agree - managed retreat

Support no comment

agree - monitor and manage. Increase vegetation on foreshore dunes and build dunes 
to protect asset behind.

No real threat as the beach accretes after a storm, if  in the future a major series of 
storms erode the dune the property’s should be brought for market value.

Beach Re nourishment Disagree.

Okay, based on adequate evidence of risk increasing to a level that warrants action Disagree = you have no way of knowing exactly how far to retreat

Relocation of private properties could be controversial and costly, but a better option 
for the environment

I disagree with this recommendation.  We need to protect the beach - and therefore 
the houses.  

it may be 30 to 50 yrs before the coast threatens these property’s may be the decision  
should be made closer to the time    

Same again protect what we have. Seawall. as properties come on the public market 
purchase them.

I’m not sure if this would be possible No to relocation

what a stupid idea, really ! If  a seawall is impractical the agree with recommendation 14

I imagine the property owners would disagree with this. Less so, but as for all other 
comments, I would recommend the whole stretch is protected into the future. Seems 
to me that the higher cost of protection and maintenance options far outweighs 
retreat/acceptance of lot options when considering the broader implications to 
homeowners, businesses, CoA, etc. If you are protecting other areas, storm surges 
from here could flow in and wash back down to the protected areas anyway, making 
the protection measures down there obsolete. And what about the golf course? 

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

I agree it should be relocated do not relocate

agree I don’t like the thought of any managed retreats

Ok - wait until necessary No comment

This seems to be an extreme measure. Again, there is nothing to say when any major 
event could cause enough damage to threaten these homes, this is a lot of stress for 
home owners for their homes to potentially just sit there for years. 

I disagree with the relocation of properties in the short term. I do not believe the 
assets should be protected by government works on Griffiths st at this stage. I believe it 
should be monitored and reassessed in 5 years.



MU3	-	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street	-	In	Management	Unit	3	the	asset	at	risk	is	the	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street.	

The	recommendation	for	these	assets	is:	Recommendation	14:	Managed	Retreat	-	Relocate	properties	from	Griffiths	Street.	What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	
recommendation?

no relocation is needed just sustainable practices that will positively impact the area That seems very unfair to those people.   

Agree Nil

Support wording in plan. I strongly support maintaining foreshore reserve, so like 
the need for relocation when a trigger point half way through reserve is reached. 
If seawalls are to be used at both ends of beach, we need to maintain beach 
environment in the central area, and the golf course allows us to retreat and retain a 
foreshore reserve,

I agree with this recommendation. However, I do not believe that the community 
should pay for the purchase of the properties. If they are at imminent risk, in my view, 
they become worthless.

No action required there’s a large buffer and the beach also accretes after a storm 
event. In the case of a miracle storm event in the next 100 years it might be cheaper 
to buy the 5 houses for market value. Highly unlikely let the people be as this adds 
immense stress for no reason. ( over conservative )

We should not allow any further development and only relocate properties when 
all the predicted doom and gloom actually starts to happen. Most of it is due to a 
predicted sea level rise which would affect far more important infrastructure than this 
if it actually happens.

As above for MU2. use the seawall to stop the properties to get destroyed  

as above Build houses on stilts.

More cost effective to maintain protection of these properties. They are all expensive 
properties, the cost of reimbursing the owners will be prohibitive.

Moving properties is a good idea as it protects the houses and land but others may not 
want to move their houses. 

notifying residents of the change going to occur  i would leave them if the are going to be ok otherwise move them to a new location

Moving the properties on Griffiths Street?  Definitely implementing another 
Recommendation.

I think we should do something to stop having to move the people living on that street. 
That will take a lot more time and money.

Sounds good We’re gonna relocate a whole street’s worth of properties??

we should do that and help them out with the redevelopment of them by maybe 
giving them money

Don’t make the people move. If they are aware of the dangers, they will move on their 
own accord. 

So long as land owners are suitable compensated This is total overkill - and totally disruptive to the owners

Apply property caveats now. No comment

I don’t agree with the relocation of properties. I don’t think this is a good idea 

Beachwall, do not relocate! No good, too costly

No comment on this asset Definitely relocate.  

I support this recommendation Nil feedback



MU3	-	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street	-	In	Management	Unit	3	the	asset	at	risk	is	the	Properties	on	Griffiths	Street.	

The	recommendation	for	these	assets	is:	Recommendation	14:	Managed	Retreat	-	Relocate	properties	from	Griffiths	Street.	What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	
recommendation?

Donot retreat donot relocate.  Protect proerties Unnecessary.

Protect assets via staged enlargement of seawall. I have no additional comments to make as the previous  comments also apply .

Not the answer to the problem erosion will still hapen Not sure

Not enough info No managed retreat. Protect the beach

100% support as per above. Do not relocate. Protect the properties

:) good

Strongly disagree!  Unnecessary upheaval for absolutely no gain to either the ecology 
or the persons residing in the area.

You want to uproot houses and families? Where will you put the houses, and how will 
you pay for it?

Purchase, lease back, risk and relocate assessement as part of lease.  Again, consider 
the ptential positive impact of the artificial surf reef and the protential to extend the 
strategy to reduce the impact on the shoreline

Seems a little impractical to remove the expensive properties there - I can see the 
homeowners being pretty resistant.

Fair call if it is going to be a drain on taxpayers in the future. nonsense. They are peoples homes and livelihoods

Not sure on this one. I feel the residents have priority on feedback. management. purchase properties that arise for sale to manage retreat

Similar beachside location should be planned for these property owners.



MU3 - Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path - In Management Unit 3 the assets at risk are the Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path. 

The	recommendations	for	these	assets	are:	Recommendation	15:	Managed	Retreat	of	assets	in	the	Southern	Portion.	Recommendation	16:	Renovation/Expansion	of	
Groynes	(Geotextile	Sand	Container).		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

I would be against all managed relocations. I am unsure why this is an option Ok

Support when necessary Support both

Agree managed retreat of Southern assets  expand groyne to mimic Geotexile 
arrangement - remove current degrading geotextile sand bagging - remove eroded 
bank and realign  foreshore to suit natural erosion pattern . Increase dune mass & 
vegetation in front of CP and realign footpaths

Agree with the gradual relocation of assets. Upgrade of the foreshore and create a 
public open space.   Would be nice not to have too many groynes or structures on the 
foreshore, but understand it is required for protect. Is there an option to integrate 
structures into the built form of the public open space? 

I support expansion of protection but not the method. A proper seawall using sensitive 
materials - not geotextile sand containers or gravel-stone rocks - would be appropriate Better to protect and keep this valuable infrastructure. To move it ? Where? who pays ?

Managed retreat will mean the lose of a vital tourist provider and have a negative  
effect on the Albany economy and tourism for Albany and the region. businesses which 
are positively geared  and producing income for the area should be helped to grow in 
turn this creates a better social environment for the residents of Albany.  The property 
should be protected.   

More effort needs to be paid to renovating the present seawall groyne and sandbag 
structures to maintain the beach area that is now available. Extra effort should also be 
paid to the seagrass area with perhaps some underwater structure to lessen the impact 
of winterstorms on the foreshore. Placing sand in the ocean is of little use, but some 
man-made reef would assist to reduce the swells as well as protect the seagrass and 
the infrastructure on the coast.

Disagree with both. I would recommend more expensive but effective options such 
as natural nearshore breakwaters as discussed in the more detailed background 
documents. And why wasn’t a buried seawall considered here? Please enlighten us 
how the managed retreat would work? Retreat where? There is no land left. And at 
whose expense? No option is provided for retreat as was for the Middleton Beach 
Holiday Park, and even there the suggestion to go to the Golf Course is not well 
justified. At whose cost? What agreements are in place? How will the community 
react? All seems a little silly to me. Protect your leaseholders. Protect our assets. Work 
with private business to make sure we can keep them and keep our beautiful coastline.

Managed retreat would trigger a good quality developing Holiday park to stop moving 
forward with the times and run the parks lean investing any of the profits in other 
regions with security.. Albany will suffer if it lost the Two best parks in town along with 
the 40 - 50 jobs and beneficiary’s ( Cafes ,Restaurants, Shops, Tours, City assets and 
staff that work for these businesses )  Protecting this park by upgrading the protection 
it has and NOT REMOVING SEAWALL TAIL AND SANDBAGS . The city should be 
maintaining coastal protection and not removing it as it says in the CHRMAP.  The costs 
for protecting this park is an investment to the city as a CBA will demonstrate. 

not sure what this means recommendation 15 agree

Groynes don’t seem to have worked too well so far Support

Again, the retreat option is completely unfeasible for a business. The city should plan 
to protect their assets for the long term.

Stop renovating the area and leave it be, it can naturally fix itself but we need to leave 
it alone 

I strongly agree with Recommendation 16. The Groyne and sand bags need to be 
maintained. 

I would recommend against relocating the assets. Retain the attraction of being close to 
the beach



MU3 - Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path - In Management Unit 3 the assets at risk are the Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path. 

The	recommendations	for	these	assets	are:	Recommendation	15:	Managed	Retreat	of	assets	in	the	Southern	Portion.	Recommendation	16:	Renovation/Expansion	of	
Groynes	(Geotextile	Sand	Container).		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Use of groynes along whole section might be more suitable? My preference would be Recommendation 16

This park is the biggest tourism provider for Albany putting through the highest 
number of guests in Albany. It has the capacity in the future under the business and 
concept plans to deliver an experience that will draw tourists from other regions to 
Albany for there Holidays and getaways. This park has been brought and operated 
under protection from a Seawall and the sandbags and it would be unexceptable to 
remove the protection this park has, as described in MU4 and MU3. Managed retreat 
option will cease the business plan and likely trigger investment to look at other 
options leaving the park to run down which will cost jobs and impact local businesses, 
it is a negative approach to the Albany economy and tourism. On the other hand 
maintaining the protection by enhancing the Seawall has a positive affect on the park 
and other businesses and retains local jobs. It is not that difficult to repair the Seawall 
tail and tail it in on the south west side of the park boundary enhancing the beach and 
access without the need for sandbags. This will secure investment into the park and 
Albany giving tourist even more reasons to visit our region. If the city is going to spend 
19m on protecting Rose garden and there amenity block plus water Corp pumping 
station what is another 2m in protecting Big4 Emu Beach.  Also the 6-12m on seagrass 
should be put into enhancing the Seawall and parkland in front of the park before its 
spent on seagrass as the seagrass doesn’t score well on effectiveness.

To me Emu Beach Holiday Park is the most at risk asset currently as the is very little 
to protect it and seasonal erosion continues along that section of the beach.  The 
Geotextile Sand groynes in this area have been a disaster and are now both a hazard 
to beach walkers and the environment.  The bags have broken, there are pieces of the 
geotextile fabric that have broken off and are buried along the shore line and drifted 
out to sea.  This area of the beach needs URGENT attention.  The existing bags need 
to be REMOVED and replaced with a more stabile enduring structure.  I don’t consider 
these Geotextile Sand Containers have been of any benefit to this area. Just an ugly and 
dangerous hazard!   

I feel the caravan park boundaries should be relocated, given these are so close to the 
coast, are on council land, and can be amended by council in the lease. Without such 
a change we will create a pinch point for public use, amenity, foreshore vegetation 
and trails in this location. The renovation is a bit vague and i feel this needs specific 
community engagement to allow people to understand and comment.

Disagree with the managed retreat recommendation 15. This are has had substantial 
development put in place to bring tourism to the region. I don’t believe now is the time 
to retreat, it’s the time to protect and sustainably manage as per Recommendation 16, 
and modify the Groynes to become more effective in the management of erosion.

Geo textiles seem to be a short term solution  Expansion of Groynes should be more 
cost effective looking long term

Relocation will be required, in fact i would hazard a guess that the whole EMU beach 
are is at risk from the threats noted above

Again disagree with managed retreat of the asset.   The geotextile grounds have 
worked and should be renovated. 

We use that path daily when riding or walking to Emu point and love it, it also needs to 
stay but if realigning is needed it should be done as long as it stays in some form

While not a user of The Emu Point Big 4 Resort Park, I think the expansion of the 
Groynes would be my preferred option as they have protected Emu Point ever since 
the major storm many years ago that eroded the whole point

I disagree with Recommendation 15 for the same reason as disagreeing with the 
recommendation to move the other caravan park.  I favour renovation and expansion 
of the Groynes.

RECOMMENDATION  15 Build a seawall. Build it properly and don’t mess it up with groynes again

Remove the groynes and let mother nature take care of the coastline - it will come 
back of its own accord eventually

Assets are key economic sources(tourist), without them will see a big tourist dropoff. 
Protecting them is in the regions best interest.

Agree with both recommendation 15 and 16 Recommendation 16 Renovation/expansion of Groynes



MU3 - Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path - In Management Unit 3 the assets at risk are the Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path. 

The	recommendations	for	these	assets	are:	Recommendation	15:	Managed	Retreat	of	assets	in	the	Southern	Portion.	Recommendation	16:	Renovation/Expansion	of	
Groynes	(Geotextile	Sand	Container).		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Minor expansion of groynes when required Sand Re Nourishment 

renovate Recommend avoid relocation of assets  and accept recommendation 16

Recommendation 16 at all costs Not 15. Go with 16.

Needs intensive discusdion Recommendation 16: renovation/expansion of groynes

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

Recommendation 16 is continuing a stragey that will continue to require investment. 
This strategy is about holding back the ocean.   When Lockyer Shoal was healthy with 
seagrass then the wave energy was spent well offshore on the shoal and Emu Beach 
was just that, a beach.   replenishment of seagrass on the shoal and consider the 
possibility or an artificial reef to assist with the replenishment of the shoal and the 
protection of the shore from high energy wave events

Retreat. Let nature take its course.  People will continue to find spaces to walk I am happy as long as there is a way to Emu point from Middleton beach on foot/cycle

Keep and protect Emu Beach Caravan Park . None 

I think moving assets will result in a reduction of tourism Donot retreat. Exand groins

Groynes Renovate

As i said earlier i don’t like the proposed managed retreat - this park brings so much to 
the community - I think both parks are unrivalled in quality and are stand out parks - i 
doubt any other parks bring in as much revenue to the town in both tourist dollars and 
in rates and lease fees 

Well, groynes look really ugly, so I would prefer it if they didn’t happen. But they also 
might work, so if you do end up doing the groynes, please tell us beforehand so we can 
take photos of our beach while its still beautiful. 

Not familiar with this area Recommendation 16 is the best option,

Renovate the seawall No comment

There are already groynes there with some tweaking they would function a lot better Seems reasonable

Recommendation 16 Recommendation 16 preferred.  

Don’t agree that 15 is required.  Agree that 16 is good if or when it is necessary definitely renovate and extend groynes

Renovation/Expansion of Groynes is greatly favoured. Please let us all enjoy this 
amazing area for as long as possible.  

sandbags are a bandaid. . . . take out the emu point groins that have caused all the 
problems to start with



MU3 - Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path - In Management Unit 3 the assets at risk are the Emu Beach Holiday Park and dual use path. 

The	recommendations	for	these	assets	are:	Recommendation	15:	Managed	Retreat	of	assets	in	the	Southern	Portion.	Recommendation	16:	Renovation/Expansion	of	
Groynes	(Geotextile	Sand	Container).		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Renovation and expansion of groynes is best solution to save the beach and the 
caravan park

The groynes should never have been installed to begin with, but now that they are, I 
don’t see much alternative given the environmental impact they have already had.

oke Sounds good

It would be a shame to lose the dual use path. use groynes to stop the water from getting through

Prevent the erosion should be the primary focus Recommendation 16.

Renovation of groynes is a must but the expansion to the groyne walls

Strongly agree! The existing groin has saved much of the beach and a further 
expansion will only serve to compound this effect.

Strongly agree! The existing groin has saved much of the beach and a further expansion 
will only serve to compound this effect.

We are regular users of the dual use path whilst holidaying in town. Sad loss of 
amenity.

To be managed in conjunction with the Holiday Park’s wishes. Refer my response to 7 
MU2

I think existing accommodations should be retained or possibly upgraded to be more 
environmentally friendly. Expansion of groynes if absolutely necessary to protect the 
area

No body should own any direct access paths to any beaches. In fact I thought that they 
couldn’t own exclusive access to any beaches? As for paths I do love walking along 
the path from midds to emu point and without it there would be erosion so I hope it 
remains

I think it is a great idea Recommendation 16

I would prefer to see renovation and expansion of groynes.  Do not remove any 
protection already in place.

I think the geotextile sand containers appear to work very well. Therefore I feel 
recommendation 16 is preferable.

Same as Q8. The existing groynes are terribly butt ugly in coffee rock. PLEASE beautify!

I don’t know enough about groynes I support these recommendations.

i would do these because they will help extremely with the process We love the dual use path but don’t build more rock groynes.

Expansion of Groynes would be good I don’t really understand but don’t remove the path please.

:) good

Sounds good



MU4 - Foreshore Reserve - In Management Unit 4 the asset at risk is the Foreshore Reserve. 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:	Recommendation	17:	Seagrass	replenishment	program	be	continued	and	enhanced.		Recommendation	18:	Revetment	be	upgraded	
along	with	redevelopment	of	Foreshore	Park	and	removal	of	Sandbag	Revetment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

I think that the park is fine. I suppose though that it all depends in what is involved in 
the redevelopment

Remove sandbags as they are causing more problems towards the beach site. don’t 
upgrade as it will cause more damage

Support - seagrass nice but could be a waste of money agree

Ok recommendation 17, allow the natural environment to take over

Support Support

agree - seagrass development, monitoring and support for increasing capacity of future 
plantings that with increase density of grass and protecting the sea floor.    Agree - 
Upgrades done with coastal engineering and professional technical expertise to protect 
foreshore and structural assets  

I support 17: Seagrass replenishment, however, personal observation over years shows 
it comes and goes for no apparent external reason, suggesting nature at work. Will 
replenishment last?  I support upgrading of the revetment, but using materials with 
more aesthetic value than the rocks that have been used to date or the sand bags.

whatever will protect the reserve the best Agree recommendation 17 and 18

Recommendation 18 is much better. Seagrass sounds like it’s not even guaranteed to 
help, and it then takes 50 years to replenish, at further cost. Upgrades will be cheaper 
in the long run.

Seagrass replenishment an absolute must. +++  These sandbags in this location have 
been a disaster.  This area is under seasonal erosion and battering and will need a far 
more substantial revetment to protect it. 

sea grass is a great idea but it is not effective also the backwash from the Seawall 
wall in a storm will erode the seagrass, money spent on seagrass should be put into 
redesigning the Seawall tail and maintaining protection in front of Big4 Emu Beach 
before waisted on seagrss as there is a lot more to benefit from protecting the park 
and maintaining the beach towards Midds. The sandbag revetments should not be 
removed unless it is incorporated into a new Seawall, maintain the sandbags until the 
funding is available to put long term protection in place. Park landing the foreshore is 
a great idea but their is little point if Big4 emu beach is under retreat as it would be a 
mess for years

Removing Sand bag revetment will accelerate erosion in front of Big4 Emu Beach 
triggering managed retreat which is a massive loss to Albany. ( Lack of security to invest 
in the Park loss of jobs etc ) Sandbags should only be removed if the seawall structures 
are extended to stabilise the erosion in front of the park. Also money that is forecast 
for the seagrass should be spent on maintaining the seawall and extended in front of 
Big4 Emu Beach and not removing it, clearly it states that the effectiveness of seagrass 
is unknown and it is likely to be lost in a major storm event ( potential waste of Capital 
) All other structures in this area are stable are stable in the short term and don’t need 
upgrading triggering a rapid rushed decision ( although it states this in the CHRMAP 
only one engineer opinion should have multiple) this will give the City more time to 
raise the finance

I agree with both, and believe the monitoing equipment has  been installed for a long 
enough period of time to get a true picture of the coastal movement. The revetment 
upgrade being rolled in to a foreshore redevelopment makes sense. 

Protect with a Seawall, Moving this business would be a huge loss to the tourism 
industry in Albany WA. Also this is a family operated business, I wouldn’t like to think 
that the City of Albany would support a relocated of Assets.

Similar thoughts as previous question. Integrate revetment structures with built 
elements in the public open space 

Agree with both recommendations.   The current sandbags in this area are a public 
safety hazard and should be removed as part of a redesign of the area. 



MU4 - Foreshore Reserve - In Management Unit 4 the asset at risk is the Foreshore Reserve. 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:	Recommendation	17:	Seagrass	replenishment	program	be	continued	and	enhanced.		Recommendation	18:	Revetment	be	upgraded	
along	with	redevelopment	of	Foreshore	Park	and	removal	of	Sandbag	Revetment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

If Seagrass would protect assets along the coast that might be OK however to plant 
seagrass would be a waste of money as if there is another big storm it will wash 
out again like it did in 1984 and it would be a waste of time and effort   a revetment 
upgrade is the best way forward as this will protect assets behind it .   If sand bags are 
to be removed then some other form of protection needs to be considered otherwise 
you will be going backwards and making the erosion issues worse .    

support works that maintain wide foreshore reserve for continued public use and 
amenity. suggest works have targetted community engagement if agreed in principle 
by council. I support seagrass regeneration for all the coast, through trial planting, 
conditions on develoment funding such work. I would like to see off shore protection 
works be considered, , not just seawalls, as seawalls result in loss of beach, not creation 
of beaches. We need to restore a beach environment here.

As mentioned in the previous feedback, the assistance for the seagrass regrowth and 
the reduction of the strength of ocean swells by the use of some undersea structure 
should be considered. The alteration of the present seawall and movement of the dual 
usage pathway will only see further erosion at the end of the wall, as has been shown 
in the past 25 years of sea wall extensions.

Agree with seawall options. Should be buried to minimise visual impact. Seagrass 
replenishment should work too. Again though, it is difficult to properly understand the 
reasoning in the reports. They make statements of what we should be doing without 
really saying or justifying why (and this considers all addenda also). As for all above 
though. Protect, do not write off our built and natural assets.

Agree recommendations 17 Agree with recommendations  

SUPPORT RECOMMENDATION  RECOMMENDATION 17  SUPPPPORT 
RECOMMENDATION 18

Both recommendations would appear to be a sensible and more permanent approach 
to the issue

no comment recommendation 17

Seagrass replenishment recommendation 17 Sand Re nourishment 

sandbag movement at East End shows not a good option Agree with recommendations  

As above, this too will be be under threat as the ocean only need to break through the 
sand bank to inundate the area.  Man made dykes, have, unfortunately a propensity for 
failure as maintenace seem to often be neglected for fincial reasons - i.e. no money in 
the budget this year.

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

No comment Recommendation 17

I think continuing with seagrass is the way to go. Protect foreshore

Agree with 17.  Agree with 18. I agree with both recommendations.

Recommendation 18: Revetment be upgraded along with redevelopment of Foreshore 
Park and removal of Sandbag Revetment is the best solution.

Build a proper seawall. We need to preserve what we have. This land is important to 
the area it what makes Emu Pt so great we need to preserve this asset.



MU4 - Foreshore Reserve - In Management Unit 4 the asset at risk is the Foreshore Reserve. 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:	Recommendation	17:	Seagrass	replenishment	program	be	continued	and	enhanced.		Recommendation	18:	Revetment	be	upgraded	
along	with	redevelopment	of	Foreshore	Park	and	removal	of	Sandbag	Revetment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Encourage natural scrub growth and be prepared for land sinkage vs ocean rising Agree and support

Agree Continue with recommendations 17 and 18continue with recommendation 19

Agree  Refer to previous responses

The foreshore reserve should be preserved. Unsure on this one.

A wise recommendation Replenish the seagrass

No comment on this 

My preference is Recommendation 18 I have no feedback

Sounds fine Same as previous question.

17 Agree

Go with 17.   Repleenish sandbag revetment Recommendation 17

Recommendation 17 is the best option Recommendation 17 is the best

They both that sound like the best options especially the sea grass replenishment 
program

Agreement with both however with consideration given to the significant use of this 
area by the general population.

agreed. Ok

Sounds good. To protect foreshore but the sea grass replenishment so that it is natural

do both of these as they will help save them none  

Foreshore reserve will help things nah the groyne is good

looking after the seagrass would be good  good

Do not remove the sandbags! The sea grass can replenish around/near the bags 
without disrupting them.   Waste of money!

17....YES  18...consider offshore reef combined with seagrass replenishment as a more 
sustainable strategy. Not trying to stop the option....just modify its impact. 

I think it’s a great idea, in order for the seagrass to be maintained. it will help the 
environment

Recommendation 17 is excellent and I feel should be implemented. I would also be 
happy with recommendation 18 being implemented.

Sounds good. agree

If you remove the sandbags, I sure hope you re-use them somewhere else. A sandbag 
saved is a sandbag earned. 

That area need to be returned to a more natural state and have an intelligent 
researched environmentally friendly interventions regardless of costs. 



MU4 - Foreshore Reserve - In Management Unit 4 the asset at risk is the Foreshore Reserve. 

The	recommendations	for	this	asset	are:	Recommendation	17:	Seagrass	replenishment	program	be	continued	and	enhanced.		Recommendation	18:	Revetment	be	upgraded	
along	with	redevelopment	of	Foreshore	Park	and	removal	of	Sandbag	Revetment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Agree. I believe there is potential for some beach to return here. I grew up at Emu Pt in 
the 70’s. If the first groyne hadn’t been put in place we would very likely have a beach 
now and not these ugly groynes. Please beautify.... a lot.

Seagrass replenishment is more of a research project than a real effective action. I 
wouldn’t be counting on it.  I support upgrading the revetment and enhancing the 
foreshore area.

sure Sounds like a reasonable response

No issues with doing this. Foreshore park would be nice



MU5	-	Oyster	Harbour	South	East	Beach	-	In	Management	Unit	5	the	asset	at	risk	is	the	Oyster	Harbour	Southeast	Beach.	The	recommendation	for	this	asset	to	maintain	a	
sandy	beach	is:	Recommendation	19:	Sand	Nourishment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Agree Ok

Support when necessary yes

Ok Sand Re nourishment 

Support if necessary Agreed

No issue with this if it becomes necessary Grea

No No comment on this

Agree I support this recommendation

Agree  Yes. Agree with sand nourishment.

Agree Agree

Agree - Sand Nourishment , Monitor area as to sand movement - increase seagrass agree with recommendation

Sounds like a good idea to me Okay

Seems somewhat appropriate. I would consider progressively walling the lot though. 
Protect all assets at all costs or risk losing businesses and visitors.

Similar to Middleton Beach foreshore, this beach is an important asset to the 
community and tourism. Agree with recommendations to protect the asset. 

agree I think with the position of this area beach nourishment would work fine 

agree Keep similar sediments coming to the area, regularly

Support - don’t see great risk Worth trying 

SUPPORT RECOMMENDATION 19 Maintain sand nourishment 

Agree - sand nourishment agree.

Leave it alone and let mother nature take her course. I think that’s a good recommendation 

Happy with this Responses above

See q 11. Continue as it is

Sounds fine Sand nourishment

Agree Yes

Agree I agree.  

Not sure Keep maintaining what’s already in place



MU5	-	Oyster	Harbour	South	East	Beach	-	In	Management	Unit	5	the	asset	at	risk	is	the	Oyster	Harbour	Southeast	Beach.	The	recommendation	for	this	asset	to	maintain	a	
sandy	beach	is:	Recommendation	19:	Sand	Nourishment.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	this	recommendation?

Agree as it is a well used facility Recommendation 19: Sand Nourishment

Continue with recommendation 19 good idea

Agree. It experiences the less amount of significant erosion.  Sand nourishment will 
maintain this asset.

support, subject to knowing where sand is being transported from, and is 
noncontaminated.

Strongly agree. That is an area extensively used by the public. Safe and child friendly. Nourish it with what exactly?  Waste of money!

Comments as above Yes...with sutable type sand

Also an area my family loves and an asset that Albany should keep Yep

may be acceptable Cool

Spending money on adding sand to a beach sounds silly. Taking sand from elsewhere 
will only disturb that ecosystem. none

Sand nourishment works short term and has a high price tag, a second opinion from 
coastal engineers should be looked into across the implementation plan before it goes 
to the councillors. 

use the groyne is better than sand nurishment

agreed. good  

Good Sand nourishment is better that more rocks!

i would do this so the beach can stay sandy As above

Just make heaps of jetty’s so we can use them and they also stop the erosion agree

Yes this will give the beach more sand and will hopefully help out the beach. sure

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

Sounds good to me

Is this a sustainable solution?

Great idea.

Sounds good.

Sounds good Yes please. As much beach as possible.

do that I support this recommendation.



The	CHRMAP	contains	6	[9]	overarching	recommendations	in	regards	to	the	Planning	Framework.	

These	are:	1:	Local	Planning	Strategy	-	Investigation	Area;	2:	Local	Planning	Scheme	Special	Control	Area;	3:	City	Infrastructure	Asset	Planning;	4:	Resilience	Planning	and	
Monitoring;	5:	Sand	Nourishment	Investigation;	6:	Rates	Levy	Investigation;	7:	Lease	Land	Management;	8:	Purchase	of	Property	Investigation;	9:	Emergency	Management	
Plan.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

It is obvious to me that this is a land grab of prime land. By making the owners of the 
current land move means there will be more abundance of “council land “ that in the 
future could be sold for a lot more than what today’s purchase price would be

There are not enough hours in the day for the average ratepayer to read all of this 
matter. Perhaps you could budget to pay us for doing this. You might then get some 
meaningful input.

Agree all need to be reviewed and appropriate actions put in place for implementation 
over time. Certainly need t be careful with your review of lease land management 
considering the value of these businesses. I really can’t stress enough the importance 
of considering protection for all options. And always ask yourself, who is going to 
pay for the option? Does it make good business sense for them to foot the bill? Are 
other more potentially capital intensive options better in the long term when it comes 
to mitigating risk? Be very careful accepting the recommendations of consultants 
when insufficient justification is provided to support. Read between the lines. The 
CHRMAP reports, this survey and all other investigation into the matter demonstrates 
considerable writer bias toward the recommended options.

Public access and environmental protection should come before private gain: that is 
any alterations should be made to protect public access and environment not private 
interests.  The caravan parks are relocatable and that is the preferred option that is 
least intrusive to public access and enjoyment of this beautiful area.  Visitors come 
to this area to enjoy the access to beach and foreshore.  Relocating caravan parks 
would not impact on this, where as altering the beach and foreshore would alter the 
level of environmental integrity and public enjoyment forever.  Let’s relocate what is 
relocatable and preserve what is not. Point 7 needs to include restrictions and planning 
for relocation in any lease renewals.  

I COUNTED 9 NOT 6 , BUT SUPPORT 1 THROUGH 9 key areas could be  3/4/5/9

a waste of time and money No Comment

have read and agree with all of above, and feel such an approach needs to be applied 
to all similar areas eg goode beach, robinson, little grove. There is a contradiction 
here with the listed recommendations, and the contents of the CHRMAP. I feel 
the lease boundary of the EMU point caravan park should be amended, and this 
is supported by the above general recommendation 7, but not included in the site 
specific recommendations. There are other examples of contradictions between these 
recommendations, and the site specific recommendations, and certainly council recent 
decisions. 

Be aware that engineers need to be conservative so that they are not sued in the 
current litigious environment, as I guess the council is also. However, many of these 
things can be planned for and only implemented when necessary in the future. Apart 
from the rock armouring at Emu Point and the erosion of the beach back to the sea 
wall at Ellen Cove, there is a very low probability that one storm can damage important 
infrastructure behind the sand dunes in the majority of Middleton Beach.     Sea rise in 
the future will affect all coastal areas and ports/cities if it eventuates as predicted so 
this small section of coast will be pretty insignificant for the council if it is impacted by 
sea level changes.

none Nil

Ok nothing at this stage

these recommendations are based on governance and should be investigated with 
experts and prior knowledge.  ?? Seabed Management and Planning  

This is a environmental disaster which is man made.  Please learn from the mistakes 
made.  Emu Point is a valuable asset treat it as such

It is an extremely complex but comprehensive framework with the involvement of 
many City directorates. It appears the City is on top of it all! 

No species need to be controlled, we need to allow nature to go untouched or we will 
ruin it



The	CHRMAP	contains	6	[9]	overarching	recommendations	in	regards	to	the	Planning	Framework.	

These	are:	1:	Local	Planning	Strategy	-	Investigation	Area;	2:	Local	Planning	Scheme	Special	Control	Area;	3:	City	Infrastructure	Asset	Planning;	4:	Resilience	Planning	and	
Monitoring;	5:	Sand	Nourishment	Investigation;	6:	Rates	Levy	Investigation;	7:	Lease	Land	Management;	8:	Purchase	of	Property	Investigation;	9:	Emergency	Management	
Plan.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

Protection policies are key none. 

no comment Seems to cover a good range.

I have no feedback Massive question not appropriate in this forum

More costs to justify something that no one can give an accurate time frame for. 
Millions and millions could be spent, and we won’t know if anything is/has worked 
until it happens. 

The city collects a large amount of rates and lease from affected property’s inside the 
Hazard line, this money needs to be reinvested into protecting the assets that generate 
the income and Jobs for the community.

All of the above Sounds good

1,2,4,5,6,8 They all sound very good to protect and look after our coasts 

Yes do these as they will help

2/3/4/9 They are good recommendations

The city collect approx 1 million dollars from leases and rates a year from property’s 
affected in the CHRMAP that money should be put aside for coastal defences until it 
comes a time assets are safe.

It is very important for The Middleton Beach Big 4 Resort Park to remain in its present 
position due to it being a major tourism destination and also for its importance to the 
economy of Albany.

No comment to make thanks for consultation

Compare your management plans with best practices that have worked in similar 
situations around the world. More research.

Agree providing the key aim is to protect the EMU Point Caravan Park and to facilitate 
its further development into a world class facility

Ok Yes

Comprehensive but misses the opportunity to consider the impact of nearshore 
artificial reefs (eg the proposed artificial surf reef) as a positive means of dispersing 
and decreasing the wave energy on the vulnerable shoreline. 

Number one recommendation i would put forward is to enshrine sufficient funds to not 
only build the infrastructure but to ensure funding for maintenance is included in any 
project plan. Else this will only be a stop-gat plan to get to the next major undertaking.

Retain what you have, replenish. Losing this area would be a real shame I support these recommendations.

See q11 Keep up the good work.

I think any movement of assets or changes that would reduce the ease of use would 
reduce tourism 

Don’t try to fix things that aren’t broken by employing more plate shufflers!  Stop 
wasting rate payers money on unnecessary tasks.

n/a if something bad happens then oh well we will just fix it 

Sounds good good



The	CHRMAP	contains	6	[9]	overarching	recommendations	in	regards	to	the	Planning	Framework.	

These	are:	1:	Local	Planning	Strategy	-	Investigation	Area;	2:	Local	Planning	Scheme	Special	Control	Area;	3:	City	Infrastructure	Asset	Planning;	4:	Resilience	Planning	and	
Monitoring;	5:	Sand	Nourishment	Investigation;	6:	Rates	Levy	Investigation;	7:	Lease	Land	Management;	8:	Purchase	of	Property	Investigation;	9:	Emergency	Management	
Plan.		What	feedback	would	you	provide	about	these	recommendations?

no all good I think the plan is great  

none Sounds alright.

If the city did actually follow these guidelines, I think all the plans will run smoothly Too confusing

I agree with all of these recommendations. They all seem very important roles for the council to adopt. I also feel it is important 
that suggestions are open for community comment.

It has areas that have well been thought out but it is a lot to take in during this survey 
in short period of time

Thorough and once implemented please improve the amenity and appeal of the whole 
area from Ellen Cove to Emu Pt. PLUS get cracking on a surf reef at surfers beach.

I believe that the new reef is a great idea, tourist will boom and so will cash flow for 
local business. This will also give young people to opportunity to learn new surfing 
skill and give locals a new reason to visit Middleton beach. The Big4 caravan park will 
become a bigger and business will be booming, although the bigger waves may effect 
the beach the new safety consearnes will be raised for nearby business’ and house and 
we will be able to think of other ways to help locals out.

That’s way too much reading - just preserve the area for future generations while 
improving infrastructure and encouraging tourism. 

Everything seems to be good.  I just am concerned about the Griffiths St and other 
property purchase.

Rates levy is not an option. They are already high. Think about bed tax or other coastal 
user focussed strategies. 



Do	you	have	any	additional	comments	about	the	Emu	Point	to	Middleton	Beach	CHRMAP?

Yes as above. If on current council land e.g. surfclub you can have a buried seawall then 
why is it different for land not currently managed or owned by the council. The obvious 
choice is to continue with the buried seawall as has already been carried out at the 
surfclub

The beach is the selling point of these areas- if you don’t allow for development and 
access you will lose tourism. Accommodation in Albany is poor enough as it is- better 
to not get rid of the accommodation that is actually attractive to families. In saying this 
it will be worth inputting sea wall etc to maintain what is there. 

No No

No no

Fantastic to see the City of Albany planning for short term and long term. Well done No

Please protect the beach and existing developments as they provide joy for all who use 
them. I would seek other beach side accommodation elsewhere in WA for our family 
holidays, if we can’t access these sites at Emu point and Middleton Beach

The businesses being asked to relocate instead of being protected is ludicrous. The City 
should be planning to protect the rate payers and businesses so they can keep a steady 
income from rates and rent. The money spent would be reimbursed within a decade. 

As per question 14 IT APPEARS THAT A VERY THOROUGH ASSESSMENT HAS BEEN DONE .

A very thorough and comprehensive body of work. An amazing amount of work has 
gone into creating it. 

I sincerely hope a public benefit and environmental protection focus will be the 
outcome.

The CBA undertaken in the CHRMAP process seams to be  incomplete as it has not 
factored in the income from properties which are positively geared and creating 
income for the city and so is not giving a true indication to the value of those assets 

We absolutely love coming to Albany every year and its great to see the council 
working on a positive plan , Middleton Beach and both of these parks need to stay as 
they are 

We need to protect and keep these structures, to move them is ridiculous. A lot of money has been wasted - let mother nature run her course
It needs to be done sustainably and in the correct interest of the environment and 
species that live in it

The rock wall from Firth St to Emu Point channel must stay in place. Funds must be set 
aside to ensure this wall is stabilised and not being undermined

Managed retreat  is not an acceptable option for the two Big4 parks as the benefits 
to the region are massive as displayed in a cost benefit analysis, the option should be 
removed from the implementation plan and if required the protection option adopted. 
Also the erosion problem at Emu Point is a man made problem and it will take a man 
made engineering solution to fix it and not the compromise of loosing major tourism 
assets

By splitting the ‘assets’ into small areas, no weight is given to the value of the 
foreshore as a continuous vegetated corridor for ecological and public amenity 
purposes. The proposed seawalls in a couple of places will dissect this reserve. The 
strategic value of the reserve as a ecological corridor needs included and used in the 
assessment of the options.

I believe these 2 areas of Albany are of far too great a significance to the region to even 
consider retreat. I believe the cost of relocation would be as crippling as the dent to 
the tourism industry that encompasses these 2 iconic Albany holiday destinations. I 
believe a lot can be learned from these 2 particular sites in regards to future planning, 
but that The CoA should continue to monitor and strategically manage the foreshore, 
with the protection of these valuable sites for generations as a priority. 

This is a very attractive area (which i walked end to end) and it shoul be protect as long 
as economically possible while the planning for asset relocation, land use and land 
reservation for future relocation is carried out in parallel with the short term initiative.   
In general I found this to be well thought out plan that gives guidance to future actions



Do	you	have	any	additional	comments	about	the	Emu	Point	to	Middleton	Beach	CHRMAP?

I think protecting what we have is very important for Albany  don’t destroy what we have just enhance this area.

The current rock revetments and the rock walls parallel to the shore also need 
research into their structural condition.  The sand behind these walls (land side) has 
been washed away leaving large gaps and holes.  Please look at these structures and 
maintain them before they start to collapse.  This 1.5 km of rock wall protects the Rose 
Garden Caravan Park and the Elizabeth Johnson Reserve the channel and Point.  It also 
gives us a lovely walk/cycle area looking out over King George Sound which is enjoyed 
by thousands.  We need to protect, restore and maintain these structures.  At the 
moment I consider sections of these rock walls  vulnerable to partial collapse.

I have followed this process for a long time now and can see a lot of misleading 
information in the implementation plan that will confuse the public in there decision 
making process. Also noticed that the CAP scores have been manipulated to get the 
desired outcome that the consultants wanted... RELOCATE ASSETS... SPP 2.6 is not 
always relevant under these circumstances because its an investment to protect 
income producing assets and relocating assets will cost the community, City and 
tourist.  Over 90% of tourist that visit the beachfront parks stay there because of its 
location and direct beach access if the parks are relocated the tourist will not just 
go to another park in town as they don’t offer the same product instead they will go 
to another region i.e. Busselton or Dunsborough  potentially loosing up to 40 to 50 
thousand people per year 

this is a stupid submission and i think it will be detrimental to the entire area - it is so 
widely utilised by so many. to change it would set Albany and tourism back 20-30 years

The owners of Middleton Beach Caravan Park have over the last 15 + years have 
continually planted vegetation, watered and maintained the beach side of the park
Hard structures do not work 

Eventual inundation would seem inevitable, but please do everything possible to 
preserve it for as long as possible. We love this area.

Start provisioning for future costs now and keep in a trust account. It’s already a very 
expensive location.

I feel that more needs to be done to save the BIG4 caravan parks right in the firing line. 
They are 10% of the towns accommodation provider and 2 waterfront family holiday 
destinations for tourists and need to be saved.

Tourist interest in Albany is growing, if the City wishes to maintain that growth close 
consideration needs to be made to the current assets in the area and the impact it will 
have on tourism if they no longer exist in their current form.

This area is a beautiful place to visit and is used by locals and tourists. I think changes 
must be measured and taking into account cost, upgrade of existing facilities and use 
by the public.

Protect everything. I have no doubt in my mind that it will be extremely regrettable 
if you do not. This affects all of our futures. This is not something to be taken lightly. 
Think very, very carefully before you make any firm decisions. 

Any relocation of the existing Holiday Parks would be detrimental to to owners of these 
businesses i would imagine so a buried seawall would be my preferred option.

Middleton Beach is the reason we come to Albany at least twice a year. They must be 
preserved.

Both Caravan Parks are a major tourism attraction for Western Australians, interstate 
and overseas visitors.  Having these parks with direct beach access should be retained - 
great for families.

Buy removing the seawalls it will destroy a lot of assets. The 2 caravan parks alone 
bring a huge amount of money into the albany region. Also both parks employ a large 
number of staff fulltime. By removing the seawalls it will have a huge economic impact.

Management Plans should always focus on protecting existing well developed  Tourist 
facilities. This Park attracts many international tourists who speak highly about it.

Albany should do everything it can to allow people to stay close to the ocean. There is 
no imperative for urgent action.

It seems a prudent approach We enjoyed the Middleton Beach area as is but only staid 3 night. 



Do	you	have	any	additional	comments	about	the	Emu	Point	to	Middleton	Beach	CHRMAP?

A map with this survey would have been a good idea with the locations as per the 
questions. 

The development brings in significant tourism to the region and removing valuable 
land will have a negative impact on our region. 

This repair should be priority before its to late to improve the beach linee It’s good that we are looking after the coastal environments. 

Area should be maintained as much ad possible as it is .  People enjoy the area as is.   It 
needs to be ptotected as much as possible.

please undo what has already been broken. nature takes care of herself. she doesn’t 
need to be ‘managed’ or ‘tamed’

I believe that the COA should repair and renovate the seawall in front of Emu point 
and also protect Emu Beach with a buried seawall the same as what is being done 
for the Surf Club and Ellen cove development. I believe it is important not to remove 
the existing seawall tail, as I believe that will damage the bike trail, beach and existing 
properties behind that.

Have a competition for high schools in Albany to see who can come up with the best 
idea. We have the most imaginative minds, so if we come up with something actually 
good, then you can give the winner the prize money and have a good solution to the 
problem. We are the minds of tomorrow. We are your future employees. We are the 
future of Albany. 

This stretch of coast is of very high value to the community and planning to protect 
assets while retaining the resource is to be commended.  I think my comments re 
artificial reef as a management structure have already been said. 

Leave the Holiday Parks alone! Albany will notice a MASSIVE decrease in tourist activity 
if the local council selfishly decides to relocate them.   Please use our rate payers funds 
for activities and service upgrades in the town that truly need to be done!

Make this survey shorter please! Re seal the bike path, trim some trees and maybe add better illumination in some parts
nah all good cheers No thanks

:) nope

The State government cannot walk away from coastal hazard management by getting 
local governments to do these hazard projects.  Also, greater leadership needs to be 
shown by the Australian government as coastal erosion is going to affect so many parts 
of Australia.
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e b
en

efits o
f retain

in
g existin

g b
each

 
assets. Th

ese assets, b
o

th
 n

atu
ral an

d
 b

u
ilt, are ico

n
ic to

 th
e regio

n
 an

d
 attract an

d
 facilitate visitatio

n
 an

d
 to

u
rism

 activity. 
Th

e Sh
u

ttlew
o

rth
’s argu

e th
at th

ey sh
o

u
ld

 b
e p

ro
tected

 as critical to
u

rism
 d

rivers an
d

 th
at th

e co
sts o

f p
ro

tectio
n

 are clearly 
ju

stified
 b

y th
e valu

e o
f th

e b
en

efits to
 th

e city an
d

 th
e regio

n
.  

 C
ritiq

u
e of th

e C
H

R
M

A
P Im

p
lem

en
ta

tio
n

 P
lan

 
Th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 h
as b

een
 review

ed
 an

d
 several co

n
cern

s h
ave b

e
en

 id
en

tified
: 

• 
D

u
rin

g th
e d

evelo
p

m
en

t o
f th

e p
lan

, co
n

su
ltatio

n
s w

ere
 o

n
ly u

n
d

ertaken
 w

ith
 lo

cal resid
en

ts an
d

 b
ro

ad
ly exclu

d
e

 
co

n
sid

eratio
n

 o
f visito

rs to
 A

lb
an

y an
d

 th
e regio

n
. 

• 
Th

e p
lan

 d
o

es n
o

t co
n

sid
er th

e co
n

sid
erab

le in
vestm

en
t alread

y co
m

m
itted

 to
 sign

ifican
t d

evelo
p

m
en

ts su
ch

 as th
e

 
M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 Fo
resh

o
re En

h
an

cem
en

t p
ro

ject an
d

 A
rtificial Su

rf R
ee

f p
ro

ject. A
ccep

tan
ce o

f th
e lo

ss o
f co

astlin
e in

 
th

e Em
u

 P
o

in
t to

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 area w

ill h
ave a su

b
stan

tial n
egative

 im
p

act o
n

 th
e

 p
ro

jected
 e

co
n

o
m

ic an
d

 so
cial 

b
en

efits o
f th

ese p
ro

jects. 

• 
Th

e ratio
n

ale u
sed

 in
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 p
lan

 lacks su
fficie

n
t ju

stificatio
n

 an
d

 takes a m
ain

ly q
u

alitative ap
p

ro
ach

 to
 th

e 
assessm

en
ts o

f o
p

tio
n

s, d
e

sp
ite h

avin
g co

n
d

u
cted

 so
m

e eco
n

o
m

ic an
alyse

s in
 th

e w
id

er C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

ce
ss. 

• 
Th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 estim
ates th

e co
sts o

f p
referred

 o
r m

o
st p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
s. Th

ese co
sts d

o
 n

o
t, h

o
w

ever, align
 

w
ell w

ith
 th

e co
sts listed

 o
r u

sed
 in

 an
alyses in

 th
e Fin

al D
raft A

d
ap

tio
n

 P
lan

 an
d

 M
aster A

p
p

en
d

ices. 

• 
A

lth
o

u
gh

 an
 o

p
tio

n
 fo

r relo
catio

n
 is co

n
sid

ered
 fo

r th
e M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark (th
ro

u
gh

 takin
g o

ver a p
o

rtio
n

 o
f 

th
e A

lb
an

y G
o

lf C
o

u
rse, w

h
ich

 is h
igh

ly u
n

likely to
 b

e co
n

sid
ered

 favo
u

rab
ly b

y th
e co

m
m

u
n

ity
 an

d
 is u

n
kn

o
w

n
 to

 b
e 

p
o

ssib
le

 at all given
 th

e go
lf co

u
rses h

eritage statu
s), n

o
 o

p
tio

n
 fo

r retreat is p
ro

vid
ed

 fo
r th

e Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 
n

o
 availab

le lan
d

 o
f th

e req
u

ired
 size in

 th
e area is availab

le to
 d

o
 so

.  

• 
Th

ere
 are se

veral state
m

en
ts an

d
 co

n
sid

eratio
n

s th
ro

u
gh

o
u

t th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 d

o
cu

m
en

ts w
h

ich
 h

ave
 in

flu
en

ced
 th

e fin
al 

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s an

d
 sco

rin
g o

u
tco

m
e

s, b
u

t w
h

ich
 are p

o
o

rly ju
stified

. 

• 
Th

e 
m

argin
s 

b
etw

een
 

p
ro

te
ctio

n
 

an
d

 
n

o
n

-p
ro

tectio
n

 
o

p
tio

n
s 

are 
to

o
 

sm
all 

to
 

p
ro

vid
e 

a 
firm

 
b

asis 
fo

r 
th

e 
fin

al 
reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s w
ith

o
u

t fu
rth

er co
n

sid
eratio

n
. 

 Th
e in

itial an
alysis o

f o
p

tio
n

s in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

le
m

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 w

as b
ased

 o
n

 a co
m

m
u

n
ity w

o
rksh

o
p

 an
d

 a m
u

lti-criteria 
an

alysis (M
C

A
). C

o
m

m
u

n
ity p

referen
ce in

 th
e case o

f th
e M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark (o
u

tsid
e o

f th
e avo

id
an

ce o
f fu

tu
re 

d
evelo

p
m

en
t) w

ere fo
r a ro

ck o
r san

d
b

ag seaw
all. Fo

r th
e Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark, th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity-p

re
ferred

 o
p

tio
n

s w
ere: 

co
n

tin
u

ed
 n

earsh
o

re gro
yn

es an
d

 seaw
all re

vetm
en

ts. In
 th

is case, th
e relo

catio
n

 o
f assets w

as sco
red

 th
e w

o
rst. (N

o
 

co
n

sid
eratio

n
 w

as taken
 o

f th
e o

p
tio

n
s fo

r b
u

ried
 seaw

alls, su
ch

 as is b
ein

g im
p

le
m

en
ted

 (fo
r p

art o
f th

e fo
re

sh
o

re) in
 th

e 
M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 Fo
re

sh
o

re E
n

h
an

cem
en

t P
ro

ject.)  
 Fu

rth
erm

o
re, a (p

artial) co
st-b

en
efit an

alysis (C
B

A
) w

as u
n

d
ertaken

 early in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

cess to
 asse

ss th
e b

en
e

fits an
d

 
co

sts o
f each

 o
p

tio
n

. A
lth

o
u

gh
 it is u

n
clear h

o
w

 b
en

efit valu
e

s w
ere

 calcu
lated

 (an
d

 it ap
p

e
ars u

n
likely th

at th
e

 valu
e

 o
f to

u
rism

 
an

d
 th

e lo
ss o

f critical to
u

rism
 in

frastru
ctu

re w
ere facto

red
 in

), a seaw
all w

as fo
u

n
d

 to
 b

e
 th

e m
o

st viab
le o

p
tio

n
 fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 

B
each

 an
d

 gro
yn

es fo
r Em

u
 B

each
.  

 D
esp

ite th
ese co

m
m

u
n

ity an
d

 C
B

A
-b

ased
 p

re
feren

ce
s, th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 team
 u

n
d

erto
o

k a ‘Tech
n

ical M
C

A
’ p

ro
ce

ss. W
ith

 little 
ju

stificatio
n

, m
an

y o
f th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity p

referen
ce

s w
ere re

ve
rsed

, w
ith

 th
e relo

catio
n

 o
f assets as b

e
in

g p
referred

 in
 b

o
th

 case
s. 

In
 sh

o
rt, o

p
tio

n
s w

h
ich

 h
ave b

eco
m

e “p
re

ferred
” in

 th
e fin

al reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s received

 far w
o

rse B
C

R
s an

d
 N

P
V

s th
an

 th
ese 

o
p

tio
n

s an
d

 th
e b

asis o
f th

e fin
al C

H
R

M
A

P
 reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s ap
p

ear to
 b

e b
ased

 so
lely o

n
 th

e tech
n

ical q
u

alitative sco
rin

g 
syste

m
 an

d
 d

o
 n

o
t align

 w
ith

 th
e co

m
m

u
n

ity p
referen

ces. 
 



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

ii 

Th
e eco

n
o

m
ic va

lu
e o

f th
e B

ig
4

 h
o

lida
y p

a
rks 

Th
e B

ig4
 h

o
lid

ay p
arks h

ave b
een

 id
en

tified
 as am

o
n

g th
e m

o
st im

p
o

rtan
t strategic to

u
rist sites in

 th
e re

gio
n

: 

• 
To

geth
er, th

e B
ig4

 site
s p

ro
vid

e aro
u

n
d

 a q
u

arter o
f A

lb
an

y’s to
tal estim

ated
 to

u
rist acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 b
ed

s. In
 to

tal, th
e 

h
o

lid
ay p

arks reco
rd

 1
4

1
,1

4
9

 gu
est n

igh
ts p

er an
n

u
m

 an
d

 are an
ch

o
r facilities to

 n
eigh

b
o

u
rin

g b
u

sin
esse

s an
d

 th
e w

id
er 

to
u

rism
 p

recin
cts at b

o
th

 site
s. 

• 
Th

ese gu
e

sts are estim
ated

 to
 sp

en
d

 ap
p

ro
xim

ately $
2

7
.1

 m
illio

n
 in

 th
e regio

n
 each

 year, w
ith

 a larger o
verall eco

n
o

m
ic 

im
p

act th
ro

u
gh

 th
e rip

p
le effe

ct. 

• 
Feed

b
ack co

n
sisten

tly id
en

tifies lo
catio

n
 (to

 u
se o

r b
e clo

se
 to

 th
e b

each
) as d

eterm
in

in
g w

h
ere to

 stay. 

• 
Th

e co
m

b
in

ed
 m

arketin
g sp

e
n

d
s o

f th
e h

o
lid

ay p
arks are ap

p
ro

xim
ately $

1
2

5
,0

0
0

 p
er an

n
u

m
. 

 Th
e Sh

u
ttle

w
o

rth
’s h

ave
 p

lan
s fo

r exp
an

sio
n

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts at b

o
th

 sites o
ver th

e n
ext five years, w

ith
 th

e req
u

ired
 cap

ital 
in

ve
stm

en
t reserved

 an
d

 co
n

cep
t p

lan
s d

evelo
p

ed
. H

o
w

ever, p
ro

gressio
n

 o
f th

ese in
ve

stm
en

ts h
as b

een
 h

alted
 p

en
d

in
g 

clarificatio
n

 o
n

 th
e reco

m
m

e
n

d
atio

n
s in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
. C

o
n

tin
u

ed
 u

n
certain

ty w
ill resu

lt in
 a year o

n
 year lo

ss o
f 

n
ew

 to
u

rism
 p

o
ten

tial, th
e flo

w
-o

n
 effects to

 n
eigh

b
o

u
rin

g b
u

sin
esse

s (e.g. re
stau

ran
ts, b

ars an
d

 cafes) an
d

 th
e co

n
co

m
itan

t 
eco

n
o

m
ic im

p
acts fo

r th
e city an

d
 regio

n
. Fu

rth
erm

o
re, sh

o
u

ld
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s b

e ad
o

p
ted

, th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s 
w

ill b
e fo

rced
 to

 re
-e

valu
ate th

eir o
p

eratio
n

s. U
ltim

ately, th
is is likely to

 resu
lt in

 th
e

 ce
ssatio

n
 o

f o
p

eratio
n

s an
d

 relo
catio

n
 to

 
an

 altern
ative stretch

 o
f co

astlin
e o

u
tsid

e o
f th

e re
gio

n
 th

at o
ffers greater assu

ran
ce

 o
f lo

n
g

-term
 o

n
go

in
g viab

ility an
d

 
asso

ciated
 fin

an
cial retu

rn
s. Th

e lo
ss o

f o
n

e
 leaseh

o
ld

er w
o

u
ld

 likely en
co

u
rage o

th
ers to

 leave th
e p

recin
cts d

u
e to

 th
e 

d
im

in
u

tio
n

 o
f lo

n
g-term

 b
u

sin
ess p

ro
sp

e
cts an

d
 th

is co
u

ld
 h

ave co
n

sid
erab

le fin
an

cial im
p

licatio
n

s to
 th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y, given

 
th

e ap
p

ro
xim

ate $
1

m
 in

 lease
 reven

u
e p

er an
n

u
m

 in
 th

e area.  
 C

o
st-b

en
efit a

na
lyses 

Th
e p

u
rp

o
se o

f th
is b

riefin
g n

o
te is to

 p
ro

vid
e m

o
re d

etaile
d

 an
d

 tran
sp

aren
t co

st-b
en

e
fit an

alyses rath
er th

an
 to

 d
isp

ro
ve th

e 
calcu

latio
n

s p
revio

u
sly co

n
d

u
cted

 in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

cess. Th
e an

alyse
s in

clu
d

e th
e valu

e o
f asse

t p
ro

tectio
n

 fro
m

 th
e

 
reten

tio
n

 o
f critical to

u
rism

 an
d

 acco
m

m
o

d
atio

n
 in

frastru
ctu

re, as w
ell as th

e im
p

licatio
n

s o
f lo

sin
g th

ese assets co
m

p
letely

 
(as w

o
u

ld
 b

e likely if th
e certain

ty o
f asset p

ro
tectio

n
 can

n
o

t b
e p

ro
vid

ed
). C

o
n

seq
u

e
n

tly, vario
u

s n
ew

 m
o

d
e

ls h
ave b

een
 

d
evelo

p
ed

, in
clu

d
in

g: 

• 
M

an
age

d
 retreat fo

r B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark; 

• 
U

n
p

ro
te

cte
d

 asse
ts at B

ig4
 M

id
d

le
to

n
 B

each
; 

• 
A

 ro
ck seaw

all at B
ig4

 M
id

d
le

to
n

 B
e

ach
; 

• 
A

 G
SC

 b
u

ried
 seaw

all at B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
; 

• 
A

 m
an

aged
 retreat fo

r B
ig4

 Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark; 

• 
C

o
n

tin
u

ed
 gro

yn
e trials fo

r Em
u

 B
each

 Fo
re

sh
o

re; 

• 
Seaw

all/revetm
en

ts fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re;  

• 
A

 b
u

ried
 seaw

all fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark; an

d
 

• 
Lo

ss o
f B

ig4
 assets fro

m
 p

ro
te

ctio
n

 &
 co

st u
n

certain
ties. 

 Th
e re

su
lts o

f th
e co

st-b
en

efit an
alyses clearly d

e
m

o
n

strate th
at th

e b
en

efits o
f asset p

ro
tectio

n
 are greater in

 all cases th
an

 
th

e b
en

efits o
f lo

ss o
f asset o

r retreat (an
d

 lo
ss o

f b
each

 am
e

n
ity). P

ro
tectio

n
 o

f assets p
ro

d
u

ce p
o

sitive N
P

V
s (+1

4
m

 to
 +

$
2

2
m

) 
w

h
ile m

an
aged

 retreats p
ro

d
u

ce n
egative N

P
V

s (−
$

1
6

m
 to

 −$
4

7
m

) an
d

 lo
ss o

f assets a h
igh

ly n
egative N

P
V

 (−$
9

8
m

). Fo
r 

M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 an

d
 Em

u
 B

each
, b

u
ried

 seaw
alls p

ro
vid

e th
e h

igh
e

st N
P

V
 (+$

1
6

.8
m

 an
d

 +$
2

1
.9

m
 re

sp
ective

ly) an
d

 are 
th

erefo
re likely to

 b
e th

e m
o

re d
esirab

le o
p

tio
n

s, even
 d

esp
ite h

igh
er co

st co
m

p
ared

 w
ith

 a visib
le seaw

all in
 th

e case o
f 

M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 (+

$
1

4
m

). 
 A

d
d

itio
n

a
l C

on
su

lta
tion

 a
nd

 Stu
dy 

M
 P

 R
o

gers &
 A

sso
ciate

s, co
astal en

gin
eerin

g co
n

su
ltan

ts b
ased

 in
 P

erth
, w

ere
 also

 en
gaged

 b
y th

e Sh
u

ttlew
o

rth
’s to

 p
ro

vid
e

 
ad

vice o
n

 th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 o

u
tco

m
e

s an
d

 an
 o

p
in

io
n

 o
f p

ro
b

ab
le co

st fo
r b

u
ried

 seaw
alls at M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 an
d

 Em
u

 B
each

 to
 

co
n

d
u

ct a m
o

re ro
b

u
st an

alysis o
f o

p
tio

n
s th

an
 co

m
p

leted
 d

u
rin

g th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 p

ro
cess. A

s d
etailed

 in
 th

e su
p

p
o

rtin
g letter, M

 
P

 R
o

gers also
 n

o
ted

 several critical d
iscrep

an
cies in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 an

d
 its ad

d
en

d
a. 

 C
o

n
clu

sio
n

s 
Th

e an
alyses u

n
d

ertaken
 in

 th
is b

riefin
g n

o
te p

ro
vid

e clear evid
en

ce th
at th

e fin
al C

H
R

M
A

P
 reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s fo
r m

an
aged

 
retreat sh

o
u

ld
 n

o
t b

e ad
o

p
ted

 an
d

 th
at th

e p
ro

tectio
n

 o
f all M

id
d

leto
n

 an
d

 Em
u

 B
each

 assets is far p
re

ferab
le to

 th
e

 accep
tan

ce 
o

f lo
ss o

f b
each

 am
en

ity. R
ejectin

g th
e cu

rren
t re

co
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s in

 th
e d

raft Im
p

lem
e

n
tatio

n
 P

lan
 fo

r m
an

aged
 retreat, o

r 
an

y o
th

er m
easu

re th
at d

o
es n

o
t d

irectly p
ro

tect th
e n

atu
ral an

d
 b

u
ilt assets w

ith
in

 th
e area, w

ill en
su

re th
at B

ig4
 H

o
lid

ay 
P

arks, o
th

er im
p

acted
 o

p
erato

rs, an
d

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y can
 w

o
rk to

geth
er to

 p
ro

tect critical to
u

rism
 assets alo

n
g th

is vital p
art 

o
f th

e co
astlin

e. Th
is w

ill th
e

n
 facilitate th

e o
n

go
in

g d
e

ve
lo

p
m

en
t o

f th
e

se to
u

rism
 assets to

 retain
 existin

g an
d

 attract n
ew

 
visito

rs w
ith

 th
e asso

ciated
 eco

n
o

m
ic retu

rn
s fo

r A
lb

an
y an

d
 th

e regio
n

. 
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1
 

In
tro

d
u

ctio
n

/C
o

n
text 

1
.1

 
C

H
R

M
A

P
 B

ackgro
u

n
d

 

Th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y h
as en

gaged
 vario

u
s eco

n
o

m
ic an

d
 e

n
viro

n
m

en
tal co

n
su

ltan
ts to

 d
evelo

p
 a C

o
astal H

azard
 R

isk 
M

an
agem

en
t an

d
 A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

 (C
H

R
M

A
P

) th
at w

ill p
ro

vid
e strate

gic gu
id

an
ce o

n
 co

o
rd

in
ated

, in
te

grated
 an

d
 

su
stain

ab
le p

lan
n

in
g an

d
 m

an
agem

en
t fo

r key co
astal assets in

 th
e Em

u
 P

o
in

t to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 area. Th
e d

raft 
Em

u
 P

o
in

t to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 C
o

astal H
azard

 R
isk M

an
agem

en
t A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

 - Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 (h
ereafter 

referred
 to

 as th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
) w

as released
 in

 Ju
n

e
 2

0
1

9
, w

ith
 th

e su
b

m
issio

n
 d

istrib
u

te
d

 fo
r p

u
b

lic 
co

m
m

en
t in

 late-Ju
n

e
 2

01
9

. Th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 h

as b
een

 d
evelo

p
ed

 b
ased

 o
n

 th
e W

e
stern

 A
u

stralian
 P

lan
n

in
g 

C
o

m
m

issio
n

 (W
A

P
C

) C
H

R
M

A
P

 gu
id

elin
e d

o
cu

m
en

t (W
A

P
C

, 2
0

1
4

), w
h

ich
 p

ro
vid

es a risk m
an

agem
en

t ap
p

ro
ach

 to
 

d
ealin

g w
ith

 th
e fo

recasted
 im

p
acts fro

m
 co

astal h
azard

s in
 th

e fu
tu

re. Th
is ap

p
ro

ach
 aim

s to
 e

n
ab

le th
e 

co
m

m
u

n
ity o

f A
lb

an
y to

 p
ro

actively p
lan

 fo
r ch

an
ge an

d
 m

an
age its im

p
acts o

ver th
e lo

n
g-te

rm
. 

 Th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 is b

ased
 o

n
 tech

n
ical b

ackgro
u

n
d

 rese
arch

 an
d

 in
vestigatio

n
, co

m
m

u
n

ity an
d

 stakeh
o

ld
er 

co
n

su
ltatio

n
s an

d
 existin

g strate
gic p

lan
n

in
g. It is in

te
n

d
ed

 to
 reco

gn
ise th

e n
eed

 fo
r cu

ltu
rally an

d
 eco

n
o

m
ically 

acce
p

tab
le o

u
tco

m
es. It fo

llo
w

s an
d

 acco
m

p
an

ies th
e M

arch
 2

0
1

9
 release o

f th
e w

id
er Em

u
 P

o
in

t to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 
B

each
 C

o
astal H

azard
 R

isk M
an

agem
en

t A
d

ap
tatio

n
 P

lan
 (h

ereafte
r referred

 to
 as th

e A
d

ap
tatio

n
 P

lan
). Fu

rth
er 

d
etail o

f th
e b

ackgro
u

n
d

 rese
arch

 an
d

 p
ro

cesses is also
 availab

le in
 th

e Em
u

 P
o

in
t to

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 C

o
astal 

H
azard

 R
isk M

an
agem

en
t A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

 M
aste

r A
p

p
en

d
ices (h

ereafter referred
 to

 as th
e M

aste
r A

p
p

en
d

ices).  
 Th

e assessm
en

t o
f ad

ap
tatio

n
 o

p
tio

n
s w

as u
n

d
ertaken

 w
ith

 b
ro

ad
 stake

h
o

ld
er en

gagem
en

t, u
sin

g to
o

ls su
ch

 as 
m

u
lti-criteria an

alysis to
 illu

strate
 th

e relative risks, cap
ital an

d
 m

ain
ten

an
ce co

sts, en
viro

n
m

en
tal im

p
acts, so

cial 
an

d
 am

en
ity im

p
acts, reversib

ility an
d

 effectiven
ess. Th

e im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 strate
gy also

 reco
m

m
en

d
s key strategic 

p
lan

n
in

g, statu
to

ry p
lan

n
in

g, an
d

 p
o

licy o
r go

vern
an

ce in
te

rven
tio

n
s th

at are relevan
t to

 all assets, in
clu

d
in

g th
o

se 
at risk o

ver th
e lo

n
ger-term

.  
 1

.2
 

C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

licatio
n

s 

Th
e fin

al reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s an

d
 in

d
icative p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
s o

u
tlin

ed
 in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 cen

tre o
n

 th
e 

m
an

aged
 retreat o

f existin
g assets an

d
 th

e acce
p

tan
ce o

f th
e lo

ss o
f fo

resh
o

re fro
m

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 to

 Em
u

 P
o

in
t 

o
ver th

e n
ext 1

0
0 years as a resu

lt o
f sto

rm
 su

rges an
d

 ero
sio

n
. It is fo

recast th
at lo

w
 risk an

d
 im

p
act even

ts w
ill 

b
egin

 to
 d

am
age b

each
 am

en
ity b

y 20
30

, w
ith

 h
igh

 risk an
d

 im
p

act even
ts im

p
actin

g b
y 2

0
5

0
. A

ll sites are cu
rren

tly 
co

n
sid

ered
 vu

ln
erab

le. 
 Th

e Sh
u

ttlew
o

rth
 fam

ily o
w

n
 an

d
 o

p
erate

 th
e B

ig4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 th
e B

ig4
 Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay 
P

ark u
n

d
er fran

ch
ise o

f B
ig4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks (h
ereafter B

ig4
), b

o
th

 o
f w

h
ich

 are d
irectly affected

 b
y Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 

P
lan

 
reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s. 
To

geth
er, 

th
e 

B
ig4

 
sites 

p
ro

vid
e 

alm
o

st 
a 

q
u

arter 
(3

2
5

 
n

o
t 

in
clu

d
in

g 
ad

d
itio

n
al 

caravan
/cam

p
in

g am
en

ity) o
f A

lb
an

y’s 1
,37

0 to
tal estim

ate
d

 to
u

rist acco
m

m
o

d
atio

n
 b

ed
s (A

B
S, 8

6
3

5
.0 - To

u
rist 

A
cco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

, A
u

stralia, 20
15

-16
). In

 to
tal, th

e h
o

lid
ay p

arks reco
rd

 1
4

1
,1

4
9

 gu
est n

igh
ts p

er an
n

u
m

 an
d

 are 
an

ch
o

r facilities to
 n

eigh
b

o
u

rin
g b

u
sin

esse
s an

d
 th

e w
id

er to
u

rism
 p

recin
cts at b

o
th

 sites. Th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s h
ave 

p
lan

s fo
r exp

an
sio

n
 d

evelo
p

m
en

ts at b
o

th
 sites o

ver th
e n

ext five years, w
ith

 th
e req

u
ired

 cap
ital in

vestm
en

t 
reserved

 an
d

 co
n

cep
t p

lan
s alread

y d
evelo

p
ed

. H
o

w
e

ver, p
ro

gressio
n

 o
f th

ese in
vestm

en
ts h

as b
een

 h
alted

 
p

en
d

in
g clarificatio

n
 o

n
 th

e reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
. A

 level o
f certain

ty as to
 th

e fu
tu

re o
f 

th
ese assets is req

u
ired

 b
efo

re B
ig4

 can
 p

ro
ceed

 w
ith

 th
ese d

evelo
p

m
en

ts; co
n

tin
u

ed
 u

n
certain

ty w
ill resu

lt in
 a 

year o
n

 year lo
ss o

f n
ew

 to
u

rism
 p

o
te

n
tial, th

e flo
w

-o
n

 effects to
 n

eigh
b

o
u

rin
g b

u
sin

esse
s (e

.g. restau
ran

ts, b
ars 

an
d

 cafes) an
d

 th
e co

n
co

m
itan

t eco
n

o
m

ic im
p

acts fo
r th

e city an
d

 regio
n

.   
 Th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 d
o

es n
o

t co
n

sid
er th

e eco
n

o
m

ic valu
e o

f th
e B

ig4
 assets o

r th
e w

id
er to

u
rism

 im
p

act o
f 

th
eir relo

catio
n

 o
r lo

ss. D
u

rin
g th

e d
evelo

p
m

en
t o

f th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
, co

n
su

ltatio
n

s w
e

re o
n

ly u
n

d
ertaken

 
w

ith
 

lo
cal 

resid
en

ts 
an

d
 

exclu
d

ed
 

co
n

sid
eratio

n
 

o
f 

visito
rs 

to
 

A
lb

an
y 

an
d

 
th

e 
regio

n
. 

Fu
rth

erm
o

re, 
th

e 
Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 

P
lan

 
d

o
es 

n
o

t 
co

n
sid

er 
th

e 
co

n
sid

erab
le 

in
vestm

en
t 

alread
y 

co
m

m
itted

 
to

 
sign

ifican
t 
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d
evelo

p
m

en
ts su

ch
 as th

e M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re En
h

an
cem

en
t p

ro
ject an

d
 A

rtificial Su
rf R

ee
f p

ro
ject. 

A
ccep

tan
ce o

f th
e lo

ss o
f th

e co
astlin

e in
 th

e Em
u

 P
o

in
t to

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 area w

ill h
ave a su

b
stan

tial n
egative 

im
p

act o
n

 th
e p

ro
jecte

d
 eco

n
o

m
ic an

d
 so

cial b
en

efits o
f th

ese p
ro

jects o
ver tim

e.  
 Th

ro
u

gh
 th

e M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re En
h

an
cem

en
t p

ro
ject, p

lan
s are alread

y u
n

d
erw

ay to
 p

ro
te

ct p
art o

f th
e 

M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 fo

resh
o

re w
ith

 a b
u

ried
 seaw

all, w
ith

 fu
n

d
in

g secu
red

 fro
m

 state an
d

 fed
eral go

vern
m

en
t so

u
rces. 

Th
is co

n
trasts w

ith
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

’s assertio
n

 th
at attractin

g su
ch

 fu
n

d
in

g fo
r seaw

all p
ro

jects w
o

u
ld

 b
e 

d
ifficu

lt. Fu
rth

er fu
n

d
in

g ap
p

licatio
n

s co
u

ld
 in

 fact b
e even

 m
o

re attractive to
 go

vern
m

e
n

t in
 b

ein
g ab

le to
 leverage 

p
rivate

 in
vestm

en
t fro

m
 B

ig4
, o

r o
th

er o
p

erato
rs, fo

r asset p
ro

tectio
n

 an
d

 e
n

h
an

cem
en

t.  
 Th

is b
riefin

g n
o

te ch
allen

ges th
e reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s m
ad

e in
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 to
 fo

cu
s o

n
 th

e
 m

an
aged

 
retre

at o
f existin

g assets an
d

 th
e acce

p
tan

ce o
f th

e lo
ss o

f fo
resh

o
re fro

m
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 to
 Em

u
 P

o
in

t. Th
e 

an
alysis in

 th
is rep

o
rt d

em
o

n
strates th

e b
en

efits o
f retain

in
g existin

g b
each

 assets in
 th

e area (in
clu

sive o
f, an

d
 

fo
cu

sin
g o

n
, th

e eco
n

o
m

ic valu
e o

f th
e B

ig4
 acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 site
s). In

 co
n

trast, th
e ratio

n
ale u

sed
 in

 th
e 

Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 p
lan

 lacks su
fficien

t ju
stificatio

n
 an

d
 takes a m

ain
ly q

u
alitative ap

p
ro

ach
 to

 th
e assessm

en
ts o

f 
o

p
tio

n
s, d

esp
ite h

avin
g co

n
d

u
cte

d
 so

m
e e

co
n

o
m

ic an
alyse

s in
 th

e w
id

er C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

cess. B
e

ach
 assets alo

n
g th

is 
stre

tch
 o

f co
astlin

e, b
o

th
 n

atu
ral an

d
 b

u
ilt, are ico

n
ic to

 th
e re

gio
n

 an
d

 attract an
d

 facilitate visitatio
n

 an
d

 to
u

rism
 

activity. Th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s argu
e th

at th
ese assets sh

o
u

ld
 b

e p
ro

te
cte

d
 as critical to

u
rism

 d
rivers, an

d
 th

at th
e 

co
sts o

f p
ro

te
ctio

n
 are p

lain
ly ju

stified
 b

y th
e valu

e o
f th

e b
en

efits o
f th

o
se assets to

 th
e city an

d
 th

e re
gio

n
. 

 Th
e reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s in
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 ap
p

ear to
 sh

ift co
sts fro

m
 b

ro
ad

er jo
in

t fed
eral, state

 an
d

 lo
cal 

p
u

b
lic secto

r an
d

 p
rivate in

vestm
en

t to
 so

lely p
rivate resp

o
n

sib
ility. Every in

d
icatio

n
 is th

at th
e co

st o
f m

an
aged

 
retre

at (relo
catio

n
) o

f B
ig4 assets, as su

ggeste
d

 in
 th

e p
lan

, w
o

u
ld

 n
eed

 to
 b

e b
o

rn
e b

y th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s. A
lth

o
u

gh
 

an
 o

p
tio

n
 fo

r relo
catio

n
 is co

n
sid

ered
 in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 fo

r th
e M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark (th
ro

u
gh

 
takin

g o
ver a p

o
rtio

n
 o

f th
e A

lb
an

y G
o

lf C
o

u
rse, w

h
ich

 is h
igh

ly u
n

like
ly to

 b
e co

n
sid

ered
 favo

u
ra

b
ly b

y th
e 

co
m

m
u

n
ity an

d
 u

n
certain

 if ach
ievab

le given
 th

e G
o

lf C
o

u
rse’s h

eritage statu
s), n

o
 o

p
tio

n
 fo

r retreat is p
ro

vid
ed

 
fo

r th
e Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark an

d
 n

o
 availab

le lan
d

 o
f th

e req
u

ired
 size in

 th
e area is availab

le to
 d

o
 so

. It is n
o

te
d

 
th

at th
e fin

al Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 d
id

 again
 in

clu
d

e th
e o

p
tio

n
 fo

r a seaw
all (ro

ck) at B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
, w

h
ere 

th
e o

rigin
ally released

 d
raft o

m
itted

 th
is o

p
tio

n
 co

m
p

lete
ly. H

o
w

ever, th
e gen

eral p
ro

cess an
d

 reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s 

still ap
p

ear to
 steer read

ers to
 co

n
clu

d
e m

an
aged

 retreat is p
refe

rred
 fo

r all cases alo
n

g th
e stu

d
y area co

astlin
e.  

 C
o

n
seq

u
en

tly, sh
o

u
ld

 th
ese reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s b
e ad

o
p

te
d

, o
r o

th
erw

ise certain
ty p

ro
vid

ed
 th

at th
ey w

o
u

ld
 n

o
t 

b
e, B

ig4
 w

ill b
e fo

rced
 to

 re
-evalu

ate its in
vestm

en
t o

p
tio

n
s. Th

is w
o

u
ld

 u
ltim

ately resu
lt in

 th
e cessatio

n
 o

f 
o

p
eratio

n
s an

d
 relo

catio
n

 to
 an

 altern
ative stretch

 o
f co

astlin
e o

u
tsid

e o
f th

e G
reat So

u
th

ern
 regio

n
 th

at o
ffers 

greate
r assu

ran
ce o

f lo
n

g-te
rm

 o
n

go
in

g viab
ility an

d
 asso

ciated
 fin

an
cial retu

rn
s. Fu

rth
erm

o
re, th

e
 lo

ss o
f o

n
e 

leaseh
o

ld
er w

o
u

ld
 like

ly en
co

u
rage o

th
ers to

 leave th
e p

recin
cts d

u
e to

 th
e d

im
in

u
tio

n
 o

f lo
n

g-te
rm

 b
u

sin
ess 

p
ro

sp
ects. Th

is co
u

ld
 h

ave co
n

sid
erab

le fin
an

cial im
p

licatio
n

s to
 th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y, give

n
 th

e ap
p

ro
xim

ate $1
m

 in
 

lease reven
u

e p
er an

n
u

m
 in

 th
e area. Th

e accep
tan

ce o
f co

astal lan
d

 asset d
eclin

e m
ay also

 im
p

act C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y’s 

lan
d

h
o

ld
er in

su
ran

ce p
rem

iu
m

s o
r m

ake th
em

 u
n

in
su

rab
le. 

 P
ro

te
ctio

n
 d

evelo
p

m
en

ts are n
o

t exp
ected

 to
 b

e req
u

ired
 fo

r so
m

e tim
e, h

o
w

ever, w
ith

 th
e lo

w
e

r risk an
d

 im
p

act 
even

ts n
o

t exp
ecte

d
 to

 2
03

0 an
d

 th
en

 in
creasin

g grad
u

ally to
 2

0
5

0
. Th

is sh
o

u
ld

 allo
w

 co
n

sid
erab

le tim
e fo

r th
e 

p
lan

n
in

g an
d

 im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 o
f co

astal asset p
ro

tectio
n

 strate
gies su

ch
 as seaw

all d
evelo

p
m

en
ts. Th

is is co
n

firm
ed

 
b

y M
 P

 R
o

gers &
 A

sso
ciate

s in
 its su

p
p

o
rtin

g letter o
n

 th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 p

ro
cess an

d
 reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s; “…
it is 

a
n

ticip
a

ted
 th

a
t co

n
stru

ctio
n

 o
f th

e sea
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 b

e co
m

p
leted

 o
n

ly w
h

en
 a

 trigg
er is rea

ch
ed

. B
ased

 o
n

 th
e resu

lts 
o

f th
e C

o
a

sta
l H

a
za

rd
 M

a
pp

in
g

, it is u
n

likely th
a

t th
is trig

g
er w

o
u

ld
 b

e rea
ch

ed
 un

til a
t lea

st a
ro

u
n

d
 20

50
. G

iven 
th

is tim
in

g
, it m

a
y b

e p
o

ssib
le to

 esta
b

lish
 a

 fu
n

d
in

g
 m

ech
a

n
ism

 in
 th

e in
terim

 to
 p

ro
vid

e fo
r th

is co
n

stru
ction

, w
h

en
 

req
u

ired
.” P

ro
vid

in
g certain

ty th
at M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 to
 Em

u
 P

o
in

t co
astal assets w

ill b
e p

ro
tected

 in
to

 th
e fu

tu
re 

w
ill in

 th
e sh

o
rt-te

rm
 rein

itiate B
ig4

’s d
evelo

p
m

en
t p

lan
s an

d
, alo

n
g w

ith
 o

th
er p

lan
n

ed
 C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y co
astlin

e 
d

evelo
p

m
en

ts, en
co

u
rage ad

d
itio

n
al w

id
er in

vestm
en

t in
to

 th
e area.  
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2
 

C
H

R
M

A
P

 In
d

icatio
n

s an
d

 Issu
e

s 
A

lth
o

u
gh

 th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 d

o
es n

o
t m

ake sp
ecific reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s o
n

 w
h

ich
 o

p
tio

n
 sh

o
u

ld
 b

e 
acce

p
te

d
, it d

o
es d

irect read
ers to

 co
n

sid
er m

an
aged

 retreat o
f assets as th

e m
o

st d
esirab

le o
p

tio
n

 in
 m

o
st cases. 

Th
is in

clu
d

es acce
p

tan
ce o

f grad
u

al d
eclin

e in
 b

each
 am

en
ity d

u
e to

 ero
sio

n
 an

d
 sto

rm
 su

rges, as w
ell as su

ggestin
g 

a p
referen

ce fo
r n

atu
ral m

easu
res o

ver b
u

ilt p
ro

tectio
n

 in
frastru

ctu
re. 

 2
.1

 
Th

e C
o

m
m

u
n

ity A
d

viso
ry P

an
el P

ro
cess 

A
s d

etailed
 in

 th
e A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

, th
e p

rin
cip

al d
irectio

n
s fo

r th
e co

n
sid

eratio
n

 o
f reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s an
d

 o
p

tio
n

s 
w

e
re b

ased
 o

n
 a C

o
m

m
u

n
ity A

d
viso

ry P
an

el (C
A

P
) w

o
rksh

o
p

. Th
e C

A
P

 w
as co

n
ven

ed
 to

 d
evelo

p
 th

e sco
rin

g an
d

 
m

easu
rem

en
t valu

es fo
r a m

u
lti-criteria an

alysis (M
C

A
) to

 assess th
e p

o
sitive an

d
 n

egative
 asp

ects o
f th

e sh
o

rtlisted
 

ad
ap

tatio
n

 o
p

tio
n

s fo
r each

 asset w
ith

 h
igh

 o
r extrem

e vu
ln

erab
ility at 2

0
3

0
. Th

e M
C

A
 fram

ew
o

rk w
as d

evelo
p

ed
 

w
ith

 th
is gro

u
p

, an
d

 in
 co

n
su

ltatio
n

 w
ith

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y, an
d

 in
co

rp
o

rate
s th

e ke
y co

m
m

u
n

ity an
d

 stakeh
o

ld
er 

valu
es/p

rio
rities id

en
tifie

d
 fro

m
 stake

h
o

ld
er en

gagem
en

t. Th
e seven

 b
ro

ad
 criteria co

n
sid

ered
 w

ere: 
 •
 

C
ap

ital co
st – in

ten
d

ed
 to

 id
en

tify th
e C

ity’s fin
an

cial cap
ab

ility to
 im

p
lem

en
t th

e ad
ap

tatio
n

 o
p

tio
n

. In
 

p
articu

lar, w
h

eth
er th

e C
ity h

as th
e cap

acity to
 u

n
d

ertake
 th

e w
o

rks in
d

ep
e

n
d

en
tly o

r if it w
ill req

u
ire extern

al 
fu

n
d

in
g/su

p
p

o
rt (e

.g. b
y state

 o
r fed

eral go
vern

m
en

t). 
•
 

M
ain

te
n

an
ce co

sts –
 in

te
n

d
ed

 to
 b

ro
ad

ly id
en

tify th
e fin

an
cial liab

ility o
f m

ain
tain

in
g th

e ad
ap

tatio
n

 o
p

tio
n

. 
M

ain
te

n
an

ce co
n

sid
ers th

e fu
ll life o

f th
e o

p
tio

n
. 

•
 

En
viro

n
m

e
n

tal im
p

act –
 co

n
sid

ers im
p

acts o
n

 n
atu

ral assets an
d

 th
e p

o
ten

tial fo
r su

b
seq

u
en

t en
viro

n
m

en
tal 

im
p

act, (e.g. gen
eratio

n
 o

f d
o

w
n

-d
rift ero

sio
n

 fro
m

 th
e co

n
stru

ctio
n

 o
f a seaw

all). Th
is takes in

to
 co

n
sid

eratio
n

 
th

e w
o

rk u
n

d
ertaken

 b
y R

H
D

H
V

 (2
0

1
7

) to
 id

en
tify th

e u
n

d
erlyin

g co
astal p

ro
cesses w

ith
in

 th
e area. 

•
 

So
cial/am

e
n

ity im
p

act – co
m

m
u

n
ity –

 in
ten

d
ed

 to
 take

 in
to

 co
n

sid
eratio

n
 th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity valu

es id
en

tified
 b

y 
th

e stake
h

o
ld

er en
gagem

en
t activities – th

e valu
ed

 assets su
rvey an

d
 targeted

 stakeh
o

ld
er w

o
rksh

o
p

s. 
•
 

So
cial/am

e
n

ity im
p

act – p
ro

p
erty –

 in
te

n
d

ed
 to

 take in
to

 co
n

sid
eratio

n
 th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity valu

es asso
ciated

 w
ith

 
th

e p
o

ssib
le im

p
act, lo

ss o
r d

am
age to

 p
rivate

 p
ro

p
erty o

r p
rivate

ly-o
p

erate
d

 leaseh
o

ld
 lan

d
. 

•
 

R
e

ve
rsib

ility – in
te

n
d

ed
 to

 id
en

tify th
e

 flexib
ility o

f an
 actio

n
 to

 allo
w

 a b
ro

ad
 ran

ge o
f fu

tu
re o

p
tio

n
s in

 th
e 

co
n

text o
f th

e h
ierarch

y o
f co

n
tro

ls id
en

tified
 in

 SP
P

 2
.6

. 
•
 

Effe
ctiven

e
ss –

 in
ten

d
ed

 to
 id

en
tify th

e likelih
o

o
d

 o
f th

e o
p

tio
n

 in
 red

u
cin

g th
e im

p
act o

f co
astal h

azard
s. 

 C
A

P
 p

articip
an

ts w
ere p

ro
vid

ed
 an

 o
p

p
o

rtu
n

ity to
 d

iscu
ss th

e m
easu

rem
en

t valu
es in

 sm
all gro

u
p

s b
efo

re
 su

m
m

ary 
fee

d
b

ack w
as co

llated
 an

d
 an

 agreed
 m

easu
rem

en
t valu

e set fo
r each

 criterio
n

. In
 so

m
e cases, th

e gro
u

p
 d

id
 n

o
t 

fu
lly ach

ieve co
n

sen
su

s. H
o

w
e

ver, th
e fin

al sco
rin

g criteria w
ere

 d
eterm

in
ed

 b
y th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 co
n

su
ltan

ts w
ith

 th
e 

in
te

n
tio

n
 to

 p
ro

vid
e

 greater in
sigh

t in
to

 co
m

m
u

n
ity valu

es an
d

 a lo
gical/m

easu
rab

le b
asis fo

r assessin
g each

 o
p

tio
n

. 
 Th

e fin
al o

u
tp

u
t o

f th
is p

art o
f th

e C
A

P
 w

as a m
easu

rem
en

t m
atrix fo

r ea
ch

 o
f th

e crite
ria. Th

e m
atrix d

efin
es a 

n
u

m
erical valu

e b
etw

e
en

 1 an
d

 5
 fo

r d
ifferen

t o
u

tco
m

es asso
ciated

 w
ith

 each
 o

p
tio

n
. A

 sco
re o

f ‘1
’ w

o
u

ld
 b

e an
 

o
p

tio
n

 w
h

ich
 resu

lts in
 a lo

w
 n

egative im
p

act (o
r a p

o
sitive im

p
act) again

st th
at criterio

n
, w

h
ilst a sco

re o
f ‘5

’ w
o

u
ld

 
b

e an
 o

p
tio

n
 w

h
ich

 resu
lts in

 a h
igh

 n
egative im

p
act again

st th
at criterio

n
. A

fte
r d

evelo
p

in
g th

e M
C

A
 criteria 

m
easu

rem
en

t valu
es, th

e C
A

P
 p

ro
d

u
ced

 a fin
al sco

re fo
r each

 o
f th

e ad
ap

tatio
n

 o
p

tio
n

s fo
r at-risk assets. Th

e 
resu

lts fo
r M

id
d

le
to

n
 B

e
ach

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark are su
m

m
arised

 as fo
llo

w
s: 

 Ta
b

le 1
. C

A
P

 sco
rin

g
 - M

id
d

leto
n

 B
ea

ch
 H

o
lid

a
y P

a
rk 

C
riteria 

A
vo

id
 Fu

rth
er 

D
evelo

p
m

en
t 

Leave A
ssets 

U
n

p
ro

tected
 

R
elo

cate 
A

ssets 
Seaw

all 
(R

o
ck) 

Seaw
all 

(San
d

b
ags) 

M
ain

ten
an

ce C
o

st 
1

 
3

 
3

 
1

 
2

 

En
viro

n
m

en
tal Im

p
act 

2
.3

 
3

.6
 

2
.3

 
3

.4
 

3
.5

 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial N
o

t P
ro

tected
 

2
.9

 
3

.7
 

3
.1

 
2

.1
 

2
.3

 
So

cial Im
p

act - R
esid

en
tial P

ro
tected

 A
lread

y 

So
cial Im

p
act - B

u
sin

e
ss P

ro
p

e
rty 
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So
cial Im

p
act (C

o
m

m
u

n
ity) 

2
.4

 
3

.7
 

3
.1

 
2

.9
 

3
.1

 

R
eversib

ility 
2

.7
 

3
.4

 
3

.4
 

4
.1

 
3

.3
 

Effectiven
e

ss 
2

.9
 

3
.5

 
2

.2
 

2
.8

 
2

.8
 

To
tal C

o
m

b
in

ed
 

1
4

.2 
2

0
.9 

1
7

.1 
1

6
.3 

1
7 

Sco
res given

 in
 rep

o
rt 

1
4

.2
 

2
0

.8
 

1
7

.3
 

1
6

.3
 

1
7

.1
 

D
ifferen

ce 
0

 
-0

.1
 

0
.2

 
0

 
0

.1
 

 Ta
b

le 2
. C

A
P

 sco
rin

g
 - Em

u
 B

ea
ch

 H
o

lid
a

y P
a

rk 

C
riteria 

R
elo

cate 
A

ssets 
San

d
 

N
o

u
rish

m
en

t 
N

earsh
o

re 
b

reakw
aters 

G
ro

yn
es 

Seaw
all 

R
evetm

en
ts 

M
ain

ten
an

ce C
o

st 
4

 
5

 
3

 
2

 
2

 

En
viro

n
m

en
tal Im

p
act 

3
.4

 
2

.8
 

3
 

3
.2

 
3

.7
 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial N
o

t P
ro

tected
 

4
.2

 
3

.4
 

2
.8

 
2

.8
 

2
.8

 
So

cial Im
p

act - R
esid

en
tial P

ro
tected

 A
lread

y 

So
cial Im

p
act - B

u
sin

e
ss P

ro
p

e
rty 

So
cial Im

p
act (C

o
m

m
u

n
ity) 

3
.3

 
3

.2
 

3
.1

 
3

.1
 

3
.2

 

R
eversib

ility 
3

.1
 

1
.9

 
3

.4
 

3
.7

 
3

.4
 

Effectiven
e

ss 
3

.6
 

4
 

2
.9

 
3

.1
 

3
.1

 

To
tal C

o
m

b
in

ed
 

2
1

.6 
2

0
.3 

1
8

.2 
1

7
.9 

1
8

.2 

Sco
res given

 in
 rep

o
rt 

2
3

.9
 

2
1

.3
 

2
2

.1
 

2
0

.9
 

2
1

.3
 

D
ifferen

ce 
2

.3
 

1
 

3
.9

 
3

 
3

.1
 

 A
s can

 b
e seen

 in
 th

ese tab
les, co

m
m

u
n

ity p
refe

ren
ce in

 th
e case o

f th
e M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark is co
n

sid
ered

 
to

 th
e avo

id
an

ce o
f fu

tu
re d

evelo
p

m
en

t. G
iven

 th
at th

is is n
o

t an
 o

p
tio

n
 (fo

r lo
n

g-te
rm

 an
d

 in
vestm

en
t p

u
rp

o
ses 

an
d

 p
ro

tectio
n

 o
f acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 in
frastru

ctu
re), th

e n
ext b

est o
p

tio
n

s w
e

re fo
r a ro

ck o
r san

d
b

ag seaw
all. N

o
 

co
n

sid
eratio

n
 w

as take
n

 o
f th

e o
p

tio
n

 fo
r a b

u
ried

 seaw
all, su

ch
 as is b

ein
g im

p
lem

en
ted

 (fo
r p

art o
f th

e fo
resh

o
re) 

in
 th

e M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re En
h

an
cem

en
t P

ro
ject. H

o
w

ever, even
 visib

le
 seaw

all stru
ctu

res w
e

re rate
d

 b
y 

th
e co

m
m

u
n

ity as p
refe

rab
le to

 re
lo

catio
n

 o
r leavin

g assets u
n

p
ro

tecte
d

.  
 Fo

r th
e Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark, th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity-p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
s w

e
re: co

n
tin

u
ed

 san
d

b
ag/gro

yn
e trials, 

n
earsh

o
re b

reakw
aters, an

d
 se

aw
all revetm

en
ts. In

 th
is case

, th
e relo

catio
n

 o
f assets w

as sco
red

 th
e w

o
rst. 

 It is also
 n

o
ted

 th
at th

e to
tal co

m
b

in
ed

 sco
res in

 th
e A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

 d
o

 n
o

t m
atch

 th
e su

m
 o

f in
d

ivid
u

al criteria. 
Sm

all m
argin

s o
f erro

r (su
ch

 as fo
r th

e M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark) m

ay b
e attrib

u
tab

le to
 ro

u
n

d
in

g; h
o

w
e

ver, 
larger m

argin
s fo

r th
e Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark are u

n
ju

stified
 give

n
 th

at so
m

e are o
ver 3

 p
o

in
ts (1

8
%

) o
u

t. Even
 

sm
all tw

e
aks to

 th
ese to

tals w
o

u
ld

 ch
an

ge sco
res in

 th
e tech

n
ical w

eigh
tin

g m
o

d
el (see b

elo
w

). 
 2

.2
 

Tech
n

ical M
C

A
 P

ro
cess 

Fo
llo

w
in

g th
e C

A
P

 an
alysis, th

e co
n

su
ltan

t team
 u

n
d

erto
o

k a te
stin

g p
ro

cess co
m

p
arin

g th
e C

A
P

 sco
rin

g w
ith

 th
e 

criteria valu
es p

ro
vid

ed
 b

y th
e C

A
P

. Th
e team

 d
eem

ed
 it clear fro

m
 th

is an
alysis th

at, w
h

en
 u

n
d

ertakin
g th

e sco
rin

g 
p

ro
cess, in

d
ivid

u
al p

referen
ces o

fte
n

 o
verro

d
e th

e agreed
 sco

rin
g criteria. Th

is w
as th

o
u

gh
t to

 in
d

icate stro
n

gly 
h

eld
 valu

es asso
ciated

 w
ith

 th
e n

atu
ral co

astlin
e exp

erien
ce, skew

in
g m

o
st ad

ap
tatio

n
 p

referen
ces aw

ay fro
m

 an
y 

m
an

-m
ad

e stru
ctu

res.  
 A

fte
r review

in
g th

e variatio
n

 acro
ss sco

res, w
h

ich
 w

as n
o

te
d

 to
 regu

larly see
 in

d
ivid

u
als sco

re again
st th

eir o
w

n
 

criteria m
easu

rem
en

t valu
es, th

e p
ro

ject team
 co

m
p

leted
 a seco

n
d

 M
C

A
 u

sin
g th

e C
A

P
 crite

ria an
d

 m
easu

rem
en

t 
valu

es. Th
e m

ain
 o

b
servatio

n
 o

f th
e tech

n
ical an

alysis o
f th

e o
p

tio
n

s w
as th

at effectiven
ess an

d
 reversib

ility w
ere 

o
ften

 sco
red

 in
co

rrectly, co
m

p
ared

 to
 th

e C
A

P
 criteria an

d
 m

easu
rem

en
t valu

es.  
 O

u
tco

m
es fo

r th
e tech

n
ical M

C
A

 p
ro

cess are su
m

m
arised

 as fo
llo

w
s: 

 



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

5
 

Ta
b

le 3
. Tech

n
ica

l M
C

A
 sco

rin
g

 - M
id

d
leto

n
 B

ea
ch

 H
o

lid
a

y P
a

rk 

C
riteria 

A
vo

id
 Fu

rth
er 

D
evelo

p
m

en
t 

Leave A
ssets 

U
n

p
ro

tected
 

R
elo

cate 
A

ssets 
Seaw

all 
(R

o
ck) 

Seaw
all 

(San
d

b
ags) 

M
ain

ten
an

ce C
o

st 
1

 
3

 
3

 
1

 
2

 

En
viro

n
m

en
tal Im

p
act 

2
 

4
 

2
 

4
 

4
 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial N
o

t P
ro

tected
 

3
 

3
 

4
 

1
 

1
 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial P
ro

tected
 A

lread
y 

So
cial Im

p
act - B

u
sin

e
ss P

ro
p

e
rty 

So
cial Im

p
act (C

o
m

m
u

n
ity) 

1
 

3
 

1
 

4
 

4
 

R
eversib

ility 
1

 
1

 
1

 
4

 
3

 

Effectiven
e

ss 
3

 
3

 
2

 
1

 
1

 

To
tal C

o
m

b
in

ed
 

1
1 

1
7 

1
3 

1
5 

1
5 

 Ta
b

le 4
. Tech

n
ica

l M
C

A
 sco

rin
g

 - Em
u

 B
ea

ch
 H

o
lid

a
y P

a
rk 

C
riteria 

R
elo

cate 
A

ssets 
San

d
 

N
o

u
rish

m
en

t 
N

earsh
o

re 
b

reakw
aters 

G
ro

yn
es 

Seaw
all 

R
evetm

en
ts 

M
ain

ten
an

ce C
o

st 
4

 
5

 
3

 
3

 
2

 

En
viro

n
m

en
tal Im

p
act 

2
 

2
 

4
 

4
 

4
 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial N
o

t P
ro

tected
 

4
 

2
 

1
 

1
 

1
 

So
cial Im

p
act - R

esid
en

tial P
ro

tected
 A

lread
y 

So
cial Im

p
act - B

u
sin

e
ss P

ro
p

e
rty 

So
cial Im

p
act (C

o
m

m
u

n
ity) 

1
 

2
 

3
 

3
 

2
 

R
eversib

ility 
1

 
1

 
4

 
4

 
4

 

Effectiven
e

ss 
1

 
4

 
1

 
4

 
1

 

To
tal C

o
m

b
in

ed
 

1
3 

1
6 

1
6 

1
9 

1
4 

 A
s can

 b
e seen

, th
e relo

catio
n

 o
f assets is n

o
w

 in
d

icated
 as b

ein
g p

referred
 in

 b
o

th
 cases (d

isregard
in

g th
e 

avo
id

an
ce o

f fu
rth

er d
evelo

p
m

en
t o

p
tio

n
 fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
). H

o
w

ever, b
eyo

n
d

 th
e o

p
en

in
g p

aragrap
h

 in
 th

is 
sectio

n
 o

f th
e A

d
ap

tatio
n

 P
lan

, little ad
d

itio
n

al ju
stificatio

n
 is p

ro
vid

ed
 to

 su
p

p
o

rt th
e ch

an
ge

 in
 p

rio
rities o

r th
e 

m
eth

o
d

o
lo

gy b
eh

in
d

 it (i.e. th
e w

e
igh

tin
g/valu

es u
sed

 an
d

 w
h

y). Th
is lack o

f tran
sp

aren
cy is in

d
icative o

f b
ias. Th

e 
fin

al sco
res also

 ap
p

ear to
 h

ave b
ee

n
 ro

u
n

d
ed

, as n
o

 w
e

igh
tin

g p
ro

cess o
n

 th
e C

A
P

 sco
res co

u
ld

 n
atu

rally resu
lt in

 
su

ch
 ro

u
n

d
 sco

res fo
r all field

s. It is th
erefo

re d
ifficu

lt to
 ap

p
reciate tan

gib
le valu

e as ro
u

n
d

in
g m

ay create larger 
o

u
tco

m
e m

argin
s, p

articu
larly fo

r sco
res id

en
tified

 as eq
u

al in
 th

e d
o

cu
m

en
ted

 resu
lts. 

 Fu
rth

erm
o

re, M
P

 R
o

gers &
 A

sso
ciates d

ete
rm

in
ed

 in
 th

eir su
p

p
o

rtin
g letter th

at th
e te

ch
n

ical M
C

A
 p

ro
cess h

as 
sign

ifican
tly ad

ju
ste

d
 co

m
m

u
n

ity so
cial im

p
act sco

rin
g (see Tab

le 1
 an

d
 4 in

 th
e su

p
p

o
rtin

g d
o

cu
m

en
t). M

 P
 R

o
gers 

assert th
at; “O

f a
ll th

e criteria
 th

a
t w

ere a
ssessed

, it seem
s in

tu
itive th

a
t th

e ra
tin

g
 o

f th
e so

cia
l im

p
a

cts sh
o

u
ld

 b
e 

th
e o

n
e item

 th
a

t w
o

u
ld

 b
e ca

rried
 th

ro
u

g
h

 in
to

 th
e overa

ll sco
rin

g
 for th

e o
p

tion
s. A

s it sta
n

d
s, it is n

o
t a

pp
a

rent 
w

h
a

t fu
n

ctio
n

 th
e C

om
m

un
ity A

d
viso

ry P
a

n
el a

ctu
a

lly p
la

yed
 in

 th
e a

ssessm
en

t o
f th

e o
p

tio
ns, a

s a
cross a

ll 
m

a
n

a
g

em
en

t u
n

its th
e sco

res b
y th

e P
ro

ject Tea
m

 w
ere u

sed
 to

 ch
o

o
se th

e p
referred

 a
d

a
p

ta
tio

n
 o

p
tio

n
s, w

ith
 th

ere 
b

ein
g

 little correlatio
n

 b
etw

een
 th

e criteria
 scores p

ro
vid

ed
 b

y th
e C

om
m

u
n

ity A
d

viso
ry P

a
n

el a
n

d
 th

e P
ro

ject Tea
m

.” 
 O

n
 reversib

ility, M
 P

 R
o

gers also
 in

fer th
e in

accu
racy o

f th
e su

ggestio
n

 th
at seaw

alls are irreversib
le

; “Fro
m

 a
n 

en
g

in
eerin

g
 p

ersp
ective, it is im

p
orta

n
t to

 rea
lise th

a
t th

e co
n

stru
ctio

n
 o

f a
 sea

w
a

ll is n
o

t irreversib
le. Stru

ctu
res 

ca
n

 a
lw

a
ys b

e rem
o

ved
 in

 th
e fu

tu
re a

n
d

 th
e site rem

ed
ia

ted
. Th

ere w
o

u
ld

 o
b

vio
u

sly b
e d

em
o

litio
n

 co
sts a

ssocia
ted

 
w

ith
 a

n
y su

ch
 d

ecisio
n

, b
u

t th
ese co

sts w
o

u
ld

 id
ea

lly be co
n

sid
ered

 a
s p

a
rt o

f a
 w

h
o

le o
f life co

st b
e

n
efit a

n
alysis if 

it w
ere co

n
tem

p
la

ted
 th

a
t a

 stru
cture b

e rem
o

ved
 in

 th
e fu

tu
re.” 

 C
h

an
ges in

 th
e resu

ltin
g sco

res asso
ciated

 w
ith

 reversib
ility an

d
 co

m
m

u
n

ity im
p

act sign
ifican

tly im
p

act th
e to

tal 
co

m
b

in
e sco

re o
u

tco
m

es. 
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2
.3

 
P

revio
u

s C
o

st-B
e

n
efit A

n
alysis 

A
lth

o
u

gh
 n

o
t clearly co

n
sid

ered
 in

 th
e p

ro
cess an

d
 fin

al reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s, a co

st-b
en

efit an
alysis (C

B
A

) w
as 

co
m

p
leted

 as p
art o

f th
e early C

H
R

M
A

P
 p

ro
cess to

 assess th
e b

en
efits an

d
 co

sts o
f each

 ad
ap

tatio
n

 o
p

tio
n

. Th
e 

C
B

A
 w

as co
n

d
u

cte
d

 to
 co

m
p

are o
p

tio
n

 b
en

e
fits again

st w
h

o
le life co

sts, b
o

th
 in

 te
rm

s o
f p

rese
n

t valu
es; h

o
w

e
ver, 

th
e availab

le in
fo

rm
atio

n
 is in

su
fficien

t to
 assess h

o
w

 b
en

efit valu
es w

ere calcu
lated

, an
d

 it is n
o

t clear th
at th

e 
valu

e o
f to

u
rism

 o
r th

e resu
ltin

g lo
ss o

f critical to
u

rism
 an

d
 acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 in
frastru

ctu
re w

e
re

 facto
red

 in
. 

R
egard

less, it is assu
m

ed
 th

at all o
p

tio
n

s are o
n

 eq
u

al fo
o

tin
g. A

lth
o

u
gh

 n
o

 o
p

tio
n

s w
e

re id
en

tified
 as h

avin
g a 

p
o

sitive eco
n

o
m

ic retu
rn

, a h
igh

er N
P

V
 (n

et p
resen

t valu
e) an

d
 B

C
R

 (b
en

efit co
st ratio

) in
d

icate
s a p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
. 

Th
e fo

llo
w

in
g tab

le b
reaks d

o
w

n
 ke

y resu
lts fro

m
 th

e an
alysis fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark an

d
 w

id
er Em

u
 

B
each

 Fo
resh

o
re (w

h
ich

 in
clu

d
es Em

u
 B

e
ach

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark). 
 Ta

b
le 5

. (P
a

rtia
l) co

st-b
en

efit a
n

a
lysis in

clu
d

ed
 in

 th
e ea

rly C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

cess 

O
ptio

n
 

To
tal C

osts (m
illion

s) 
To

tal B
en

efits (m
illio

n
s) 

B
C

R
 

N
P

V
 

M
idd

leto
n B

each
 H

o
lid

ay Park 

Leave assets u
n

p
ro

tected
 

1
.1

 
0

.2
 

0
.2

 
-0

.9
 

R
elo

cate assets 
1

.2
 

0
.3

 
0

.2
 

-0
.9

 

Seaw
all – ro

ck 
0

.4
 

0
.2

 
0

.5
 

-0
.2

 

Em
u B

each
 Fo

resh
o

res 

R
elo

cate assets 
8

.5
 

0
.7

 
0

.1
 

-7
.8

 

M
ain

tain
 an

d
 en

h
an

ce 
n

earsh
o

re system
 

2
.9

 
0

.4
 

0
.2

 
-2

.5
 

N
earsh

o
re b

reakw
aters 

3
.2

 
0

.7
 

0
.2

 
-2

.5
 

G
ro

yn
es 

1
.1

 
0

.5
 

0
.5

 
-0

.5
 

Seaw
all 

2
.5

 
0

.5
 

0
.2

 
-2

.0
 

 B
ased

 o
n

 th
is an

alysis, a seaw
all w

o
u

ld
 b

e th
e m

o
st viab

le fo
r M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 an
d

 gro
yn

es fo
r Em

u
 B

each
. O

p
tio

n
s 

w
h

ich
 h

ave b
eco

m
e “p

referred
” in

 th
e fin

al reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s rece

ived
 far w

o
rse B

C
R

s an
d

 N
P

V
s th

an
 th

ese 
o

p
tio

n
s.  

 Th
e b

asis o
f th

e fin
al C

H
R

M
A

P
 reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s also
 ap

p
ear to

 b
e fo

u
n

d
ed

 so
lely o

n
 th

e tech
n

ical q
u

alitative 
sco

rin
g system

, an
d

 d
o

 n
o

t ap
p

ear to
 co

n
sid

er th
e co

st-b
en

efit an
alysis th

at w
as co

n
d

u
cted

, w
h

ich
 is n

o
w

 o
n

ly 
visib

le w
ith

in
 A

p
p

en
d

ix H
 (p

age 15
2

) o
f th

e M
aster A

p
p

en
d

ices d
o

cu
m

en
t. 

 In
 th

is b
riefin

g n
o

te
, m

o
re d

etailed
 an

d
 tran

sp
aren

t co
st-b

en
efit an

alyses h
ave b

ee
n

 u
n

d
ertaken

 b
ased

 o
n

 th
e 

availab
le in

fo
rm

atio
n

. Th
is p

ro
vid

es m
o

re evid
en

ce th
at th

e fin
al C

H
R

M
A

P
 reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s sh
o

u
ld

 n
o

t b
e 

ad
o

p
te

d
 an

d
 th

at th
e p

ro
te

ctio
n

 o
f all M

id
d

leto
n

 an
d

 Em
u

 B
each

 assets is far p
refe

rab
le to

 m
an

aged
 retreat an

d
 

acce
p

tan
ce o

f lo
ss o

f b
each

 am
en

ity (see Sectio
n

 5
).  

 2
.4

 
O

p
tio

n
 C

o
st D

iscrep
an

cies 

Th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 itself o

n
ly estim

ate
s th

e co
sts o

f p
referred

 o
r m

o
st p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
s. Th

ese co
sts d

o
 n

o
t, 

h
o

w
ever, align

 w
e

ll w
ith

 th
e co

sts liste
d

 o
r u

sed
 in

 an
alyses in

 th
e Fin

al D
raft A

d
ap

tio
n

 P
lan

 an
d

 M
aste

r A
p

p
en

d
ices. 

Fo
r exam

p
le, th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 estim
ates th

e ap
p

ro
xim

ate
 co

st o
f m

an
aged

 retre
at fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 

H
o

lid
ay P

ark at $
6

-8
 m

illio
n

. Th
is co

n
trasts w

ith
 th

e M
aste

r A
p

p
en

d
ices (A

p
p

en
d

ix D
 – Sco

rin
g Sp

read
sh

eet 
(in

clu
d

in
g co

st)), w
h

ere cap
ital co

sts fo
r th

is o
p

tio
n

 are state
d

 as $
5

.8 m
illio

n
 an

d
 m

ain
te

n
an

ce co
sts (assu

m
in

g 
o

ver a 1
0

0
 year stu

d
y p

erio
d

) are $1
1

.6
 m

illio
n

. Fu
rth

erm
o

re, b
o

th
 valu

es are co
n

trad
icte

d
 b

y A
p

p
en

d
ix I – Su

ite o
f 

P
referred

 O
p

tio
n

s, w
h

ich
 su

ggest th
e $

6
-8 m

illio
n

 is sp
read

 th
ro

u
gh

o
u

t th
e 1

0
0

 year p
erio

d
. Sim

ilarly, th
e seaw

all 
fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark is in

d
icated

 as co
stin

g $
5

-6
 m

illio
n

 o
ver th

e 1
0

0
 year p

erio
d

 in
 A

p
p

en
d

ix I (w
ith

 
$

1
-2

 m
illio

n
 cap

ital co
sts an

d
 $

3
-4

 m
illio

n
 m

ain
ten

an
ce), w

h
ere

as in
 A

p
p

en
d

ix D
 it is listed

 as $
1

.7
 m

illio
n

 in
 cap

ital 
an

d
 $

2
.4

6
 m

illio
n

 in
 m

ain
ten

an
ce).  
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 In
 th

e in
te

rests o
f p

rep
arin

g a m
o

re accu
rate an

alysis o
f o

p
tio

n
s’ co

st an
d

 b
en

efit, th
e m

o
re d

etailed
 co

sts in
 

A
p

p
en

d
ix D

 o
f th

e M
aste

r A
p

p
en

d
ices (w

h
ich

 w
ere also

 th
o

se p
ro

vid
ed

 fo
r th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity to

 m
ake d

ecisio
n

s o
n

 
criteria sco

res) h
ave b

ee
n

 u
sed

 fo
r th

e co
st-b

en
efit an

alysis in
 th

is b
riefin

g n
o

te (Sectio
n

 5
). 

 2
.5

 
O

th
er C

o
n

sid
eratio

n
s 

Th
ere are a n

u
m

b
er o

f o
th

er statem
en

ts an
d

 co
n

sid
eratio

n
s th

ro
u

gh
o

u
t all th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 d
o

cu
m

en
ts w

h
ich

 h
ave 

in
flu

en
ced

 th
e fin

al reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s an

d
 sco

rin
g o

u
tco

m
e

s, b
u

t w
h

ich
 h

ave b
een

 p
o

o
rly ju

stified
. Fo

r exam
p

le, 
th

ere are b
rief statem

en
ts o

f co
n

cern
 th

at a seaw
all at M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark w
o

u
ld

 eith
er gen

erate d
o

w
n

-
d

rift ero
sio

n
 o

r w
ash

 o
u

t th
e b

each
 d

irectly in
 fro

n
t o

f th
e seaw

all (e.g. A
p

p
en

d
ix F o

f th
e M

aste
r A

p
p

en
d

ices o
n

 
p

age 4
1

 an
d

 m
u

lti-crite
ria an

alysis d
escrip

tio
n

s o
n

 p
age 1

3
1

 o
f th

e A
d

ap
tatio

n
 P

lan
). Th

ere is n
o

 fu
rth

er ju
stificatio

n
 

as to
 h

o
w

 o
r w

h
y su

ch
 effects w

o
u

ld
 b

e likely, h
o

w
ever. In

 co
n

trast, M
 P

 R
o

gers &
 A

sso
ciates w

ere e
n

gaged
 b

y th
e 

Sh
u

ttlew
o

rth
’s to

 p
ro

vid
e ad

d
itio

n
al exp

ert ad
vice o

n
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
ro

cess an
d

 in
d

icative co
st assessm

en
ts fo

r 
b

u
ried

 seaw
all o

p
tio

n
s th

at w
e

re o
m

itte
d

 fro
m

 th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 p

ro
cess. A

s stated
 b

y M
 P

 R
o

gers; “P
o

ten
tia

l fo
r 

A
ccelera

ted
 Erosio

n
 o

n Sh
o

relin
e So

u
th

 o
f th

e Seaw
a

ll It is b
ro

a
d

ly a
ccep

ted th
a

t sed
im

en
t is typ

ica
lly tra

n
sp

o
rted 

a
lo

n
g

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

ea
ch

 to
w

a
rd

s Ellen C
o

ve. A
s a resu

lt, a
 stru

ctu
re th

a
t b

lo
cks th

e sed
im

en
t m

o
vem

en
t a

lon
g

 th
e 

b
ea

ch
 co

u
ld

 p
o

ten
tia

lly ca
u

se a
n

 a
d

verse sh
o

relin
e resp

o
n

se o
n

 th
e d

o
w

n
d

rift sid
e o

f th
e stru

ctu
re. N

everth
eless, 

sea
w

a
lls a

re n
o

t o
verly effective a

t p
reven

tin
g

 sed
im

en
t tra

n
sp

o
rt a

lo
n

g
 th

e co
a

stlin
e. Sea

w
a

lls o
n

ly rea
lly 

co
n

trib
u

te to
 tra

p
p

in
g

 o
f sed

im
en

t w
h

en
 th

ey p
rotru

de so
m

e d
ista

n
ce in

to
 th

e w
a

ter to
 a

 d
ep

th w
h

ich
 is su

fficien
t 

to
 b

lo
ck m

o
st o

f th
e tra

n
sp

o
rt w

ith
in

 th
e a

ctive zo
n

e. It is n
o

t a
n

ticip
a

ted
 th

a
t th

is w
o

u
ld

 o
ccu

r w
ith

in
 a 5

0
 yea

r 
p

la
n

n
in

g
 h

o
rizo

n
.” 

 Fu
rth

erm
o

re, th
e R

o
yal H

asko
n

in
g D

H
V

 Em
u

 P
o

in
t 

to
 

M
id

d
leto

n
 

B
each

 
C

o
astal 

A
d

ap
tatio

n
 

an
d

 
P

ro
te

ctio
n

 Strate
gy su

ggests th
e o

p
p

o
site

 effects in
 

th
e sam

e lo
catio

n
 (Sectio

n
 5

.2
.1

). It d
em

o
n

strate
s 

th
at th

ere h
as b

een
 a sign

ifican
t in

crease in
 d

u
n

e 
vegetatio

n
 an

d
 sh

o
relin

e stab
ility o

ver th
e last 3

4
 

years w
ith

 alm
o

st tw
o

 an
d

 a h
alf tim

es as m
u

ch
 

d
u

n
e system

 th
an

 w
as p

resen
t b

efo
re th

e sto
rm

 o
f 

1
9

8
4

 (a o
n

e in
 1

0
0

 year A
R

I even
t) w

h
ich

 cau
sed

 
co

n
sid

erab
le ero

sio
n

, in
clu

d
in

g th
e lo

ss o
f b

each
 

an
d

 fo
resh

o
re. Th

e 
rep

o
rt 

clearly d
em

o
n

strates 
th

at th
ere is an

 o
n

sh
o

re sed
im

en
t su

p
p

ly w
h

ich
 is 

n
o

u
rish

in
g th

e Ellen
 co

ve M
id

d
leto

n
 b

each
 area 

(M
U

1
 an

d
 M

U
2

 C
H

R
M

A
P

) an
d

 h
as b

ee
n

 d
o

in
g so

 
fo

r m
an

y years. Th
e d

u
n

e system
 d

irectly in
 fro

n
t o

f 
B

IG
4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark is cu

rren
tly in

 a 
very stab

le p
o

sitio
n

 an
d

 w
o

u
ld

 m
o

re th
an

 likely 
im

p
ro

ve w
ith

 th
e cu

rren
t accretio

n
 in

 th
e years to

 
co

m
e in

 th
e ab

sen
ce o

f a sto
rm

 sim
ilar to

 th
at in

 
1

9
8

4
. Fo

llo
w

in
g su

ch
 an

 even
t, n

atu
ral accretio

n
 

cycles w
o

u
ld

 
resu

m
e, an

d
 th

e 
b

each
 w

o
u

ld
 b

e 
resto

red
, w

ith
 o

r w
ith

o
u

t th
e in

clu
sio

n
 o

f a seaw
all 

w
h

ich
 

w
o

u
ld

 
o

n
ly 

serve 
to

 
p

ro
te

ct 
th

e 
assets 

b
eh

in
d

 it d
u

rin
g su

ch
 an

 even
t.  Fu

rth
er evid

en
ce

 
an

d
 d

etail o
f th

is p
ro

cess is p
ro

vid
ed

 b
y M

 P
 R

o
gers 

in
 statem

en
ts o

n
 b

each
 regen

eratio
n

 after sto
rm

 
e

ven
t an

d
 Figu

re 1
 in

 th
e su

p
p

o
rtin

g letter. 
 

Fig
u

re 1
. C

o
n

cep
tu

a
l co

a
sta

l p
ro

cesses m
o

d
el (o

verview
) fo

r th
is 

stu
d

y a
rea

. (fro
m

 sectio
n

 5
.2

.1
 Em

u
 P

o
in

t to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
ea

ch
 C

o
a

sta
l 

A
d

a
p

ta
tio

n
 a

n
d

 P
ro

tectio
n

 Stra
teg

y M
&

A
P

A
1

5
5

8
R

0
0

1
D

0
0

1
) 
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A
s p

revio
u

sly stated
, d

esp
ite b

ein
g p

rece
d

ed
 b

y d
ecisio

n
s to

 d
evelo

p
 a b

u
ried

 seaw
all at M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 
Fo

resh
o

re, th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 p

lan
s d

o
 n

o
t actu

ally co
n

sid
er th

e p
o

te
n

tial o
f a b

u
ried

 seaw
all. Th

is o
p

tio
n

 h
as b

ee
n

 
p

referred
 in

 n
u

m
ero

u
s o

th
er d

evelo
p

m
en

ts (e
.g. th

e M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re En
h

an
cem

en
t p

ro
ject, Seab

ird
 

n
ear G

erald
to

n
 an

d
 in

 fro
n

t o
f th

e n
ew

 su
rf clu

b
 at C

ity B
each

 in
 P

erth
). A

s a resu
lt, th

e seaw
all o

p
tio

n
s p

ro
vid

ed
 in

 
th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 su
ggest a n

egative
 im

p
act o

n
 th

e en
viro

n
m

en
t an

d
 th

e n
atu

ral vista an
d

 th
e restrictio

n
 o

f p
u

b
lic access 

(w
ith

 n
o

 ad
d

itio
n

al evid
en

ce o
r ju

stificatio
n

 p
ro

vid
ed

). Th
e p

ro
visio

n
 o

f o
n

ly raised
 seaw

all o
p

tio
n

s to
 th

e 
co

m
m

u
n

ity fo
r co

n
su

ltatio
n

 an
d

 sco
rin

g m
ay w

e
ll h

ave im
p

acted
 th

e d
ecisio

n
s an

d
 fin

al o
u

tco
m

es. P
ro

vid
in

g an
 

o
p

tio
n

 fo
r a b

u
ried

 seaw
all m

ay h
ave ch

an
ged

 th
e o

u
tco

m
e, p

articu
larly give

n
 th

at even
 th

e raised
 seaw

all o
p

tio
n

 
w

as am
o

n
gst th

e m
o

st p
referred

 o
p

tio
n

s fo
r th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity.  

 Fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark, th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 in
d

icates m
an

aged
 retreat as a p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
 statin

g th
at 

“th
ere a

re n
u

m
ero

u
s o

ptio
n

s w
ith

in
 th

e existin
g

 site w
ith

in
 w

h
ich

 to
 utilise th

e a
va

ila
b

le site w
h

ilst a
lso

 im
p

ro
ving 

th
e co

a
stlin

e a
n

d
 co

a
sta

l exp
erien

ce o
f th

e p
a

rk”. H
o

w
e

ver, n
o

 ju
stificatio

n
 o

r fu
rth

er d
etail is p

ro
vid

ed
. Th

e o
n

ly 
cleared

 sp
aces availab

le fo
r fu

tu
re d

evelo
p

m
en

t are th
o

se th
at h

ave recen
tly b

een
 cleared

 o
f p

erm
an

en
t d

w
ellin

gs 
b

y B
ig4

, b
u

t w
h

ich
 are at h

igh
 risk o

f fu
tu

re ero
sio

n
 w

ith
 th

e b
u

sin
ess as u

su
al sce

n
ario

s. A
s can

 b
e seen

 in
 th

e 
figu

res b
elo

w
, n

o
 o

p
tio

n
 fo

r retreat is id
en

tified
 w

ith
in

 th
e existin

g site. N
o

 o
th

er o
p

tio
n

 h
as b

ee
n

 d
efin

ed
, n

o
r d

o
es 

o
n

e ap
p

ear to
 b

e
 availab

le, an
yw

h
ere else w

ith
in

 th
e Em

u
 P

o
in

t area; i.e. n
o

 o
p

tio
n

 exists fo
r m

an
aged

 retre
at o

r 
lo

catio
n

. Fu
rth

erm
o

re, th
e o

rigin
al A

p
p

en
d

ices, A
d

ap
tatio

n
 P

lan
 an

d
 D

raft Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 all su
ggested

 th
e 

rem
o

val o
f th

e tail o
f th

e existin
g revetm

en
t to

 accelerate ero
sio

n
 w

ith
in

 th
e p

ark b
o

u
n

d
aries (Figu

re 2), d
esp

ite 
clear co

m
m

u
n

ity p
referen

ces fo
r en

h
an

cin
g revetm

en
ts in

 th
e area. M

 P
 R

o
gers co

n
firm

 th
e n

egative im
p

act o
f 

rem
o

vin
g th

e “Tail” o
f th

e existin
g ro

ck revetm
en

t. Th
e fin

al Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 sh
o

w
ed

 th
e first co

n
trastin

g 
im

age th
at rem

o
ved

 th
is facto

r. Th
e state o

f ero
sio

n
 d

em
o

n
strated

 in
 th

e u
p

d
ated

 im
age (Figu

re 3
) n

o
w

 d
raw

s a 
lin

e p
erfectly cu

ttin
g aro

u
n

d
 th

e Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark b
o

u
n

d
ary, th

o
u

gh
 it is n

o
t en

tirely clear w
h

at level o
f 

h
yd

ro
lo

gical stu
d

y w
as co

n
d

u
cte

d
 to

 arrive at th
is co

n
clu

sio
n

, if an
y.  

 

 
Fig

u
re 2

. P
revio

u
s a

rea
 id

en
tified

 a
t risk o

f ero
sio

n
 

 
Fig

u
re 3

. U
p

d
a

ted
 a

rea
 id

en
tified

 a
s a

 risk o
f ero

sio
n

 

   3
 

D
irect V

alu
e o

f B
ig4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks 
B

ig4
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark’s eco

n
o

m
ic co

n
trib

u
tio

n
s to

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y an
d

 G
reat So

u
th

ern
 regio

n
 m

ake
s B

IG
4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 

B
each

 an
d

 B
IG

4
 Em

u
 B

each
 sign

ifican
t in

co
m

e
-p

ro
d

u
cin

g, to
u

rism
-facilitatin

g eco
n

o
m

ic d
evelo

p
m

en
t assets fo

r th
e 

co
m

m
u

n
ity, lo

cal b
u

sin
esses an

d
 C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y. Th
e fo

llo
w

in
g list o

u
tlin

es th
e p

rin
cip

al b
en

efits fro
m

 th
ese assets, 

an
d

 h
ave

 b
een

 u
sed

 to
 in

fo
rm

 th
e co

st-b
en

efit an
alyses su

m
m

arised
 in

 Sectio
n

 5
 o

f th
is b

riefin
g n

o
te: 

 1
. 

3
0

%
 o

f all visito
rs to

 A
lb

an
y p

er an
n

u
m

 n
o

t stayin
g w

ith
 frien

d
s o

r relatives (e.g. stayin
g in

 caravan
 p

arks, h
o

tels 
an

d
 m

o
te

ls) ch
o

o
se to

 stay in
 caravan

 p
arks, acco

rd
in

g to
 rep

o
rts fro

m
 To

u
rism

 R
ese

arch
 A

u
stralia (TR

A
). 

2
. 

B
IG

4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 B
IG

4
 Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark acco

u
n

t fo
r aro

u
n

d
 1

5
%

 o
f th

e to
tal 

m
arket o

f visito
rs in

 A
lb

an
y n

o
t stayin

g w
ith

 frien
d

s o
r relatives (TR

A
 rep

o
rt). 

3
. 

C
o

m
b

in
ed

, B
IG

4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 B
IG

4
 Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark m

ake p
aym

en
ts to

 th
e C

ity 
o

f A
lb

an
y (lease p

aym
en

ts/rates/o
th

er licen
ce an

d
 p

erm
it fee

s) o
f ap

p
ro

xim
ate

ly $
1

9
5

,0
0

0
 p

er an
n

u
m

. 
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4
. 

A
n

n
u

al ch
eck-in

s at B
IG

4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark am
o

u
n

t to
 2

1
,6

9
2

, w
h

ich
 eq

u
ates to

 6
2

,6
91

 gu
est 

n
igh

ts p
er an

n
u

m
. (A

verage len
gth

 o
f stay is 2

.8
9

). 
5

. 
A

n
n

u
al ch

eck-in
s at B

IG
4

 Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark am
o

u
n

t to
 2

1
,3

7
8

, w
h

ich
 eq

u
ate

s to
 7

8
,4

5
8

 gu
est n

igh
ts p

er 
an

n
u

m
. (A

verage len
gth

 o
f stay is 3

.6
7

). 
6

. 
C

o
m

b
in

ed
, an

n
u

al ch
eck-in

s fo
r b

o
th

 p
ro

p
erties are

 4
3

,0
7

0
, w

h
ich

 eq
u

ates to
 a to

tal o
f 1

4
1

,1
4

9
 gu

est n
igh

ts 
p

er an
n

u
m

 (o
n

 average eq
u

ates to
 ap

p
ro

xim
ate

ly 3
87 p

eo
p

le o
n

 site each
 d

ay o
f th

e year). 
7

. 
Each

 gu
est co

n
trib

u
tes ap

p
ro

xim
ate

ly $1
.45

 p
er n

igh
t to

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y th
ro

u
gh

 lease an
d

 rate
s p

aym
en

ts. 
(C

alcu
lated

 b
y in

clu
d

in
g co

m
b

in
ed

 p
aym

en
ts to

 th
e city $

1
9

5
,0

0
0

, d
ivid

ed
 b

y gu
est n

igh
ts o

f 1
3

4
,3

7
2

.) 
8

. 
A

cco
rd

in
g to

 Lo
cal G

o
vern

m
en

t A
rea P

ro
files, 2

0
1

7
, A

lb
an

y rep
o

rt p
ro

d
u

ced
 b

y TR
A

, th
e average sp

en
d

 p
er 

n
igh

t fo
r D

o
m

estic O
vern

igh
t V

isito
rs is $1

9
2

. Th
erefo

re, 4
3

,0
7

0
 gu

ests (1
4

1
,1

4
9

 gu
est n

igh
ts) w

o
u

ld
 sp

en
d

 
ap

p
ro

xim
ately $

27
.1 m

illio
n

 in
 th

e regio
n

 each
 year. (R

efe
ren

ce: Lo
cal G

o
vern

m
en

t A
rea P

ro
files, 2

01
7

, A
lb

an
y 

(C
) W

estern
 A

u
stralia, To

u
rism

 R
ese

arch
 A

u
stralia.) 

9
. 

A
cco

rd
in

g to
 th

e “So
u

rce o
f B

u
sin

ess R
ep

o
rt” w

h
ich

 in
clu

d
es d

irect b
o

o
kin

gs o
n

ly, fo
r B

IG
4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 

H
o

lid
ay P

ark, 1
8

.24
%

 o
r 3

,90
4 o

f th
e 2

1
,69

2
 n

ew
 arrivals state

d
 th

at th
ey stayed

 at th
e p

ro
p

erty b
ecau

se o
f its 

lo
catio

n
. O

n
lin

e review
s, so

cial m
ed

ia co
m

m
en

ts as w
ell as verb

al feed
b

ack co
n

sisten
tly id

en
tify lo

catio
n

 
(d

esire to
 u

se o
r b

e clo
se to

 th
e b

each
 area) as a d

eterm
in

in
g facto

r fo
r ch

o
o

sin
g w

h
ere to

 stay. N
o

te: th
ese 

gu
ests h

ave n
o

t b
een

 in
clu

d
ed

 in
 th

e rece
n

t C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y C

H
R

M
A

P
 Su

rvey w
h

ich
 targeted

 lo
cal resid

en
ts o

n
ly. 

1
0

. C
o

m
b

in
ed

 w
ages an

d
 su

p
eran

n
u

atio
n

 fo
r B

IG
4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark an

d
 B

IG
4

 Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark 
fo

r year en
d

in
g 2

01
7 am

o
u

n
t to

 $1
.59

7
 m

illio
n

. 
1

1
. Th

e co
m

b
in

ed
 m

arketin
g sp

en
d

s fo
r B

IG
4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark an

d
 B

IG
4

 Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark are 
ap

p
ro

xim
ately $

1
2

5
,0

00
 p

er an
n

u
m

. Th
is in

clu
d

es d
irect ad

vertisin
g th

ro
u

gh
o

u
t A

u
stralia an

d
 in

to
 th

e target 
m

arket secto
r. Th

e b
iggest segm

en
t o

f th
e b

u
sin

ess is th
e fam

ily m
arket. Th

is m
arket is lo

o
kin

g fo
r a fam

ily 
exp

erien
ce in

 a safe an
d

 n
atu

ral en
viro

n
m

en
t an

d
 exp

ect w
ell-m

ain
tain

ed
 an

d
 m

o
d

ern
 facilities. Th

is m
ean

s 
th

at th
e A

lb
an

y regio
n

 h
as to

 b
e m

arkete
d

 eq
u

ally as m
u

ch
 as th

e p
ro

p
erty in

 o
rd

er to
 attract gu

e
sts th

at 
p

o
ssib

ly w
o

u
ld

 h
o

lid
ay at a d

ifferen
t A

u
stralian

 d
estin

atio
n

 o
r in

 m
an

y cases o
verseas. In

 ad
d

itio
n

, m
arketin

g 
co

n
d

u
cte

d
 b

y B
IG

4
 H

o
lid

ay P
arks o

f A
u

stralia d
elivers an

 estim
ate

d
 $

1
.2

0
 w

o
rth

 o
f exp

o
su

re fo
r every d

o
llar 

sp
en

t o
n

 fran
ch

ise fees. Th
is o

rgan
isatio

n
 m

arke
ts b

o
th

 n
atio

n
ally an

d
 in

te
rn

atio
n

ally to
 target m

arke
ts to

 b
rin

g 
gu

ests to
 th

e p
ro

p
erties an

d
 th

e regio
n

. In
 p

ro
m

o
tin

g each
 in

d
ivid

u
al p

ro
p

erty, th
ey p

ro
m

o
te th

e regio
n

 as a 
d

estin
atio

n
. 

1
2

. A
cco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 O
fferin

g: B
IG

4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark an
d

 B
IG

4
 Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark h

ave a to
tal 

o
f 7

8
 acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 u
n

its fo
r to

u
rists an

d
 ap

p
ro

xim
ate

ly 2
4

0
 site

s fo
r caravan

 an
d

 cam
p

in
g as fo

llo
w

s: 

• 
2

1
 x 2

 an
d

 3
 b

ed
ro

o
m

 fu
lly self-co

n
tain

ed
 h

o
lid

ay h
o

m
es an

d
 ch

alets (rate
d

 4
.5

 stars), 

• 
4

9
 x 2

 an
d

 1 b
ed

ro
o

m
 fu

lly self-co
n

tain
ed

 ch
alets an

d
 ap

artm
en

ts rated
 (4

 stars), 

• 
8

 x 1
 b

ed
 m

o
tel ro

o
m

s, sem
i-co

n
tain

ed
 (rate

d
 3

.5
 stars), 

• 
To

tal n
u

m
b

er o
f b

ed
s: 3

2
5

, 

• 
A

ll star ratin
gs h

ave b
een

 co
n

d
u

cte
d

 b
y Star R

atin
gs an

d
 ad

m
in

istered
 b

y th
e To

u
rism

 C
o

u
n

cil W
A

. 
 Fu

rth
erm

o
re, 

in
 

2
0

0
8

 
th

e 
state 

go
vern

m
en

t 
req

u
ested

 
so

m
e 

co
u

n
cils 

aro
u

n
d

 
W

A
 

to
 

p
ro

d
u

ce 
a 

To
u

rism
 

A
cco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 P
lan

n
in

g Strategy. Th
is strate

gy w
as m

ain
ly d

irected
 at caravan

 p
arks b

ecau
se m

an
y free

h
o

ld
 

caravan
 p

arks, esp
ecially o

n
 th

e co
ast, w

e
re b

ein
g so

ld
 o

ff an
d

 th
e to

u
rism

 task fo
rce h

ad
 co

n
cern

s th
at th

ere w
o

u
ld

 
n

o
t b

e en
o

u
gh

 p
arks to

 m
eet th

e to
u

rism
 d

em
an

d
s o

f th
e fu

tu
re. In

 th
is strate

gy, B
IG

4
 M

id
d

le
to

n
 B

e
ach

 H
o

lid
ay 

P
ark w

as id
e

n
tified

 as o
n

e o
f th

e m
o

st im
p

o
rtan

t strate
gic to

u
rist site

s in
 W

e
ste

rn
 A

u
stralia. “W

ith
 in

crea
sin

g 
p

ressure b
ein

g
 p

la
ced o

n
 freeh

o
ld

 la
n

d p
a

rcels lo
ca

ted
 o

n
 b

ea
ch

fro
n

t w
ith

in th
e rem

a
in

d
er o

f th
e sta

te to
 b

e 
d

evelo
p

ed
 fo

r resid
en

tia
l p

u
rp

o
ses o

r for a
p

artm
en

ts, th
is site p

rovid
es o

n
e o

f th
e few

 rem
a

in
in

g
 h

ig
h

 qu
a

lity 
ca

ra
va

n
 p

a
rk sites in

 th
e sta

te w
ith

 d
irect b

ea
ch

 access” (R
e

feren
ce: Seco

n
d

 D
raft, To

u
rism

 A
cco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 
P

lan
n

in
g Strate

gy – M
ee

tin
g To

u
rism

 D
em

an
d

s to
 2

0
2

0
 Jan

u
ary 2

0
1

0
 p

age 5
9

). 
 It sh

o
u

ld
 b

e n
o

ted
 th

at th
e ab

o
ve facto

rs w
ere reco

rd
ed

 in
 2

0
1

7
/1

8
 an

d
 2

0
1

8/1
9

 fin
an

cial years. Sin
ce th

en
, lease 

co
sts h

ave in
crease

d
 to

 ap
p

ro
xim

ately $
2

2
0

,0
0

0
 an

d
 p

ark visitatio
n

 h
as also

 in
crease

d
. A

s th
is an

alysis alread
y 

d
em

o
n

strates clear b
en

efit fo
r th

e p
ro

te
ctio

n
 o

f assets u
sin

g th
e m

o
re co

n
servative

 2
0

1
7

/1
8

 an
d

 2
0

1
8

/1
9

 figu
res, 

it is n
o

t n
ecessary to

 ad
ju

st th
e m

o
d

els; w
h

ich
 w

o
u

ld
 d

em
o

n
strate an

 even
 greater N

P
V

 an
d

 B
C

R
 fo

r p
ro

tectio
n

. 
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D
irect Fin

an
cial Im

p
licatio

n
s o

f Lo
ss 

B
ig4

 h
as cap

ital rese
rved

 an
d

 h
as co

n
cep

t p
lan

s d
evelo

p
ed

 fo
r large exp

an
sio

n
s o

f th
e acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 assets at 
b

o
th

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 an

d
 Em

u
 B

each
. H

o
w

ever, b
o

th
 site

s h
ave b

ee
n

 id
en

tified
 in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s as m

o
re su

itab
le fo

r relo
catio

n
 th

an
 p

ro
te

ctio
n

 (d
esp

ite recen
t in

clu
sio

n
 o

f th
e ro

ck seaw
all 

o
p

tio
n

 fo
r M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

). A
s a resu

lt, all exp
an

sio
n

 p
lan

s h
ave n

o
w

 b
een

 h
alted

 p
en

d
in

g th
e o

u
tco

m
es o

f fin
al 

C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 re
co

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s an
d

 ad
o

p
tio

n
 b

y th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y C
o

u
n

cil. 
 H

o
w

ever, as o
u

tlin
ed

 in
 th

e sectio
n

s ab
o

ve, th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 an

d
 su

p
p

lem
en

tary d
o

cu
m

en
tatio

n
: 

 • 
D

o
 n

o
t p

ro
vid

e su
fficien

t ju
stificatio

n
 fo

r th
e re

co
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s,  

• 
D

o
 n

o
t p

ro
vid

e viab
le o

p
tio

n
s th

at en
su

re lo
n

g-te
rm

 b
u

sin
ess viab

ility an
d

 retu
rn

 o
n

 in
vestm

en
t, an

d
  

• 
Th

e m
argin

s b
etw

e
en

 p
ro

tectio
n

 an
d

 n
o

n
-p

ro
tectio

n
 o

p
tio

n
s are to

o
 sm

all to
 p

ro
vid

e a firm
 b

asis fo
r th

e fin
al 

reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s w

ith
o

u
t fu

rth
er co

n
sid

eratio
n

.  
 C

ertain
ty th

at B
ig4

 assets w
ill b

e p
ro

tected
 in

 th
e fu

tu
re fro

m
 ero

sio
n

 an
d

 sto
rm

 su
rge risks is req

u
ired

 to
 resu

m
e 

th
e exp

an
sio

n
 p

lan
s fo

r th
e h

o
lid

ay p
arks. W

o
rkin

g w
ith

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y, th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s w
o

u
ld

 th
en

 b
egin

 to
 

reserve cap
ital fo

r fu
tu

re p
ro

tectio
n

 m
easu

res to
 su

p
p

lem
en

t in
vestm

en
t b

y o
th

er affecte
d

 b
u

sin
esses an

d
 th

e C
ity 

o
f A

lb
an

y in
 th

e req
u

ired
 cap

ital an
d

 o
n

go
in

g m
ain

te
n

an
ce co

sts. W
ith

o
u

t certain
ty, h

o
w

e
ver, th

e p
ro

p
o

sed
 

d
evelo

p
m

en
ts w

ill n
o

t co
m

m
en

ce an
d

 th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s w
ill revalu

ate
 th

eir p
o

sitio
n

 an
d

 b
est o

p
tio

n
s fo

r a retu
rn

 
o

n
 in

vestm
en

t. A
t th

is stage, accep
tan

ce o
f th

e lo
ss o

f b
each

 am
en

ity an
d

 m
an

aged
 retreat o

f B
ig4

 assets is n
o

t 
d

ee
m

ed
 a viab

le b
u

sin
ess o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity, an

d
 th

e cap
ital earm

arke
d

 fo
r fu

tu
re d

evelo
p

m
en

ts w
o

u
ld

 in
ste

ad
 likely b

e 
in

vested
 in

 relo
catio

n
 o

u
tsid

e o
f th

e G
reat So

u
th

ern
 regio

n
 (i.e. to

 lo
catio

n
s m

o
re fin

an
cially viab

le an
d

 su
stain

ab
le 

o
ver th

e lo
n

g-term
). Th

is w
o

u
ld

 resu
lt in

 th
e co

m
p

lete
 lo

ss o
f B

ig4
 assets an

d
 b

ed
s w

ith
in

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y (2
3

.7
%

 
o

f all availab
le b

ed
s - A

B
S, 86

35
.0 - To

u
rist A

cco
m

m
o

d
atio

n
, A

u
stralia, 2

0
1

5
-16

) to
geth

er w
ith

 th
e

 co
n

sid
erab

le 
caravan

 an
d

 te
n

tin
g cap

acity. P
age 4

0
 o

f th
e M

aste
r A

p
p

en
d

ices (A
p

p
en

d
ix F – Su

ite o
f A

d
ap

tatio
n

 O
p

tio
n

s) also
 

n
o

te
s th

at “th
e co

st o
f reloca

tio
n

 m
a

y b
e u

n
via

b
le a

n
d resu

lt in
 lo

ss o
f C

a
ra

va
n

 P
ark for th

e C
ity”. 

 A
s a resu

lt o
f th

is, lease
, rate an

d
 o

th
er asso

ciated
 in

co
m

e w
o

u
ld

 b
e lo

st to
 th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y, to

tallin
g 

ap
p

ro
xim

ately $
19

5
,00

0
 p

er an
n

u
m

 ($
8

7,50
0 fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 an

d
 $

1
0

7
,5

0
0

 fo
r Em

u
 B

each
) in

 th
e 20

18
/19 

fin
an

cial year (recen
tly in

creasin
g to

 $22
0

,0
00

). In
 ad

d
itio

n
, A

lb
an

y an
d

 th
e regio

n
 w

o
u

ld
 also

 lo
se co

n
sid

erab
le 

m
arketin

g valu
e ad

d
 (ap

p
ro

xim
ately $

1
2

5
,0

00
 p

er an
n

u
m

). O
ver th

e n
ext d

ecad
e, in

 to
d

ay’s d
o

llar valu
e, lease an

d
 

o
th

er asso
ciated

 in
co

m
e lo

sses (exclu
d

in
g m

arketin
g valu

e) w
o

u
ld

 to
tal $

2
.2

m
, o

r $
22

 o
ver th

e 1
0

0
-year stu

d
y 

p
erio

d
. A

p
p

en
d

ix I o
n

 p
age 1

86
 o

f th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 M

aster A
p

p
en

d
ices co

n
firm

s th
at th

e m
an

aged
 retreat o

f assets 
o

p
tio

n
 fo

r M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 d

o
es n

o
t co

n
sid

er th
e lo

ss o
f rates reven

u
e to

 th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y. Fu
rth

erm
o

re, th
e lo

ss 
o

f o
n

e leaseh
o

ld
er m

ay en
co

u
rage o

th
ers to

 leave th
e p

recin
cts d

u
e to

 th
e d

im
in

u
tio

n
 o

f lo
n

g-term
 b

u
sin

ess 
p

ro
sp

ects. Fo
r exam

p
le, th

e lo
ss o

f 1
41

,149
 visito

r n
igh

ts in
 d

irect w
alkin

g d
istan

ce o
f a n

u
m

b
er o

f cafes, b
ars an

d
 

restau
ran

ts is likely to
 co

n
sid

erab
ly red

u
ce b

u
sin

ess in
co

m
e an

d
 viab

ility fo
r th

o
se b

u
sin

esses. Th
e resu

lt o
f 

ad
d

itio
n

al lessee
 lo

sses co
u

ld
 h

ave co
n

sid
erab

le fin
an

cial im
p

licatio
n

s to
 th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y, given

 th
e ap

p
ro

xim
ate 

$
1

m
 in

 lease reven
u

e p
er an

n
u

m
 in

 th
e area. Th

e reaso
n

s b
eh

in
d

 th
e vacatio

n
 o

f th
e site

s w
o

u
ld

 also
 like

ly d
eter 

p
ro

sp
ective te

n
an

ts fro
m

 assu
m

in
g th

e leases. 
 It sh

o
u

ld
 also

 b
e n

o
ted

 th
at accep

tin
g th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s, w

ith
 th

e grad
u

al 
d

eclin
e o

f b
each

 am
en

ity, lan
d

 ero
sio

n
 an

d
 sto

rm
 su

rge risks, w
o

u
ld

 also
 im

p
act th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y’s in

su
ran

ce. Fo
r 

exam
p

le, in
su

rers m
ay in

crease
 p

rem
iu

m
s sign

ifican
tly o

ver tim
e o

r refu
se to

 co
n

tin
u

e in
su

rin
g site

s in
 th

e
 area. It 

is h
igh

ly u
n

like
ly th

at th
e acce

p
tan

ce o
f m

ed
iu

m
 to

 lo
n

g-te
rm

 lo
ss o

f lan
d

 an
d

 assets w
o

u
ld

 n
o

t im
p

act in
su

rer 
d

ecisio
n

s to
 th

is effect. 
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W
id

er Eco
n

o
m

ic Im
p

licatio
n

s – C
o

st-B
en

efit A
n

alyses  
C

o
st-b

en
efit an

alysis is a u
sefu

l eco
n

o
m

ic to
o

l to
 evalu

ate
 th

e case fo
r a p

ro
ject o

r p
ro

p
o

sal again
st th

e sta
tu

s q
u

o
. 

Im
p

o
rtan

tly, it allo
w

s fo
r an

 assessm
en

t in
 eco

n
o

m
ic te

rm
s o

f in
tan

gib
le valu

es. Th
e im

p
acts o

f a p
ro

p
o

sal fo
r 

in
vestm

en
t o

r in
terven

tio
n

 in
 a m

arket are m
easu

red
 in

 te
rm

s o
f th

e eco
n

o
m

ic, so
cial an

d
 en

viro
n

m
en

tal co
sts an

d
 

b
en

efits. C
o

sts rep
rese

n
t th

e p
u

b
lic’s w

illin
gn

ess-to
-p

ay to
 avo

id
 th

e resu
ltin

g co
n

seq
u

en
ces o

f th
e in

terven
tio

n
, 

w
h

ereas b
en

efits reflect th
e p

u
b

lic’s w
illin

gn
ess-to

-p
ay fo

r th
e co

n
seq

u
en

ces. Th
e evalu

atio
n

 o
f a p

articu
lar 

p
ro

p
o

sal co
n

sid
ers th

e effects o
n

 th
e co

m
m

u
n

ity as a w
h

o
le, in

 o
rd

er to
 give a ‘glo

b
al’ p

ersp
ective. A

s far as 
p

o
ssib

le, co
sts an

d
 b

en
efits are exp

ressed
 in

 m
o

n
etary te

rm
s, alth

o
u

gh
 assign

in
g m

o
n

etary valu
es to

 so
m

e 
in

tan
gib

le effects can
 p

ro
ve d

ifficu
lt. Th

e p
rim

ary p
u

rp
o

se o
f th

e an
alysis is to

 id
en

tify th
e so

cial n
et b

en
efit o

f a 
sp

ecific in
terven

tio
n

 o
r in

vestm
en

t p
ro

p
o

sal. Essen
tially, th

e co
st-b

en
efit p

ro
cess aim

s to
 d

ete
rm

in
e w

h
eth

e
r th

e 
to

tal estim
ated

 b
en

efits resu
ltin

g fro
m

 a p
ro

p
o

sal excee
d

 th
e estim

ated
 co

sts, an
d

 th
erefo

re, w
h

eth
er th

e p
ro

ject 
w

o
u

ld
 resu

lt in
 an

 eco
n

o
m

ically e
fficien

t allo
catio

n
 o

f reso
u

rces.  
 Th

e fo
llo

w
in

g ru
les ap

p
ly w

h
en

 in
te

rp
retin

g an
d

 u
sin

g th
e e

co
n

o
m

ic in
d

icato
rs fo

r d
ecisio

n
 m

akin
g: 

 • 
If th

e B
en

efit C
o

st R
atio

 (B
C

R
) is greate

r th
an

 1
, a p

ro
ject is so

cially/eco
n

o
m

ically b
en

eficial. 

• 
If th

e B
C

R
 is less th

an
 1

, a p
ro

ject is n
o

t so
cially/eco

n
o

m
ically b

en
eficial. 

• 
If th

e N
et P

rese
n

t V
alu

e (N
P

V
) is greater th

an
 0

, a p
ro

ject is so
cially/eco

n
o

m
ically b

en
eficial. 

• 
If th

e N
P

V
 is less th

an
 0

, a p
ro

ject is n
o

t so
cially/eco

n
o

m
ically b

en
eficial. 

 Fu
rth

er b
ackgro

u
n

d
 to

 co
st-b

en
efit an

alysis is p
ro

vid
ed

 in
 A

p
p

en
d

ix B
 o

f th
is b

riefin
g n

o
te

. 
 5

.1
 

M
eth

o
d

o
lo

gy 

A
s stated

 in
 Sectio

n
 2

.3, th
e co

st-b
en

efit an
alysis co

n
d

u
cte

d
 b

y JB
P

 Scien
tists an

d
 En

gin
ee

rs (A
p

p
en

d
ix H

 o
f th

e 
C

H
R

M
A

P
 M

aster A
p

p
en

d
ices) lacks tran

sp
aren

cy in
 th

e evalu
atio

n
 m

eth
o

d
o

lo
gy an

d
 ju

stificatio
n

 o
f th

e co
sts an

d
 

b
en

efits in
clu

d
ed

. B
ased

 o
n

 th
e availab

le in
fo

rm
atio

n
, it ap

p
ears u

n
like

ly th
at th

e valu
e o

f to
u

rism
 o

r th
e resu

ltin
g 

lo
ss o

f critical to
u

rism
 an

d
 acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 in
frastru

ctu
re

 h
ave b

ee
n

 facto
red

 in
to

 th
e an

alyses. It is also
 u

n
clear 

w
h

eth
er th

e b
en

efit o
f m

itigatin
g again

st cap
ital an

d
 m

ain
te

n
an

ce co
sts o

f u
n

p
ro

tecte
d

 assets h
as b

ee
n

 calcu
lated

 
again

st th
e co

st o
f th

e vario
u

s p
ro

te
ctio

n
 m

easu
res. O

n
 th

is b
asis alo

n
e, an

 N
P

V
 greate

r th
an

 $
0

 an
d

 B
C

R
 greate

r 
th

an
 1

 can
 b

e ach
ieved

 w
ith

 th
e m

o
re e

xp
en

sive p
ro

tectio
n

 o
p

tio
n

s. Th
is d

o
es n

o
t facto

r in
 an

y ad
d

itio
n

al to
u

rism
 

th
at w

ill resu
lt fro

m
 n

ew
 d

evelo
p

m
en

ts th
at w

ill go
 ah

ead
 give

n
 th

e
 certain

ty o
f p

ro
te

ctio
n

. Th
is w

o
u

ld
 serve to

 
fu

rth
er im

p
ro

ve th
e N

P
V

 an
d

 B
C

R
.  

 A
n

 e
xam

p
le m

o
d

el w
as d

evelo
p

ed
 to

 evalu
ate

 th
e cap

ital co
sts o

f b
u

ried
 seaw

all o
p

tio
n

s fo
r M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 an
d

 
Em

u
 B

each
, as w

ell as th
e o

n
go

in
g m

ain
te

n
an

ce req
u

irem
en

ts (O
P

C
 calcu

lated
 b

y M
 P

 R
o

gers &
 A

sso
ciate

s). Even
 

w
ith

 th
ese h

igh
 o

n
go

in
g co

sts, an
 N

P
V

 o
f $

3
.36

m
 an

d
 B

C
R

 o
f 2

.0
5

 w
as estim

ated
 b

ased
 o

n
 m

itigatin
g th

e 
req

u
irem

en
t fo

r u
n

p
ro

te
cted

 asset cap
ital co

sts an
d

 m
ain

te
n

an
ce, as w

ell as th
e cap

ital valu
e o

f n
ew

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts 

(se
e A

p
p

en
d

ix A
 fo

r d
etailed

 m
o

d
el). N

o
te th

at th
e b

en
efits o

f m
itigate

d
 u

n
p

ro
tecte

d
 asset cap

ital co
sts are sp

read
 

o
ver th

e stu
d

y p
erio

d
 rath

er th
an

 as a o
n

e
-o

ff fixed
 co

st. Fo
r m

o
re co

n
servative an

alysis, th
e co

st b
en

efit m
o

d
els 

in
 th

is b
riefin

g n
o

te
 co

n
sid

er in
itial p

ro
te

ctio
n

 req
u

irem
en

ts fro
m

 2
0

3
0

, th
e b

egin
n

in
g o

f th
e at-risk p

erio
d

 
id

en
tified

 in
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

, h
o

w
ever it sh

o
u

ld
 b

e n
o

te
d

 th
at M

 P
 R

o
gers co

n
sid

er th
e likelih

o
o

d
 o

f 
n

ee
d

in
g to

 im
p

lem
en

t p
ro

tective m
easu

res b
efo

re 2
0

5
0

 as lo
w

. 
 Th

e p
u

rp
o

se o
f th

is b
riefin

g n
o

te
, an

d
 th

e co
st-b

en
efit an

alyses in
clu

d
ed

 in
 it, are n

o
t to

 d
isp

ro
ve th

e calcu
latio

n
s 

p
revio

u
sly co

n
d

u
cte

d
 fo

r th
e o

verall system
s h

o
w

ever, b
u

t rath
er to

 d
em

o
n

strate
 th

e valu
e o

f asset p
ro

tectio
n

 
fro

m
 th

e reten
tio

n
 o

f critical to
u

rism
 an

d
 acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

 in
frastru

ctu
re, as w

e
ll as th

e im
p

licatio
n

s o
f lo

sin
g th

ese 
assets co

m
p

letely (as w
o

u
ld

 b
e like

ly if th
e certain

ty o
f asset p

ro
tectio

n
 can

n
o

t b
e p

ro
vid

ed
). C

o
n

seq
u

en
tly, vario

u
s 

n
ew

 m
o

d
els h

ave b
een

 d
evelo

p
ed

, in
clu

d
in

g: 
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• 
A

 m
an

aged
 retreat fo

r B
ig 4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark; 

• 
U

n
p

ro
te

cte
d

 assets at B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

e
ach

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark; 

• 
A

 ro
ck se

aw
all at B

ig4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark; 

• 
A

 b
u

ried
 se

aw
all at B

ig4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark; 

• 
A

 m
an

aged
 retreat fo

r B
ig4 Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark; 

• 
C

o
n

tin
u

ed
 san

d
b

ag/gro
yn

e trials fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 Fo

resh
o

re
 (co

sts n
o

t availab
le at lo

cal B
ig4

 level); 

• 
Seaw

all/revetm
en

ts fo
r Em

u
 B

e
ach

 Fo
resh

o
re

 (co
sts n

o
t availab

le at lo
cal B

ig4
 level); 

• 
A

 b
u

ried
 se

aw
all at Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark; an

d
 

• 
Th

e lo
ss o

f b
o

th
 B

ig4 assets as a resu
lt o

f fu
tu

re p
ro

te
ctio

n
 an

d
 co

st u
n

certain
ties. 

 D
u

e to
 th

e availab
ility o

f co
st d

ata p
ro

vid
ed

 in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 d
o

cu
m

en
ts, so

m
e co

sts fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 H

o
lid

ay P
ark 

w
e

re calcu
lated

 fo
r th

e w
id

er Em
u

 B
each

 fo
resh

o
re b

u
t b

en
efits in

clu
d

ed
 o

n
ly fo

r Em
u

 B
each

 H
o

lid
ay P

ark. 
Th

erefo
re, th

e estim
ated

 b
en

efits fro
m

 asset p
ro

te
ctio

n
 are likely to

 b
e even

 greate
r (as th

e co
st o

f p
ro

te
ctio

n
 

w
o

u
ld

 b
e d

istrib
u

ted
 o

ver o
th

er assets alo
n

g th
e fo

resh
o

re an
d

 o
th

er b
u

sin
esses w

o
u

ld
 accru

e ad
d

itio
n

al b
en

efits). 
 5

.2
 

C
o

sts in
 th

e C
o

st-B
en

efit A
n

alyses 

Th
e co

sts in
 th

e an
alyses in

clu
d

e th
e cap

ital co
sts (o

n
e o

ff) an
d

 o
n

go
in

g m
ain

te
n

an
ce co

sts (sp
read

 o
ver 1

00
 years) 

fo
r each

 o
p

tio
n

. C
o

st in
d

icatio
n

s an
d

 sp
read

s are b
ased

 o
n

 th
e

 C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
lan

s an
d

 ap
p

en
d

ices. In
 th

e in
te

rest o
f 

p
ro

vid
in

g a fairer an
d

 m
o

re co
n

servative an
alysis, in

 all p
o

ssib
le cases th

e co
sts w

ere taken
 fro

m
 A

p
p

en
d

ix D
 o

f th
e 

M
aster A

p
p

en
d

ices (Sco
rin

g Sp
read

sh
eet in

clu
d

in
g C

o
sts). Th

is w
as th

e o
n

ly so
u

rce th
at in

clu
d

ed
 co

sts fo
r all 

o
p

tio
n

s an
d

 w
as also

 assu
m

ed
 to

 h
ave b

ee
n

 th
e in

itial co
st in

d
icatio

n
s p

ro
vid

ed
 to

 atten
d

ee
s at co

m
m

u
n

ity 
co

n
su

ltatio
n

 w
o

rksh
o

p
s. A

ll co
sts an

d
 b

en
efits are in

 to
d

ay’s d
o

llar valu
e. C

o
sts are su

m
m

arised
 as fo

llo
w

s: 
 Ta

b
le 6

. C
o

sts in
 th

e co
st-b

en
efit a

n
a

lyses 

O
p

tio
n

 
C

ap
ital 

M
ain

ten
an

ce 

M
id

d
leto

n
 m

an
aged

 retreat 
$

5
,8

1
8

,0
0

0
 

$
1

1
,6

3
6

,0
0

0
 

M
id

d
leto

n
 u

n
p

ro
tected

 assets 
$

7
,8

8
2

,0
0

0
 

$
1

5
,7

6
4

,0
0

0
 

M
id

d
leto

n
 ro

ck seaw
all 

$
1

,7
3

7
,0

0
0

 
$

2
,4

6
2

,0
0

0
 

M
id

d
leto

n
 b

u
ried

 se
aw

all (a) 
$

3
,1

5
7

,3
5

0
 

$
6

,5
3

9
,9

2
5

(b
) 

Em
u

 B
each

 m
an

age
d

 retreat 
$

6
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
 

$
1

2
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
(c) 

Em
u

 B
each

 san
d

b
ag/gro

yn
es  

$
2

,8
2

5
,0

0
0

 
$

5
,6

5
0

,0
0

0
 

Em
u

 B
each

 seaw
all/reve

tm
en

ts 
$

6
,4

8
4

,0
0

0
 

$
1

2
,9

6
8

,0
0

0
 

Em
u

 B
each

 b
u

rie
d

 seaw
all 

$
2

,3
6

3
,9

7
0

 
$

4
,8

4
3

,0
7

3
(b

) 

Lo
ss o

f B
ig4

 assets 
$

1
9

5
,0

0
0

 (lo
ss o

f C
o

A
 lease/rate in

co
m

e
 p

.a.) 
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

 (lo
ss o

f m
arketin

g valu
e

 p
.a.) 

(a
) A

s th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 o

p
tio

n
s d

id
 n

o
t co

ver a
 b

u
ried

 sea
w

a
ll a

n
d

 d
o

 n
o

t p
ro

vid
e b

a
ckg

ro
u

n
d

 to
 co

st a
ssu

m
p

tio
n

s, th
e Sh

u
ttlew

o
rth

’s 
en

g
a

g
ed

 M
 P

 R
o

g
ers &

 A
sso

cia
tes, co

a
sta

l en
g

in
eerin

g
 co

n
su

lta
n

ts, to
 p

ro
vid

e exp
ert a

d
vice. To

 b
e co

n
sisten

t w
ith

 th
e 

in
fo

rm
a

tio
n

 p
ro

vid
ed

 in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

, co
sts h

a
ve b

een
 p

ro
vid

ed
 to

 en
su

re p
ro

tectio
n

 o
ver a

 1
0

0
-yea

r p
la

n
n

in
g

 h
o

rizo
n

.   
(b

) A
s d

eta
iled

 in
 th

e M
 P

 R
o

g
ers su

p
p

o
rtin

g
 letter, m

a
in

ten
a

n
ce co

sts in
clu

d
e th

e co
st o

f sea
w

a
ll rep

la
cem

en
t a

t en
d

 o
f life (5

0
 

yea
rs) a

n
d

1
0

%
 o

f th
e ca

p
ita

l co
st p

er d
eca

d
e. 

(c) C
o

sts o
f m

a
in

ten
a

n
ce fo

r th
is o

p
tio

n
 w

ere n
o

t p
ro

vid
ed

. C
H

R
M

A
P

 in
d

ica
tive ca

p
ita

l co
sts w

ere sim
ila

r to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
ea

ch
, so

 
o

n
g

o
in

g
 m

a
in

ten
a

n
ce w

a
s a

lso
 b

a
sed

 o
n

 th
e M

id
d

leto
n

 B
ea

ch
 m

a
n

a
g

ed
 retrea

t o
p

tio
n

. 

 5
.3

 
B

en
efits in

 th
e C

o
st-B

en
efit A

n
alyses 

Th
e key b

en
efits in

clu
d

ed
 in

 co
st-b

en
efit an

alyses are: 
 • 

Th
e p

rim
ary eco

n
o

m
ic b

en
efits o

r d
isb

en
efits fro

m
 en

co
u

raged
 n

ew
 d

evelo
p

m
en

t (e
.g. w

ith
 certain

ty o
f 

p
ro

te
ctio

n
 

o
r 

o
ver 

tim
e 

after 
m

an
aged

 
retreat) 

an
d

 
p

o
te

n
tial 

im
p

acts 
o

f 
lo

ss 
o

f 
b

each
 

am
en

ity 
o

r 
acco

m
m

o
d

atio
n

, lead
in

g to
 in

creased
/d

ecreased
 visitatio

n
 an

d
 sp

en
d

 in
 th

e regio
n

 (visito
rs fro

m
 o

u
tsid

e th
e 

regio
n

 o
n

ly), an
d

 

• 
In

d
irect b

en
efits th

ro
u

gh
 th

e ‘rip
p

le’ e
ffect. 
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ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb
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 Th
ere are like

ly to
 b

e ad
d

itio
n

al co
st-b

en
efit facto

rs asso
ciate

d
 w

ith
 o

th
er p

lan
n

ed
 d

evelo
p

m
en

ts (e.g. M
id

d
leto

n
 

B
each

 Fo
resh

o
re En

h
an

cem
en

t p
ro

ject an
d

 A
rtificial Su

rf R
ee

f p
ro

ject) w
h

ich
 w

o
u

ld
 b

e im
p

acted
 b

y th
e vario

u
s 

o
p

tio
n

s. H
o

w
ever, th

ese facto
rs are n

o
t in

clu
d

ed
 in

 th
e an

alysis. O
th

er b
en

efits co
u

ld
 also

 h
ave b

ee
n

 in
clu

d
ed

, su
ch

 
as: 
 • 

So
cial b

en
efits o

f th
e w

id
er b

each
 system

 am
en

ity (M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 to

 Em
u

 P
o

in
t), in

clu
d

in
g co

n
trib

u
tio

n
 to

 
co

m
m

u
n

ity w
e

llb
ein

g, co
h

esio
n

 an
d

 q
u

ality o
f life w

h
ich

 are p
articu

larly relevan
t to

 ru
ral an

d
 regio

n
al co

n
texts. 

• 
Th

e b
alan

ced
 in

te
gratio

n
 o

f so
cial an

d
 eco

n
o

m
ic d

im
en

sio
n

s, w
h

ich
 is a vital first step

 to
w

ard
s co

m
m

u
n

ity 
w

e
llb

ein
g an

d
 su

stain
ab

ility. 
 H

o
w

ever, it is d
ifficu

lt to
 estim

ate
 th

ese in
 m

o
n

etary te
rm

s in
 a ro

b
u

st w
ay. A

lth
o

u
gh

 estim
ates o

f th
is valu

atio
n

 
can

 in
d

ee
d

 b
e d

evelo
p

ed
, th

is h
as n

o
t b

een
 in

clu
d

ed
 in

 th
e co

st-b
en

efit calcu
latio

n
s, w

h
ich

 fo
cu

s o
n

 th
e ‘h

ard
er’ 

eco
n

o
m

ic b
en

efits. 
 Th

e co
st-b

en
efit an

alyses are n
o

t in
ten

d
ed

 to
 b

e fu
lly rigo

ro
u

s at a state level. In
 p

articu
lar, th

ey take in
to

 acco
u

n
t 

th
e p

rim
ary an

d
 seco

n
d

ary b
en

efits to
 th

e regio
n

al eco
n

o
m

y th
at at a state

 level m
ay n

o
t b

e ap
p

ro
p

riate
. Th

is is 
b

ecau
se th

e im
p

acts are h
igh

ly d
istrib

u
tio

n
al, w

ith
 th

e b
each

 p
recin

cts creatin
g h

igh
 levels o

f co
m

m
u

n
ity b

en
efits 

fo
r th

e lo
cal an

d
 regio

n
al eco

n
o

m
y. 

 5
.4

 
A

ssu
m

p
tio

n
s 

Th
e valu

e o
f th

e b
en

efits/d
isb

en
efits vary d

ep
en

d
in

g o
n

 th
e o

p
tio

n
 an

d
 in

p
u

ts. A
ll facto

rs, in
clu

d
in

g th
e cu

rren
t 

visito
r n

igh
ts an

d
 p

ro
jected

 n
ew

 visito
r n

igh
ts fro

m
 d

evelo
p

m
en

t are b
ased

 o
n

 th
e valu

es p
resen

ted
 in

 Sectio
n

 3 
an

d
/o

r fro
m

 d
em

o
n

strated
 A

lb
an

y visito
r statistics (To

u
rism

W
A

 an
d

 A
B

S), su
ch

 as an
 average 5

0
%

 o
ccu

p
an

cy rate 
acro

ss acco
m

m
o

d
atio

n
, th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f availab

le b
ed

s in
 A

lb
an

y (1
,3

7
0

), an
d

 B
ig4

’s cu
rren

t co
n

trib
u

tio
n

 to
 to

tal 
availab

le
 b

ed
s (2

3
.7%

 o
r 3

25
). K

ey assu
m

p
tio

n
s in

clu
d

e: 
 • 

N
u

m
b

er o
f years to

 B
ig4 vacatin

g th
e site

s, w
h

ere ap
p

licab
le

, d
u

e to
 u

n
certain

ty o
f fu

tu
re p

ro
te

ctio
n

/retu
rn

 o
n

 
in

vestm
en

t; 

• 
Th

e cap
ital an

d
 1

0
0

 year m
ain

te
n

an
ce co

sts o
f e

ach
 o

p
tio

n
; 

• 
Th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f visito

r n
igh

ts fo
r B

ig4
 assets (1

4
1

,1
4

9
); 

• 
V

isito
r lo

ss, w
h

ere ap
p

licab
le

, d
u

e to
 lo

ss o
f b

ed
s, relo

catio
n

 facto
rs, an

d
 lo

ss o
f b

each
 am

en
ity (e.g. d

u
e to

 
ero

sio
n

); 

• 
Th

e grad
u

al im
p

act o
f ero

sio
n

 an
d

 lo
ss o

f b
each

 am
en

ity; 

• 
Th

e average visito
r sp

en
d

 p
er n

igh
t ($

19
2

); 

• 
Th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f n

ew
 visito

r n
igh

ts resu
ltin

g fro
m

 e
xp

an
sio

n
 o

f B
ig4

 (p
lan

n
ed

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts fo

r b
o

th
 p

arks); 

• 
Th

e n
u

m
b

er o
f years b

efo
re n

ew
 B

ig4
 d

evelo
p

m
en

ts are in
itiated

; an
d

 

• 
Ye

ars to
 reach

 a stead
y state

 in
 n

ew
 visitatio

n
 resu

ltin
g fro

m
 B

ig4
 e

xp
an

sio
n

. 
 5

.5
 

C
alcu

latio
n

s 

C
o

st-b
en

efit calcu
latio

n
s h

ave b
ee

n
 p

erfo
rm

ed
 in

 o
rd

er to
 assess th

e attractiven
ess o

f th
e vario

u
s o

p
tio

n
s. A

ll 
d

etailed
 m

o
d

el an
d

 facto
r assu

m
p

tio
n

s are p
ro

vid
ed

 in
 A

p
p

en
d

ix A
. Th

e fo
llo

w
in

g tab
le su

m
m

arises th
e o

u
tco

m
es 

fo
r each

 o
p

tio
n

. D
u

e to
 th

e co
m

p
lexity o

f th
e m

o
d

els, w
ith

 so
m

e h
avin

g a n
egative b

en
efit (d

isb
en

efit) d
o

m
in

atin
g, 

th
e B

C
R

 is an
 u

n
reliab

le in
d

icato
r an

d
 th

e N
P

V
 is th

e m
o

st ro
b

u
st b

asis fo
r co

m
p

ariso
n

.  
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f asset p
ro
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e b
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d
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ss o
f b
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en
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u
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r b
o
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id
d

leto
n
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d

 Em
u
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o

lid
ay P
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h

igh
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P
V
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d

 are th
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 b
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e m
o

re d
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le o
p
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m
p
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id
d

leto
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s in

d
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 b
y th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity co

n
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n

s an
d
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H

R
M

A
P

 o
p

tio
n
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an
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al o
b
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 o
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alls m
ay n

o
t b

e w
e
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r Em

u
 B

each
, th

e co
st o

f b
o

th
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en

ts an
d

 san
d

b
ag/gro
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e trials are gre

ate
r th

an
 th

at o
f a b

u
ried
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all, an

d
 it is u

n
clear w

h
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ch
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p

tio
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w

as n
o

t clearly co
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ered

 fo
r Em

u
 B

each
 as p

art o
f th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 p
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m
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P
V
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n
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t even
 w
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%
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n

 cu
rren

t vo
lu

m
es th
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 p
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e o
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 th
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rem
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 o
n
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 visito
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igh
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 lo
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1

0
0

 p
er n

igh
t sp

en
d

 fo
r th

e m
o

st affected
 o

p
tio

n
 

(seaw
all/revetm

en
t fo

r Em
u

 B
e

ach
), th

e calcu
latio

n
s rem

ain
 p

o
sitive (N

P
V

 $
1

6
0

,4
0

6
). 

 Fu
rth

er te
sts lo

o
ke

d
 at th

e sen
sitivity o

f th
e resu

lts to
 th

e d
isco

u
n

t rate. Th
e rate

 assu
m

ed
 in

 th
e co

st-b
en

efit 
an

alyse
s (7

%
) m

ay n
o

t reflect th
e tru

e so
cial o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity co

st o
f cap

ital. H
o

w
ever, even

 w
ith

 a d
isco

u
n

t rate
 o

f 1
0

%
, 

th
e co

n
clu

sio
n

s o
f th

e an
alyses rem

ain
 u

n
ch

an
ged

. 
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sio
n

s 
A

lth
o

u
gh
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ce is sh
o

w
n
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u
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 seaw
all o

p
tio

n
s th

ro
u

gh
 co

st-b
en

efit m
o

d
ellin

g, th
e p

u
rp

o
se o

f th
is b

riefin
g 

n
o

te
 is n

o
t to

 d
ictate w

h
ich

 p
ro

te
ctio

n
 m

easu
re sh

o
u

ld
 b

e ad
o

p
te

d
, b

u
t rath

er to
 d

em
o

n
strate th

e valu
e o

f 
p

ro
te

ctin
g all assets alo

n
g th

e co
ast b

etw
een

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

e
ach

 an
d

 Em
u

 P
o

in
t an

d
 to

 stress th
e co

st o
f lo

sin
g su

ch
 

assets o
ver tim

e. Th
e lo

n
ger-te

rm
 im

p
acts o

f p
o

te
n

tial sto
rm

 su
rge (2

0
3

0
) an

d
 ero

sio
n

 (2
0

5
0

) o
n

 u
n

p
ro

te
cte

d
 assets 

w
ill b

e h
igh

ly d
am

agin
g to

 th
e eco

n
o

m
y o

f th
e C

ity o
f A

lb
an

y an
d

 G
reat So

u
th

ern
 regio

n
. H

o
w

ever, th
e sh

o
rter-

te
rm

 p
o

te
n

tial o
f lo

sin
g cu

rren
t large

-scale, viab
le an

d
 eco

n
o

m
ically-stim

u
latin

g acco
m

m
o

d
atio

n
 o

p
tio

n
s is o

f m
o

re 
im

m
ed

iate co
n

cern
.  

 R
eje

ctin
g th

e cu
rren

t reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s in

 th
e D

raft Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 fo
r m

an
aged

 retreat, o
r an

y o
th

er 
m

easu
re th

at d
o

e
s n

o
t d

irectly p
ro

te
ct th

e n
atu

ral an
d

 b
u

ilt assets w
ith

in
 th

e area, w
ill en

su
re

 th
at B

ig4 H
o

lid
ay 

P
arks (th

e Sh
u

ttlew
o

rth
 fam

ily), o
th

er im
p

acte
d

 o
p

erato
rs, an

d
 th

e C
ity o

f A
lb

an
y can

 w
o

rk to
geth

er to
 p

ro
tect 

critical to
u

rism
 assets alo

n
g th

is vital p
art o

f th
e co

astlin
e

. Th
is w

ill th
en

 facilitate th
e o

n
go

in
g d

evelo
p

m
en

t o
f th

ese 
to

u
rism

 assets to
 retain

 existin
g an

d
 attract n

ew
 visito

rs w
ith

 th
e asso

ciated
 eco

n
o

m
ic retu

rn
s fo

r A
lb

an
y an

d
 th

e 
regio

n
. 

  



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

1
6

 

A
p

p
en

d
ix A

: D
etailed

 C
o

st-B
en

efit M
o

d
els 

A
1

: A
sse

t P
ro

tectio
n

 vs U
n

p
ro

tected
 A

ssets – D
irect C

ap
ital/M

ain
ten

an
ce C

o
st M

o
d

el 

 

C
o

st V
a

ria
b

le
s

B
e

n
e

fit V
a

ria
b

le
s

C
ap

ital co
st o

f in
itial seaw

all - b
u

ried
 (Em

u
 B

each
)

2
,3

6
3

,9
7

0
$

            
C

a
p

ita
l co

st o
f u

n
p

ro
te

cte
d

 a
sse

ts (e
a

ch
)

7
,8

8
2

,0
0

0
$

            

4
,8

4
3

,0
7

3
$

            
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
 co

sts o
f u

n
p

ro
te

cte
d

 a
sse

ts (e
a

ch
)

1
5

,7
6

4
,0

0
0

$
          

C
ap

ital co
st o

f in
itial seaw

all - b
u

ried
 (M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

)
3

,1
5

7
,3

5
0

$
            

V
a

lu
e

 o
f n

e
w

 d
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

ts (C
a

p
ita

l)
$

3
,0

0
0

,0
0

0

6
,5

3
9

,9
2

5
$

            

Y
e

a
rs to

 fu
ll im

p
a

ct o
f sto

rm
 su

rg
e

s a
n

d
 b

e
a

ch
 e

ro
sio

n
1

1

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

c
e

T
o

ta
l C

o
sts ($

)

N
o

 n
e

w
 c

a
p

ita
l 

d
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

re
q

u
irm

e
n

ts

N
o

 n
e

w
 

m
a

in
te

n
a

c
n

e
 

re
q

u
irm

e
n

ts 

V
a

lu
e

 o
f n

e
w

 

d
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
ts

T
o

ta
l B

e
n

e
fit

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

1
4

,3
3

1
$

2
8

,6
6

2
$

6
0

0
,0

0
0

6
4

2
,9

9
3

                 
6

4
2

,9
9

3
                 

$
6

4
2

,9
9

3
$

6
0

0
,9

2
8

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

2
8

,6
6

2
$

5
7

,3
2

4
$

6
0

0
,0

0
0

6
8

5
,9

8
5

                 
6

8
5

,9
8

5
                 

$
6

8
5

,9
8

5
$

5
9

9
,1

6
6

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

4
2

,9
9

3
$

8
5

,9
8

5
$

6
0

0
,0

0
0

7
2

8
,9

7
8

                 
$

7
2

8
,9

7
8

$
7

2
8

,9
7

8
$

5
9

5
,0

6
3

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

5
7

,3
2

4
$

1
1

4
,6

4
7

$
6

0
0

,0
0

0
7

7
1

,9
7

1
                 

$
7

7
1

,9
7

1
$

7
7

1
,9

7
1

$
5

8
8

,9
3

3

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

7
1

,6
5

5
$

1
4

3
,3

0
9

$
6

0
0

,0
0

0
8

1
4

,9
6

4
                 

$
8

1
4

,9
6

4
$

8
1

4
,9

6
4

$
5

8
1

,0
5

8

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

8
5

,9
8

5
$

1
7

1
,9

7
1

$
0

2
5

7
,9

5
6

                 
$

2
5

7
,9

5
6

$
2

5
7

,9
5

6
$

1
7

1
,8

8
7

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

1
0

0
,3

1
6

$
2

0
0

,6
3

3
$

0
3

0
0

,9
4

9
                 

$
3

0
0

,9
4

9
$

3
0

0
,9

4
9

$
1

8
7

,4
1

6

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

1
1

4
,6

4
7

$
2

2
9

,2
9

5
$

0
3

4
3

,9
4

2
                 

$
3

4
3

,9
4

2
$

3
4

3
,9

4
2

$
2

0
0

,1
7

7

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

1
2

8
,9

7
8

$
2

5
7

,9
5

6
$

0
3

8
6

,9
3

5
                 

$
3

8
6

,9
3

5
$

3
8

6
,9

3
5

$
2

1
0

,4
6

7

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
1

4
3

,3
0

9
$

2
8

6
,6

1
8

$
0

4
2

9
,9

2
7

                 
$

4
2

9
,9

2
7

$
4

2
9

,9
2

7
$

2
1

8
,5

5
3

1
1

2
0

3
0

5
,5

2
1

,3
2

0
$

            
$

0
$

5
,5

2
1

,3
2

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

$
3

1
5

,2
8

0
$

0
4

7
2

,9
2

0
                 

$
4

7
2

,9
2

0
-$

5
,0

4
8

,4
0

0
-$

2
,3

9
8

,4
5

8

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
5

9
,4

4
0

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
4

9
,0

1
0

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
3

9
,2

6
1

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
3

0
,1

5
1

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
2

1
,6

3
6

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
1

3
,6

7
9

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

1
0

6
,2

4
2

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

9
9

,2
9

1

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

9
2

,7
9

6

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

8
6

,7
2

5

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

8
1

,0
5

1

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

7
5

,7
4

9

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

7
0

,7
9

3

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

6
6

,1
6

2

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

6
1

,8
3

4

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

5
7

,7
8

8

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

5
4

,0
0

8

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

5
0

,4
7

5

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

4
7

,1
7

3

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
1

1
3

,8
3

0
$

1
1

3
,8

3
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

3
1

5
,2

8
0

$
0

4
7

2
,9

2
0

                 
$

4
7

2
,9

2
0

$
3

5
9

,0
9

0
$

4
4

,0
8

7

7
.0

%

N
P

V
:

$
3

,3
6

2
,5

4
0

B
C

R
:

2
.0

5

O
n

g
o

in
g

 m
a

in
te

n
a

n
ce

 re
q

u
ire

m
e

n
ts (sp

re
a

d
 o

ve
r 1

0
0

 ye
a

rs), in
clu

d
in

g
 

se
a

w
a

ll re
p

la
ce

m
e

n
t a

t 5
0

 ye
a

rs

O
n

g
o

in
g

 m
a

in
te

n
a

n
ce

 re
q

u
ire

m
e

n
ts (sp

re
a

d
 o

ve
r 1

0
0

 ye
a

rs), in
clu

d
in

g
 

se
a

w
a

ll re
p

la
ce

m
e

n
t a

t 5
0

 ye
a

rs

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isc

o
u

n
te

d
 N

e
t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc

. R
a

te
:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

c
t C

o
sts

D
ire

c
t B

e
n

e
fit

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

1
7

 

A
2

: B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 M

an
aged

 R
etreat 

 
 

C
o

st V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 B

ig4
 relo

catin
g

1
0

N
u

m
b

er o
f B

ig4
 visito

r n
igh

ts
6

2
,6

9
1

                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

2
0

N
ew

 visito
r n

igh
ts as resu

lt o
f n

ew
 B

ig4
  d

evelo
p

m
en

ts /exp
an

sio
n

 o
ver tim

e
4

%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f m
an

aged
 retreat

5
,8

1
8

,0
0

0
$

            
Years to

 stead
y state fro

m
 m

o
d

el start d
ate (d

u
e to

 n
ew

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts)

3
1

                          

O
n

go
in

g m
ain

ten
an

ce req
u

irem
en

ts (sp
read

 o
ver 1

0
0

 years)
1

1
,6

3
6

,0
0

0
$

          
%

 visito
rs lo

st d
u

e to
 relo

catio
n

 facto
r an

d
 lo

st b
each

 am
en

ity
2

0
%

Years in
clu

d
in

g grad
u

al im
p

act o
f b

ech
 ero

sio
n

3
1

A
verage visito

r sp
en

d
 p

er n
igh

t
1

9
2

$
                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
5

,8
1

8
,0

0
0

$
0

$
5

,8
1

8
,0

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

,8
1

8
,0

0
0

-$
2

,7
6

4
,0

9
0

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

4
,8

5
3

-                     
-

                        
-$

9
3

1
,8

7
1

-$
8

4
8

,0
0

3
-$

1
,7

7
9

,8
7

4
-$

1
,8

9
6

,2
3

4
-$

8
4

1
,9

5
1

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

5
,2

5
8

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,0

0
9

,5
2

7
-$

9
1

8
,6

7
0

-$
1

,9
2

8
,1

9
7

-$
2

,0
4

4
,5

5
7

-$
8

4
8

,4
1

9

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

5
,6

6
2

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,0

8
7

,1
8

3
-$

9
8

9
,3

3
7

-$
2

,0
7

6
,5

2
0

-$
2

,1
9

2
,8

8
0

-$
8

5
0

,4
3

7

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

6
,0

6
7

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,1

6
4

,8
3

9
-$

1
,0

6
0

,0
0

4
-$

2
,2

2
4

,8
4

3
-$

2
,3

4
1

,2
0

3
-$

8
4

8
,5

6
0

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

6
,4

7
1

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,2

4
2

,4
9

5
-$

1
,1

3
0

,6
7

1
-$

2
,3

7
3

,1
6

6
-$

2
,4

8
9

,5
2

6
-$

8
4

3
,2

8
9

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

6
,8

7
6

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,3

2
0

,1
5

1
-$

1
,2

0
1

,3
3

8
-$

2
,5

2
1

,4
8

9
-$

2
,6

3
7

,8
4

9
-$

8
3

5
,0

7
5

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

7
,2

8
0

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,3

9
7

,8
0

7
-$

1
,2

7
2

,0
0

4
-$

2
,6

6
9

,8
1

2
-$

2
,7

8
6

,1
7

2
-$

8
2

4
,3

2
8

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

7
,6

8
5

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,4

7
5

,4
6

3
-$

1
,3

4
2

,6
7

1
-$

2
,8

1
8

,1
3

4
-$

2
,9

3
4

,4
9

4
-$

8
1

1
,4

1
2

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

8
,0

8
9

-                     
-

                        
-$

1
,5

5
3

,1
1

9
-$

1
,4

1
3

,3
3

8
-$

2
,9

6
6

,4
5

7
-$

3
,0

8
2

,8
1

7
-$

7
9

6
,6

5
9

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

8
,4

9
4

-                     
2

,0
2

5
                     

-$
1

,2
4

1
,8

9
8

-$
1

,1
3

0
,1

2
7

-$
2

,3
7

2
,0

2
5

-$
2

,4
8

8
,3

8
5

-$
6

0
0

,9
7

8

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

8
,8

9
8

-                     
2

,0
7

4
                     

-$
1

,3
1

0
,2

9
5

-$
1

,1
9

2
,3

6
8

-$
2

,5
0

2
,6

6
3

-$
2

,6
1

9
,0

2
3

-$
5

9
1

,1
4

8

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

9
,3

0
3

-                     
2

,1
2

2
                     

-$
1

,3
7

8
,6

9
2

-$
1

,2
5

4
,6

1
0

-$
2

,6
3

3
,3

0
1

-$
2

,7
4

9
,6

6
1

-$
5

8
0

,0
3

2

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

9
,7

0
7

-                     
2

,1
7

0
                     

-$
1

,4
4

7
,0

8
9

-$
1

,3
1

6
,8

5
1

-$
2

,7
6

3
,9

3
9

-$
2

,8
8

0
,2

9
9

-$
5

6
7

,8
4

1

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
0

,1
1

1
-                   

2
,2

1
8

                     
-$

1
,5

1
5

,4
8

6
-$

1
,3

7
9

,0
9

2
-$

2
,8

9
4

,5
7

8
-$

3
,0

1
0

,9
3

8
-$

5
5

4
,7

6
3

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
0

,5
1

6
-                   

2
,2

6
7

                     
-$

1
,5

8
3

,8
8

3
-$

1
,4

4
1

,3
3

3
-$

3
,0

2
5

,2
1

6
-$

3
,1

4
1

,5
7

6
-$

5
4

0
,9

6
5

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
0

,9
2

0
-                   

2
,3

1
5

                     
-$

1
,6

5
2

,2
8

0
-$

1
,5

0
3

,5
7

4
-$

3
,1

5
5

,8
5

4
-$

3
,2

7
2

,2
1

4
-$

5
2

6
,5

9
9

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
1

,3
2

5
-                   

2
,3

6
3

                     
-$

1
,7

2
0

,6
7

7
-$

1
,5

6
5

,8
1

6
-$

3
,2

8
6

,4
9

2
-$

3
,4

0
2

,8
5

2
-$

5
1

1
,7

9
7

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
1

,7
2

9
-                   

2
,4

1
1

                     
-$

1
,7

8
9

,0
7

4
-$

1
,6

2
8

,0
5

7
-$

3
,4

1
7

,1
3

1
-$

3
,5

3
3

,4
9

1
-$

4
9

6
,6

7
7

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
2

,1
3

4
-                   

2
,4

5
9

                     
-$

1
,8

5
7

,4
7

1
-$

1
,6

9
0

,2
9

8
-$

3
,5

4
7

,7
6

9
-$

3
,6

6
4

,1
2

9
-$

4
8

1
,3

4
6

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
1

1
6

,3
6

0
$

1
1

6
,3

6
0

1
2

,5
3

8
-                   

2
,5

0
8

                     
-$

1
,9

2
5

,8
6

8
-$

1
,7

5
2

,5
3

9
-$

3
,6

7
8

,4
0

7
-$

3
,7

9
4

,7
6

7
-$

4
6

5
,8

9
5

7
.0

%
To

u
rism

 m
u

ltip
lier:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

-$
1

6
,1

8
2

,2
5

8
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

en
efit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

1
8

 

A
3

: B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 U

n
p

ro
tected

 A
ssets 

 
 

K
e

y V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 B

ig4
 p

o
ten

tially in
cu

rrin
g cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

1
0

N
u

m
b

er o
f B

ig4
 visito

r n
igh

ts
6

2
,6

9
1

                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

3
2

A
d

d
ito

n
al visito

r n
igh

ts as resu
lt o

f n
ew

 B
ig4

  d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

0
%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f leavin
g assets u

n
p

ro
tected

7
,8

8
2

,0
0

0
$

            
%

 visito
rs lo

st d
u

e d
eclin

in
g assets an

d
 b

each
 am

en
ity

8
0

%

O
n

go
in

g m
ain

ten
an

ce req
u

irem
en

ts (sp
read

 o
ver 1

0
0

 years)
1

5
,7

6
4

,0
0

0
$

          
Years in

clu
d

in
g grad

u
al im

p
act o

f b
ech

 ero
sio

n
3

1

A
verage visito

r sp
en

d
 p

er n
igh

t
1

9
2

$
                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
7

,8
8

2
,0

0
0

$
0

$
7

,8
8

2
,0

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
7

,8
8

2
,0

0
0

-$
3

,7
4

4
,6

8
1

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

1
9

,4
1

4
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
8

,2
3

6
,2

7
7

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
1

,0
3

2
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
7

,6
9

7
,4

5
6

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
2

,6
5

0
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
7

,1
9

3
,8

8
4

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
4

,2
6

7
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
6

,7
2

3
,2

5
6

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
5

,8
8

5
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
6

,2
8

3
,4

1
7

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
7

,5
0

3
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
5

,8
7

2
,3

5
2

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

2
9

,1
2

1
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
5

,4
8

8
,1

7
9

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
0

,7
3

9
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
5

,1
2

9
,1

4
0

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
2

,3
5

7
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
4

,7
9

3
,5

8
8

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
3

,9
7

4
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
4

,4
7

9
,9

8
9

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
5

,5
9

2
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
4

,1
8

6
,9

0
6

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
7

,2
1

0
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
3

,9
1

2
,9

9
6

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

3
8

,8
2

8
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
3

,6
5

7
,0

0
6

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
0

,4
4

6
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
3

,4
1

7
,7

6
2

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
2

,0
6

4
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
3

,1
9

4
,1

7
0

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
3

,6
8

1
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
2

,9
8

5
,2

0
6

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
5

,2
9

9
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
2

,7
8

9
,9

1
2

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
6

,9
1

7
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
2

,6
0

7
,3

9
5

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

4
8

,5
3

5
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
2

,4
3

6
,8

1
7

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
1

5
7

,6
4

0
$

1
5

7
,6

4
0

5
0

,1
5

3
-                   

-
                        

-$
9

,6
2

9
,3

3
8

-$
8

,7
6

2
,6

9
7

-$
1

8
,3

9
2

,0
3

5
-$

1
8

,5
4

9
,6

7
5

-$
2

,2
7

7
,3

9
9

7
.0

%
To

u
rism

 m
u

ltip
lier:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

-$
9

7
,1

0
7

,7
8

9
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

en
efit:

1
0

0
%

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

1
9

 

A
4

: B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Seaw

all –
 R

o
ck 

 

K
e

y
 V

a
ria

b
le

s
V

isita
tio

n

Years to
 B

ig4
 p

o
ten

tially in
cu

rrin
g cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

1
0

N
u

m
b

e
r o

f B
ig

4
 visito

r n
ig

h
ts

6
2

,6
9

1
                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

5
A

d
d

ito
n

a
l visito

r n
ig

h
ts a

s re
su

lt o
f n

e
w

 B
ig

4
  d

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
ts

4
%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f seaw
all

1
,7

3
1

,0
0

0
$

            
Y

e
a

rs to
 re

a
ch

 a
 ste

a
d

y sta
te

 (n
e

w
 visito

rs)
1

0

O
n

g
o

in
g

 m
a

in
te

n
a

n
ce

 re
q

u
ire

m
e

n
ts (sp

re
a

d
 o

ve
r 1

0
0

 ye
a

rs)
2

,4
6

2
,0

0
0

$
            

A
ve

ra
g

e
 visito

r sp
e

n
d

 p
e

r n
ig

h
t

1
9

2
$

                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

c
e

T
o

ta
l C

o
sts ($

)

N
e

w
 

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

S
p

e
n

d
 ($

)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
1

,5
0

5
                     

$
7

7
0

,3
4

7
$

7
0

1
,0

1
6

$
1

,4
7

1
,3

6
3

$
1

,4
7

1
,3

6
3

$
9

8
0

,4
3

1

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
1

,7
5

5
                     

$
8

1
8

,4
9

4
$

7
4

4
,8

2
9

$
1

,5
6

3
,3

2
3

$
1

,5
6

3
,3

2
3

$
9

7
3

,5
5

9

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
2

,0
0

6
                     

$
8

6
6

,6
4

0
$

7
8

8
,6

4
3

$
1

,6
5

5
,2

8
3

$
1

,6
5

5
,2

8
3

$
9

6
3

,3
9

0

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
2

,2
5

7
                     

$
9

1
4

,7
8

7
$

8
3

2
,4

5
6

$
1

,7
4

7
,2

4
3

$
1

,7
4

7
,2

4
3

$
9

5
0

,3
8

5

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

9
3

4
,9

5
8

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
1

,7
3

1
,0

0
0

$
0

$
1

,7
3

1
,0

0
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
0

8
,2

0
3

$
5

1
,4

0
7

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

8
0

5
,6

9
7

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

7
5

2
,9

8
8

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

7
0

3
,7

2
7

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

6
5

7
,6

8
9

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

6
1

4
,6

6
2

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

5
7

4
,4

5
1

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

5
3

6
,8

7
0

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

5
0

1
,7

4
7

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

4
6

8
,9

2
3

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

4
3

8
,2

4
6

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

4
0

9
,5

7
5

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

3
8

2
,7

8
1

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

3
5

7
,7

3
9

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

3
3

4
,3

3
6

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

3
1

2
,4

6
3

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

2
9

2
,0

2
2

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

2
7

2
,9

1
7

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

2
5

5
,0

6
3

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

2
3

8
,3

7
7

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

$
2

4
,6

2
0

2
,5

0
8

                     
$

9
6

2
,9

3
4

$
8

7
6

,2
7

0
$

1
,8

3
9

,2
0

3
$

1
,8

1
4

,5
8

3
$

2
2

2
,7

8
2

7
.0

%
T

o
u

rism
 m

u
ltip

lie
r:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

$
1

3
,9

8
7

,1
8

1
B

C
R

:
1

5
.7

8
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

e
n

e
fit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isc

o
u

n
te

d
 N

e
t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc

. R
a

te
:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

c
t C

o
sts

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
0

 

A
5

: B
ig4

 M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 Seaw

all –
 B

u
ried

 

 

K
e

y
 V

a
ria

b
le

s
V

isita
tio

n

Years to
 B

ig4
 p

o
ten

tially in
cu

rrin
g cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

1
0

N
u

m
b

e
r o

f B
ig

4
 visito

r n
ig

h
ts

6
2

,6
9

1
                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

5
A

d
d

ito
n

a
l visito

r n
ig

h
ts a

s re
su

lt o
f n

e
w

 B
ig

4
  d

e
ve

lo
p

m
e

n
ts

5
%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f seaw
all

3
,1

5
7

,3
5

0
$

            
Y

e
a

rs to
 re

a
ch

 a
 ste

a
d

y sta
te

 (n
e

w
 visito

rs)
1

0

O
n

g
o

in
g

 m
a

in
te

n
a

n
ce

 re
q

u
ire

m
e

n
ts (sp

re
a

d
 o

ve
r 1

0
0

 ye
a

rs)
6

,5
3

9
,9

2
5

$
            

A
ve

ra
g

e
 visito

r sp
e

n
d

 p
e

r n
ig

h
t

1
9

2
$

                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

c
e

T
o

ta
l C

o
sts ($

)

N
e

w
 

D
e

v
e

lo
p

m
e

n
t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

S
p

e
n

d
 ($

)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
1

,8
8

1
                     

$
9

6
2

,9
3

4
$

8
7

6
,2

7
0

$
1

,8
3

9
,2

0
3

$
1

,8
3

9
,2

0
3

$
1

,2
2

5
,5

3
9

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
2

,1
9

4
                     

$
1

,0
2

3
,1

1
7

$
9

3
1

,0
3

7
$

1
,9

5
4

,1
5

4
$

1
,9

5
4

,1
5

4
$

1
,2

1
6

,9
4

9

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
2

,5
0

8
                     

$
1

,0
8

3
,3

0
0

$
9

8
5

,8
0

3
$

2
,0

6
9

,1
0

4
$

2
,0

6
9

,1
0

4
$

1
,2

0
4

,2
3

7

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
2

,8
2

1
                     

$
1

,1
4

3
,4

8
4

$
1

,0
4

0
,5

7
0

$
2

,1
8

4
,0

5
4

$
2

,1
8

4
,0

5
4

$
1

,1
8

7
,9

8
1

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

1
,1

6
8

,6
9

7

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
3

,1
5

7
,3

5
0

$
0

$
3

,1
5

7
,3

5
0

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
-$

8
5

8
,3

4
6

-$
4

0
7

,7
9

4

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

9
9

1
,7

4
7

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

9
2

6
,8

6
7

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

8
6

6
,2

3
1

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

8
0

9
,5

6
1

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

7
5

6
,5

9
9

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

7
0

7
,1

0
2

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

6
6

0
,8

4
3

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

6
1

7
,6

1
0

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

5
7

7
,2

0
6

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

5
3

9
,4

4
5

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

5
0

4
,1

5
4

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

4
7

1
,1

7
2

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

4
4

0
,3

4
8

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

4
1

1
,5

4
0

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

3
8

4
,6

1
7

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

3
5

9
,4

5
5

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

3
3

5
,9

3
9

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

3
1

3
,9

6
2

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

2
9

3
,4

2
2

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
6

5
,3

9
9

$
6

5
,3

9
9

3
,1

3
5

                     
$

1
,2

0
3

,6
6

7
$

1
,0

9
5

,3
3

7
$

2
,2

9
9

,0
0

4
$

2
,2

3
3

,6
0

5
$

2
7

4
,2

2
6

7
.0

%
T

o
u

rism
 m

u
ltip

lie
r:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

$
1

6
,8

3
7

,6
5

6
B

C
R

:
1

0
.2

0
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

e
n

e
fit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isc

o
u

n
te

d
 N

e
t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc

. R
a

te
:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

c
t C

o
sts

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
1

 

A
6

: B
ig4

 Em
u

 B
each

 M
an

aged
 R

etreat 

 
 

K
e

y V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 B

ig4
 relo

catin
g

1
0

N
u

m
b

er o
f B

ig4
 visito

r n
igh

ts
7

8
,4

5
8

                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

2
0

N
ew

 visito
r n

igh
ts as resu

lt o
f n

ew
 B

ig4
  d

evelo
p

m
en

ts /exp
an

sio
n

 o
ver tim

e
4

%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f m
an

aged
 retreat

6
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
$

            
Years to

 stead
y state fro

m
 m

o
d

el start d
ate (d

u
e to

 n
ew

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts)

3
1

                          

O
n

go
in

g m
ain

ten
an

ce req
u

irem
en

ts (sp
read

 o
ver 1

0
0

 years)
1

2
,0

0
0

,0
0

0
$

          
%

 visito
rs lo

st d
u

e to
 relo

catio
n

 facto
r an

d
 lo

st b
each

 am
en

ity
5

0
%

Years in
clu

d
in

g grad
u

al im
p

act o
f b

ech
 ero

sio
n

3
1

A
verage visito

r sp
en

d
 p

er n
igh

t
1

9
2

$
                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
0

$
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

$
0

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
6

,0
0

0
,0

0
0

$
0

$
6

,0
0

0
,0

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
6

,0
0

0
,0

0
0

-$
2

,8
5

0
,5

5
7

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

1
5

,1
8

5
-                   

-
                        

-$
2

,9
1

5
,6

0
1

-$
2

,6
5

3
,1

9
6

-$
5

,5
6

8
,7

9
7

-$
5

,6
8

8
,7

9
7

-$
2

,5
2

5
,8

9
4

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

1
6

,4
5

1
-                   

-
                        

-$
3

,1
5

8
,5

6
7

-$
2

,8
7

4
,2

9
6

-$
6

,0
3

2
,8

6
3

-$
6

,1
5

2
,8

6
3

-$
2

,5
5

3
,2

2
0

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

1
7

,7
1

6
-                   

-
                        

-$
3

,4
0

1
,5

3
4

-$
3

,0
9

5
,3

9
6

-$
6

,4
9

6
,9

3
0

-$
6

,6
1

6
,9

3
0

-$
2

,5
6

6
,1

5
9

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

1
8

,9
8

2
-                   

-
                        

-$
3

,6
4

4
,5

0
1

-$
3

,3
1

6
,4

9
6

-$
6

,9
6

0
,9

9
6

-$
7

,0
8

0
,9

9
6

-$
2

,5
6

6
,4

7
9

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
0

,2
4

7
-                   

-
                        

-$
3

,8
8

7
,4

6
7

-$
3

,5
3

7
,5

9
5

-$
7

,4
2

5
,0

6
3

-$
7

,5
4

5
,0

6
3

-$
2

,5
5

5
,7

7
4

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
1

,5
1

3
-                   

-
                        

-$
4

,1
3

0
,4

3
4

-$
3

,7
5

8
,6

9
5

-$
7

,8
8

9
,1

2
9

-$
8

,0
0

9
,1

2
9

-$
2

,5
3

5
,4

8
5

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
2

,7
7

8
-                   

-
                        

-$
4

,3
7

3
,4

0
1

-$
3

,9
7

9
,7

9
5

-$
8

,3
5

3
,1

9
5

-$
8

,4
7

3
,1

9
5

-$
2

,5
0

6
,9

1
3

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
4

,0
4

4
-                   

-
                        

-$
4

,6
1

6
,3

6
7

-$
4

,2
0

0
,8

9
4

-$
8

,8
1

7
,2

6
2

-$
8

,9
3

7
,2

6
2

-$
2

,4
7

1
,2

2
7

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
5

,3
0

9
-                   

-
                        

-$
4

,8
5

9
,3

3
4

-$
4

,4
2

1
,9

9
4

-$
9

,2
8

1
,3

2
8

-$
9

,4
0

1
,3

2
8

-$
2

,4
2

9
,4

8
2

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
6

,5
7

4
-                   

2
,1

2
6

                     
-$

4
,6

9
4

,1
1

7
-$

4
,2

7
1

,6
4

6
-$

8
,9

6
5

,7
6

3
-$

9
,0

8
5

,7
6

3
-$

2
,1

9
4

,3
3

1

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
7

,8
4

0
-                   

2
,2

2
7

                     
-$

4
,9

1
7

,6
4

6
-$

4
,4

7
5

,0
5

8
-$

9
,3

9
2

,7
0

4
-$

9
,5

1
2

,7
0

4
-$

2
,1

4
7

,1
4

3

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

2
9

,1
0

5
-                   

2
,3

2
8

                     
-$

5
,1

4
1

,1
7

6
-$

4
,6

7
8

,4
7

0
-$

9
,8

1
9

,6
4

5
-$

9
,9

3
9

,6
4

5
-$

2
,0

9
6

,7
3

7

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
0

,3
7

1
-                   

2
,4

3
0

                     
-$

5
,3

6
4

,7
0

5
-$

4
,8

8
1

,8
8

2
-$

1
0

,2
4

6
,5

8
6

-$
1

0
,3

6
6

,5
8

6
-$

2
,0

4
3

,7
3

7

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
1

,6
3

6
-                   

2
,5

3
1

                     
-$

5
,5

8
8

,2
3

4
-$

5
,0

8
5

,2
9

3
-$

1
0

,6
7

3
,5

2
8

-$
1

0
,7

9
3

,5
2

8
-$

1
,9

8
8

,6
9

9

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
2

,9
0

2
-                   

2
,6

3
2

                     
-$

5
,8

1
1

,7
6

4
-$

5
,2

8
8

,7
0

5
-$

1
1

,1
0

0
,4

6
9

-$
1

1
,2

2
0

,4
6

9
-$

1
,9

3
2

,1
1

4

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
4

,1
6

7
-                   

2
,7

3
3

                     
-$

6
,0

3
5

,2
9

3
-$

5
,4

9
2

,1
1

7
-$

1
1

,5
2

7
,4

1
0

-$
1

1
,6

4
7

,4
1

0
-$

1
,8

7
4

,4
2

2

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
5

,4
3

3
-                   

2
,8

3
5

                     
-$

6
,2

5
8

,8
2

2
-$

5
,6

9
5

,5
2

8
-$

1
1

,9
5

4
,3

5
1

-$
1

2
,0

7
4

,3
5

1
-$

1
,8

1
6

,0
0

9

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
6

,6
9

8
-                   

2
,9

3
6

                     
-$

6
,4

8
2

,3
5

2
-$

5
,8

9
8

,9
4

0
-$

1
2

,3
8

1
,2

9
2

-$
1

2
,5

0
1

,2
9

2
-$

1
,7

5
7

,2
1

7

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
7

,9
6

4
-                   

3
,0

3
7

                     
-$

6
,7

0
5

,8
8

1
-$

6
,1

0
2

,3
5

2
-$

1
2

,8
0

8
,2

3
3

-$
1

2
,9

2
8

,2
3

3
-$

1
,6

9
8

,3
4

5

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
1

2
0

,0
0

0
$

1
2

0
,0

0
0

3
9

,2
2

9
-                   

3
,1

3
8

                     
-$

6
,9

2
9

,4
1

1
-$

6
,3

0
5

,7
6

4
-$

1
3

,2
3

5
,1

7
4

-$
1

3
,3

5
5

,1
7

4
-$

1
,6

3
9

,6
5

5

7
.0

%
To

u
rism

 m
u

ltip
lier:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

-$
4

6
,7

4
9

,5
9

8
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

en
efit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
2

 

A
7

: B
ig4

 Em
u

 B
each

 C
o

n
tin

u
ed

 San
d

b
ag/G

ro
yn

e Trial 

 
 

K
e

y V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 C

o
A

 req
u

ired
 cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

0
N

u
m

b
er o

f B
ig4

 visito
r n

igh
ts

7
8

,4
5

8
                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

3
1

A
d

d
ito

n
al visito

r n
igh

ts as resu
lt o

f n
ew

 B
ig4

  d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

0
%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f co
n

tin
u

ed
 san

d
b

ag/gro
yn

e trials
2

,8
2

5
,0

0
0

$
            

Years to
 reach

 a stead
y state (n

ew
 visito

rs)
1

0

O
n

go
in

g m
ain

ten
an

ce req
u

irem
en

ts (sp
read

 o
ver 1

0
0

 years)
5

,6
5

0
,0

0
0

$
            

A
verage visito

r sp
en

d
 p

er n
igh

t
1

9
2

$
                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$

2
,8

2
5

,0
0

0
$

0
$

2
,8

2
5

,0
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

2
,8

2
5

,0
0

0
-$

2
,6

4
0

,1
8

7

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

4
9

,3
4

9

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

4
6

,1
2

1

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

4
3

,1
0

4

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

4
0

,2
8

4

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

3
7

,6
4

8

7
2

0
2

6
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

3
5

,1
8

5

8
2

0
2

7
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

3
2

,8
8

4

9
2

0
2

8
$

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
$

5
6

,5
0

0
-

                        
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
-$

5
6

,5
0

0
-$

3
0

,7
3

2

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

8
,7

2
2

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

6
,8

4
3

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

5
,0

8
7

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

3
,4

4
5

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

1
,9

1
2

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
2

0
,4

7
8

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

9
,1

3
9

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

7
,8

8
6

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

6
,7

1
6

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

5
,6

2
3

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

4
,6

0
1

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

3
,6

4
5

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

2
,7

5
3

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

1
,9

1
8

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

1
,1

3
9

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
1

0
,4

1
0

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
9

,7
2

9

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
9

,0
9

3

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
8

,4
9

8

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
7

,9
4

2

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
7

,4
2

2

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

$
5

6
,5

0
0

-
                        

-
                        

$
0

$
0

$
0

-$
5

6
,5

0
0

-$
6

,9
3

7

7
.0

%
To

u
rism

 m
u

ltip
lier:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

-$
3

,2
9

5
,4

3
1

B
C

R
:

0
.0

0
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

en
efit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
3

 

A
8

: B
ig4

 Em
u

 B
each

 Seaw
all / R

evetm
en

ts 

 
 

K
e

y V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 C

o
A

 in
cu

rrin
g cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

10
N

um
ber of B

ig4 visitor nights
78,458

                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

5
A

dditonal visitor nights as result of new
 B

ig4  developm
ents

4%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f m
ain

tain
in

g/en
h

an
cin

g seagrass/n
earsh

o
re system

s
6,484,000

$            
Years to reach a steady state (new

 visitors)
10

O
ngoing m

aintenance requirem
ents (spread over 100 years)

12,968,000
$          

A
verage visitor spend per night

192
$                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

2
2

0
2

1
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

3
2

0
2

2
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

4
2

0
2

3
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

5
2

0
2

4
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

6
2

0
2

5
$0

$0
$0

1,883
                     

1,883
                     

$964,092
$877,324

$1,841,416
$1,841,416

$1,227,013

7
2

0
2

6
$0

$0
$0

2,197
                     

2,197
                     

$1,024,348
$932,156

$1,956,504
$1,956,504

$1,218,412

8
2

0
2

7
$0

$0
$0

2,511
                     

2,511
                     

$1,084,603
$986,989

$2,071,592
$2,071,592

$1,205,686

9
2

0
2

8
$0

$0
$0

2,824
                     

2,824
                     

$1,144,859
$1,041,822

$2,186,681
$2,186,681

$1,189,410

1
0

2
0

2
9

$0
$0

$0
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,301,769
$1,170,103

1
1

2
0

3
0

$6,484,000
$0

$6,484,000
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

-$4,182,231
-$1,986,948

1
2

2
0

3
1

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$964,434

1
3

2
0

3
2

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$901,340

1
4

2
0

3
3

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$842,374

1
5

2
0

3
4

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$787,265

1
6

2
0

3
5

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$735,762

1
7

2
0

3
6

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$687,628

1
8

2
0

3
7

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$642,643

1
9

2
0

3
8

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$600,601

2
0

2
0

3
9

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$561,309

2
1

2
0

4
0

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$524,588

2
2

2
0

4
1

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$490,269

2
3

2
0

4
2

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$458,195

2
4

2
0

4
3

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$428,220

2
5

2
0

4
4

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$400,206

2
6

2
0

4
5

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$374,024

2
7

2
0

4
6

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$349,555

2
8

2
0

4
7

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$326,687

2
9

2
0

4
8

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$305,315

3
0

2
0

4
9

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$285,341

3
1

2
0

5
0

$0
$129,680

$129,680
3,138

                     
3,138

                     
$1,205,115

$1,096,655
$2,301,769

$2,172,089
$266,674

7
.0

%
Tourism

 m
ultiplier:

1.91

N
P

V
:

$
1

4
,9

5
6

,1
0

6
B

C
R

:
5

.0
1

C
om

m
unity B

enefit:
100%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
4

 

A
9

: B
ig4

 Em
u

 B
each

 B
u

ried
 Seaw

all 

 
 

K
e

y V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 C

o
A

 in
cu

rrin
g cap

ital an
d

 m
ain

ten
an

ce co
sts

10
N

um
ber of B

ig4 visitor nights
78,458

                   

D
elay to

 n
ew

 B
ig4

 d
evelo

p
m

en
ts

5
A

dditonal visitor nights as result of new
 B

ig4  developm
ents

5%

C
ap

ital co
st o

f b
u

ried
 seaw

all (Em
u

 B
each

)
2,363,970

$            
Years to reach a steady state (new

 visitors)
10

O
ngoing m

aintenance requirem
ents (spread over 100 years)

4,843,073
$            

A
verage visitor spend per night

192
$                      

C
a

p
ita

l C
o

st
M

a
in

te
n

a
n

ce
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

N
e

w
 

D
e

ve
lo

p
m

e
n

t 

V
isito

rs

T
o

ta
l V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

2
2

0
2

1
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

3
2

0
2

2
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

4
2

0
2

3
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

5
2

0
2

4
$0

$0
$0

-
                        

-
                        

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0

6
2

0
2

5
$0

$0
$0

2,354
                     

2,354
                     

$1,205,115
$1,096,655

$2,301,769
$2,301,769

$1,533,766

7
2

0
2

6
$0

$0
$0

2,746
                     

2,746
                     

$1,280,435
$1,165,195

$2,445,630
$2,445,630

$1,523,015

8
2

0
2

7
$0

$0
$0

3,138
                     

3,138
                     

$1,355,754
$1,233,736

$2,589,491
$2,589,491

$1,507,107

9
2

0
2

8
$0

$0
$0

3,531
                     

3,531
                     

$1,431,074
$1,302,277

$2,733,351
$2,733,351

$1,486,762

1
0

2
0

2
9

$0
$0

$0
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,877,212
$1,462,629

1
1

2
0

3
0

$2,363,970
$0

$2,363,970
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$513,242
$243,837

1
2

2
0

3
1

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$1,256,013

1
3

2
0

3
2

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$1,173,844

1
4

2
0

3
3

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$1,097,050

1
5

2
0

3
4

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$1,025,280

1
6

2
0

3
5

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$958,206

1
7

2
0

3
6

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$895,520

1
8

2
0

3
7

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$836,934

1
9

2
0

3
8

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$782,182

2
0

2
0

3
9

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$731,011

2
1

2
0

4
0

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$683,188

2
2

2
0

4
1

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$638,493

2
3

2
0

4
2

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$596,723

2
4

2
0

4
3

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$557,685

2
5

2
0

4
4

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$521,201

2
6

2
0

4
5

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$487,103

2
7

2
0

4
6

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$455,237

2
8

2
0

4
7

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$425,455

2
9

2
0

4
8

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$397,621

3
0

2
0

4
9

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$371,609

3
1

2
0

5
0

$0
$48,431

$48,431
3,923

                     
3,923

                     
$1,506,394

$1,370,818
$2,877,212

$2,828,781
$347,298

7
.0

%
Tourism

 m
ultiplier:

1.91

N
P

V
:

$
2

1
,9

9
4

,7
6

7
B

C
R

:
1

7
.0

9
C

om
m

unity B
enefit:

100%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

Y
e

a
r

D
ire

ct C
o

sts
D

ire
ct B

e
n

e
fits

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
5

 

A
1

0
: C

o
m

p
lete Lo

ss o
f B

o
th

 B
ig4

 A
ssets 

C
o

st V
a

ria
b

le
s

V
isita

tio
n

Years to
 B

ig4
 leavin

g A
lb

an
y

5
N

u
m

b
er o

f B
ig4

 visito
r n

igh
ts

1
4

1
,1

4
9

                 

A
b

so
rb

ed
 co

st o
f lease an

d
 o

th
er p

aym
en

ts (if n
o

 n
ew

 lessee can
 b

e fo
u

n
d

1
9

5
,0

0
0

$
               

%
 visito

rs lo
st d

u
e to

 lo
ss o

f b
ed

s
2

3
.7

%

C
o

st o
f ad

d
ito

n
al m

arketin
g / lo

ss ab
srb

ed
 b

y C
o

A
 o

r o
th

er p
arties)

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
               

A
verage visito

r sp
en

d
 p

er n
igh

t
1

9
2

$
                      

Lo
ss o

f Le
a

se
 

In
co

m
e

 ($
)

Lo
ss o

f 

M
a

rke
tin

g
 ($

)
T

o
ta

l C
o

sts ($
)

Lo
st V

isito
rs

Lo
st V

isito
r 

Sp
e

n
d

 ($
)

1
2

0
2

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

2
2

0
2

1
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

3
2

0
2

2
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

4
2

0
2

3
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

5
2

0
2

4
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

6
2

0
2

5
$

0
$

0
$

0
-

                        
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0
$

0

7
2

0
2

6
$

1
9

5
,0

0
0

$
1

2
5

,0
0

0
$

3
2

0
,0

0
0

3
3

,4
8

4
-                   

-$
6

,4
2

8
,9

7
6

-$
5

,8
5

0
,3

6
8

-$
1

2
,2

7
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
2

,5
9

9
,3

4
5

-$
7

,8
4

6
,2

3
9

8
2

0
2

7
$

1
9

5
,0

0
0

$
1

2
5

,0
0

0
$

3
2

0
,0

0
0

3
3

,4
8

4
-                   

-$
6

,4
2

8
,9

7
6

-$
5

,8
5

0
,3

6
8

-$
1

2
,2

7
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
2

,5
9

9
,3

4
5

-$
7

,3
3

2
,9

3
3

9
2

0
2

8
$

1
9

5
,0

0
0

$
1

2
5

,0
0

0
$

3
2

0
,0

0
0

3
3

,4
8

4
-                   

-$
6

,4
2

8
,9

7
6

-$
5

,8
5

0
,3

6
8

-$
1

2
,2

7
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
2

,5
9

9
,3

4
5

-$
6

,8
5

3
,2

0
9

1
0

2
0

2
9

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

6
,4

0
4

,8
6

8

1
1

2
0

3
0

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

5
,9

8
5

,8
5

8

1
2

2
0

3
1

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

5
,5

9
4

,2
6

0

1
3

2
0

3
2

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

5
,2

2
8

,2
8

0

1
4

2
0

3
3

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

4
,8

8
6

,2
4

3

1
5

2
0

3
4

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

4
,5

6
6

,5
8

2

1
6

2
0

3
5

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

4
,2

6
7

,8
3

4

1
7

2
0

3
6

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

3
,9

8
8

,6
3

0

1
8

2
0

3
7

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

3
,7

2
7

,6
9

2

1
9

2
0

3
8

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

3
,4

8
3

,8
2

4

2
0

2
0

3
9

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

3
,2

5
5

,9
1

0

2
1

2
0

4
0

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

3
,0

4
2

,9
0

7

2
2

2
0

4
1

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,8

4
3

,8
3

8

2
3

2
0

4
2

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,6

5
7

,7
9

3

2
4

2
0

4
3

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,4

8
3

,9
1

8

2
5

2
0

4
4

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,3

2
1

,4
1

9

2
6

2
0

4
5

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,1

6
9

,5
5

0

2
7

2
0

4
6

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

2
,0

2
7

,6
1

7

2
8

2
0

4
7

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
,8

9
4

,9
6

9

2
9

2
0

4
8

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
,7

7
0

,9
9

9

3
0

2
0

4
9

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
,6

5
5

,1
4

0

3
1

2
0

5
0

$
1

9
5

,0
0

0
$

1
2

5
,0

0
0

$
3

2
0

,0
0

0
3

3
,4

8
4

-                   
-$

6
,4

2
8

,9
7

6
-$

5
,8

5
0

,3
6

8
-$

1
2

,2
7

9
,3

4
5

-$
1

2
,5

9
9

,3
4

5
-$

1
,5

4
6

,8
5

9

7
.0

%
To

u
rism

 m
u

ltip
lier:

1
.9

1

N
P

V
:

-$
9

7
,8

3
7

,3
7

2
B

C
R

:
-3

8
.3

7
C

o
m

m
u

n
ity B

en
efit:

1
0

0
%

N
e

t B
e

n
e

fits  ($
)

D
isco

u
n

te
d

 N
e

t 

B
e

n
e

fits ($
)

D
isc. R

a
te

:

D
ire

ct B
e

n
e

fits
D

ire
ct C

o
sts

Y
e

a
r

C
o

m
m

u
n

ity 

b
e

n
e

fit fro
m

 

T
o

u
rism

 

(M
u

ltip
lie

r)

T
o

ta
l b

e
n

e
fits 

($
)



 B
ig 4

 H
o

lid
ay P

arks – A
lb

an
y 

2
6

 

A
p

p
en

d
ix B

: B
ackgro

u
n

d
 to

 th
e C

o
st-B

en
efit A

n
alysis 

B
ackgro

u
n

d
 

C
o

st-b
en

efit an
alysis is a u

se
fu

l eco
n

o
m

ic to
o

l to
 e

valu
ate th

e case fo
r a p

ro
ject o

r p
ro

p
o

sal again
st th

e sta
tu

s q
u

o
. Im

p
o

rtan
tly, 

it allo
w

s fo
r an

 asse
ssm

en
t in

 eco
n

o
m

ic term
s o

f in
tan

gib
le valu

e
s. Th

e im
p

acts o
f a p

ro
p

o
sal fo

r in
ve

stm
en

t o
r in

terve
n

tio
n

 in
 

a m
arket are m

easu
red

 in
 term

s o
f th

e eco
n

o
m

ic, so
cial an

d
 en

viro
n

m
en

tal co
sts an

d
 b

en
efits. C

o
sts rep

resen
t th

e p
u

b
lic’s 

w
illin

gn
e

ss-to
-p

ay to
 avo

id
 th

e resu
ltin

g co
n

seq
u

en
ces o

f th
e in

terven
tio

n
, w

h
e

reas b
en

efits reflect th
e p

u
b

lic’s w
illin

gn
ess-

to
-p

ay fo
r th

e co
n

seq
u

en
ce

s. Th
e evalu

atio
n

 o
f a p

articu
lar p

ro
p

o
sal co

n
sid

ers th
e e

ffe
cts o

n
 th

e co
m

m
u

n
ity as a w

h
o

le, in
 

o
rd

er to
 give a ‘glo

b
al’ p

ersp
e

ctive. A
s far as p

o
ssib

le, co
sts an

d
 b

en
efits are exp

ressed
 in

 m
o

n
etary term

s, alth
o

u
gh

 assign
in

g 
m

o
n

etary valu
es to

 so
m

e in
tan

gib
le effects can

 p
ro

ve d
ifficu

lt. Th
e p

rim
ary p

u
rp

o
se o

f th
e an

alysis is to
 id

en
tify th

e so
cial n

et 
b

en
efit o

f a sp
ecific in

terven
tio

n
 o

r in
vestm

e
n

t p
ro

p
o

sal. Essen
tially, th

e co
st-b

en
efit p

ro
cess aim

s to
 d

eterm
in

e w
h

eth
er th

e 
to

tal estim
ated

 b
en

e
fits resu

ltin
g fro

m
 a p

ro
p

o
sal exceed

 th
e e

stim
ated

 co
sts, an

d
 th

erefo
re, w

h
eth

er th
e p

ro
ject w

o
u

ld
 resu

lt 
in

 an
 eco

n
o

m
ically efficien

t allo
catio

n
 o

f reso
u

rces. 
 A

ssessin
g N

et b
en

efits 
In

 o
rd

er to
 assess th

e o
verall valu

e o
f th

e n
et b

en
efits o

f an
 in

vestm
en

t p
ro

p
o

sal, th
ree m

easu
res are m

o
st co

m
m

o
n

ly u
sed

. 
Th

ese m
easu

res are o
u

tlin
ed

 b
elo

w
: 

 • 
N

e
t P

re
se

n
t V

alu
e

: Th
e n

et p
resen

t valu
e (N

P
V

) o
f an

 in
ve

stm
en

t sch
e

m
e is th

e su
m

 o
f th

e d
isco

u
n

ted
 n

et b
en

efits. Th
e 

n
et b

en
efits are sim

p
ly th

e e
xp

ected
 to

tal co
sts o

f a p
ro

je
ct in

 o
n

e year, su
b

tracted
 fro

m
 th

e exp
ected

 to
tal b

en
efits in

 
th

at sam
e

 year. Th
e stream

 o
f n

et b
en

efits is th
en

 d
isco

u
n

ted
 to

 p
resen

t d
ay valu

es u
sin

g a d
isco

u
n

t rate. A
 reaso

n
ab

le 
startin

g p
o

in
t fo

r a d
isco

u
n

t rate is th
e go

vern
m

en
t’s b

o
rro

w
in

g rate, i.e. th
e co

st o
f fu

n
d

s to
 th

e go
vern

m
en

t. N
o

te, 
h

o
w

ever, th
at su

ch
 a d

isco
u

n
t rate d

o
e

s n
o

t gen
erally reflect th

e tru
e so

cial o
p

p
o

rtu
n

ity co
st o

f ca
p

ital, i.e. th
e retu

rn
 o

n
 

fu
n

d
s th

at co
u

ld
 b

e realized
 b

y an
 altern

ative p
ro

ject o
r p

ro
gram

. Th
e su

m
 o

f th
e d

isco
u

n
ted

 n
et b

en
efits w

ill give th
e n

et 
p

resen
t valu

e o
f th

e p
ro

ject. If th
e N

P
V

 is greater th
an

 zero
, th

en
 th

e estim
ated

 to
tal b

en
efit exceed

s th
e estim

ated
 to

tal 
co

st an
d

 th
e p

ro
ject w

ill b
e so

cially b
en

eficial. A
 p

ro
ject sh

o
u

ld
 go

 ah
ead

 if th
e N

P
V

 is gre
ater th

an
 o

r eq
u

al to
 zero

 (N
P

V
 

≥ 0
). 

• 
In

te
rn

al R
ate

 o
f R

e
tu

rn
: Th

e in
tern

al rate o
f retu

rn
 (IR

R
) m

easu
res th

e yield
 o

n
 in

vestm
en

t. It is th
e in

terest rate th
at w

h
en

 
su

b
stitu

ted
 in

to
 th

e N
P

V
 fo

rm
u

la give
s an

 N
P

V
 o

f zero
. W

h
e

n
 th

e N
P

V
 is zero

, th
e IR

R
 is e

q
u

al to
 th

e d
isco

u
n

t rate an
d

 so
 

a p
o

sitive IR
R

 im
p

lies th
at th

e p
ro

ject w
ill earn

 m
o

re th
an

 th
e d

isco
u

n
t rate, o

r co
st o

f cap
ital. It is an

 in
d

icato
r o

f th
e 

efficien
cy o

f an
 in

ve
stm

en
t p

ro
p

o
sal, w

h
ereas th

e N
P

V
 in

d
icates th

e m
agn

itu
d

e o
f th

e n
et b

en
efits th

at are exp
ected

 to
 

b
e gen

erated
 fro

m
 th

e p
ro

p
o

sal. A
 p

articu
lar in

vestm
en

t p
ro

ject is so
cially b

en
eficial if th

e IR
R

 exceed
s th

e rate o
f retu

rn
 

th
at is estim

ated
 to

 flo
w

 fro
m

 altern
ative in

ve
stm

en
ts.  

• 
B

e
n

e
fit-C

o
st R

atio
: Th

e b
en

e
fit-co

st ratio
 (B

C
R

) is sim
p

ly a m
easu

re o
f th

e p
resen

t va
lu

e o
f th

e b
en

e
fits o

f a p
ro

p
o

sal 
d

ivid
ed

 b
y th

e p
resen

t valu
e

 o
f th

e cap
ital o

r n
o

n
-recu

rren
t co

sts. If th
e B

C
R

 o
f a p

ro
ject is greater th

an
 o

n
e, th

e N
P

V
 w

ill 
b

e greater th
an

 zero
 an

d
 so

 th
e p

ro
ject w

ill b
e so

cially b
en

eficial. 
 Efficien

cy C
o

n
cep

ts 
Th

e b
en

e
fits resu

ltin
g fro

m
 a p

ro
p

o
sed

 p
ro

ject are valu
ed

 in
 term

s o
f th

e p
u

b
lic’s w

illin
gn

e
ss-to

-p
ay fo

r th
em

. A
 co

n
su

m
er’s 

w
illin

gn
e

ss-to
-p

ay fo
r a go

o
d

 o
r service co

n
sists o

f tw
o

 ele
m

en
ts: actu

al exp
en

d
itu

re an
d

 co
n

su
m

er su
rp

lu
s.  

 • 
C

o
n

su
m

e
r su

rp
lu

s m
easu

re
s th

e b
en

efit to
 a co

n
su

m
er o

f b
ein

g ab
le to

 p
u

rch
ase a p

ro
d

u
ct o

r service
 at a lo

w
er p

rice th
an

 
w

h
at th

ey w
o

u
ld

 h
ave b

een
 w

illin
g to

 p
ay. C

o
n

su
m

er su
rp

lu
s is m

axim
ized

 w
h

en
 th

ere is allo
cative efficien

cy. 

• 
A

llo
cative

 e
fficie

n
cy refers to

 th
e o

verall efficien
t allo

catio
n

 o
f reso

u
rce

s. Th
e term

 refers to
 th

e situ
atio

n
 w

h
ere reso

u
rces 

are allo
cated

 in
 a w

ay th
at m

axim
ize

s n
et b

en
efit. A

llo
cative

 efficien
cy is m

axim
ized

 w
h

ere th
e b

en
efit to

 an
 in

d
ivid

u
al o

f 
co

n
su

m
in

g th
e last u

n
it o

f a go
o

d
 is eq

u
al to

 th
e co

st o
f co

n
su

m
in

g th
at u

n
it, i.e. m

argin
al b

en
efit eq

u
als m

argin
al co

st. 

• 
P

ro
d

u
ctive

 Efficie
n

cy is u
sed

 to
 d

escrib
e th

e situ
atio

n
 w

h
ere

 a set o
f go

o
d

s o
r service

s are p
ro

d
u

ced
 at th

e lo
w

e
st p

o
ssib

le 
co

st. 

• 
Th

e co
sts re

su
ltin

g fro
m

 a p
ro

p
o

sed
 p

ro
ject are valu

ed
 acco

rd
in

g to
 o

th
er p

eo
p

le’s w
illin

gn
ess-to

-p
ay fo

r th
e reso

u
rces 

in
vo

lved
. Th

at is, th
e o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity co

st o
f th

e reso
u

rces in
vo

lved
 in

 a p
articu

lar p
ro

ject. 

• 
O

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity co

st refers to
 th

e valu
e o

f a reso
u

rce in
 its b

e
st altern

ative u
se. Fo

r exam
p

le, w
h

en
 evalu

a
tin

g th
e

 case fo
r a 

p
articu

lar in
ve

stm
en

t sch
em

e
, th

e b
en

e
fits th

at m
ay re

su
lt fro

m
 in

vestin
g th

e reso
u

rces else
w

h
ere

 sh
o

u
ld

 b
e asse

sse
d

. 
Th

e b
en

efit o
f in

vestm
en

t elsew
h

ere is eq
u

al to
 th

e o
p

p
o

rtu
n

ity co
st o

f th
e p

ro
p

o
sed

 in
vestm

en
t sch

e
m

e. N
o

te th
at, th

e
 

co
sts o

f em
p

lo
yin

g a re
so

u
rce

 sh
o

u
ld

 b
e co

n
sid

ered
 ‘su

n
k’ if th

e o
p

p
o

rtu
n

ity co
st is eq

u
al to

 zero
. 
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 D
istrib

u
tio

n
al im

p
acts 

Th
e im

p
acts w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 exp

ected
 to

 b
e h

igh
ly d

istrib
u

tio
n

al. In
 o

rd
er to

 fu
lly cap

tu
re th

e d
istrib

u
tio

n
al im

p
acts in

 th
is case, th

e
 

lo
cal eco

n
o

m
ic b

en
efits fo

r th
e regio

n
s su

rro
u

n
d

in
g th

e d
evelo

p
m

en
t w

ill b
e taken

 in
to

 co
n

sid
eratio

n
, in

clu
d

in
g th

eir lo
cal 

m
u

ltip
lier effe

cts. W
h

ile takin
g a state

-level vie
w

 o
f th

e im
p

acts m
ay n

o
t m

erit in
clu

sio
n

 o
f lo

cal eco
n

o
m

y m
u

ltip
liers, th

is 
ap

p
ro

ach
 w

o
u

ld
 m

ask th
e h

igh
ly d

istrib
u

tio
n

al im
p

acts o
f th

e clo
su

re o
f regio

n
al p

rim
ary d

evelo
p

m
en

t.  
 A

ssu
m

p
tio

n
s 

D
isco

u
n

t R
ate 

In
frastru

ctu
re A

u
stralia req

u
ires th

at co
st-b

en
efit an

alyses are p
resen

ted
 fo

r th
e fo

llo
w

in
g real d

isco
u

n
t rates: 

 • 
4

 p
er cen

t; 

• 
7

 p
er cen

t (cen
tral estim

ate); an
d

 

• 
1

0
 p

er cen
t. 

 Th
e d

eb
ate o

n
 w

h
ich

 rate sh
o

u
ld

 b
e u

sed
 to

 d
isco

u
n

t fu
tu

re b
en

efits an
d

 co
sts in

 co
st-b

en
efit an

alysis h
as b

een
 o

n
go

in
g fo

r 
m

an
y d

ecad
es, an

d
 th

ere are a ran
ge o

f estim
atio

n
 m

eth
o

d
s. H

o
w

e
ver, th

e 7
 p

ercen
t cen

tral estim
ate p

ro
p

o
sed

 b
y 

In
frastru

ctu
re A

u
stralia (an

d
 sen

sitivity testin
g) is in

 acco
rd

an
ce w

ith
 th

e m
ajo

rity o
f n

atio
n

al, state an
d

 territo
ry gu

id
elin

es o
n

 
co

st-b
en

efit an
alysis an

d
 is b

ased
 o

n
 th

e
 o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ity co

st o
f cap

ital in
 th

e m
arket secto

r. Th
e O

ffice
 o

f B
e

st P
ractice

 R
egu

latio
n

 
2

0
1

4
 co

st-b
en

efit an
alysis gu

id
elin

es req
u

ire u
se o

f an
 an

n
u

al real d
isco

u
n

t rate o
f 7

 p
ercen

t
1. 

 Tim
elin

e 

A
 p

erio
d

 o
f 3

1
 years h

as b
een

 assu
m

ed
 fo

r th
e co

st-b
en

e
fit an

alyses, co
rresp

o
n

d
in

g to
 a reaso

n
ab

le asse
ssm

en
t o

f th
e tim

e
 

b
efo

re h
igh

 risk even
ts b

egin
 to

 serio
u

sly affect th
e stu

d
y area

, su
b

ject to
 legislative ch

an
ges in

 th
e m

ean
tim

e. 
 M

u
ltip

liers 

Th
e m

u
ltip

lier e
ffect re

fers to
 th

e id
ea th

at a rise in
 d

ire
ct sp

en
d

in
g in

 an
 eco

n
o

m
y can

 cau
se a su

b
seq

u
en

t rise in
 seco

n
d

ary 
sp

en
d

in
g, lead

in
g to

 an
 in

crease in
 in

co
m

e
 w

h
ich

 exce
ed

s th
e o

rigin
al rise in

 d
irect sp

en
d

in
g. Th

e m
u

ltip
lier effect is illu

strated
 

in
 th

e K
eyn

esian
 M

u
ltip

lier M
o

d
el. In

 co
st-b

en
efit an

alyse
s, m

u
ltip

liers are o
ften

 exclu
d

ed
 as th

e im
p

acts at state
-le

vel 
gen

erally b
alan

ce
 o

u
t if exp

e
n

d
itu

re is m
erely sh

ifted
 fro

m
 o

n
e p

lace to
 an

o
th

er. H
o

w
e

ver, in
 th

e cu
rren

t an
alyses, lo

cal 
m

u
ltip

liers h
ave b

een
 retain

e
d

 in
 o

rd
er to

 fu
lly cap

tu
re th

e d
istrib

u
tio

n
al im

p
acts o

n
 th

e lo
cal regio

n
al eco

n
o

m
y. A

 variety o
f 

m
u

ltip
liers co

u
ld

 b
e u

sed
, d

e
p

en
d

in
g o

n
 th

e m
eth

o
d

 o
f m

easu
re

m
en

t an
d

 th
e geo

grap
h

ical sco
p

e o
f th

e m
u

ltip
lier. In

 th
is 

an
alysis, a co

n
servative m

u
ltip

lier o
f 1

.9
1

 h
as b

een
 u

sed
 fo

r th
e flo

w
-o

n
 to

u
rism

 im
p

acts in
 th

e lo
cal eco

n
o

m
ies su

rro
u

n
d

in
g 

th
e d

evelo
p

m
en

t. 
 In

flatio
n

 

In
flatio

n
 h

as n
o

t b
een

 in
clu

d
ed

 in
 th

e calcu
latio

n
s. Th

e co
sts an

d
 b

en
efits are at to

d
ay’s rates. Th

e excep
tio

n
 is w

h
ere cap

ital 
co

sts h
ave b

e
en

 escalated
, b

ased
 o

n
 th

e fact th
at co

n
stru

ctio
n

 co
sts are in

creasin
g m

u
ch

 faster th
an

 C
P

I. 
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P
rev

io
u
sly

 w
e p

ro
v
id

ed
 y

o
u

 w
ith

 so
m

e co
m

m
en

ts o
n
 th

e d
raft v

ersio
n
 (d

ated
 2

1
 M

arch
 2

0
1
9
) o

f th
e 

E
m

u
 P

o
in

t to
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 C
o

astal H
azard

 R
isk

 M
an

ag
em

en
t an

d
 A

d
ap

tatio
n
 P

lan
 (C

H
R

M
A

P
).  

T
h
ese co

m
m

en
ts w

ere p
resen

ted
 in

 o
u

r letter d
ated

 9
 M

ay
 2

0
1
9
, an

d
 w

ere p
ro

v
id

ed
 to

 h
elp

 assist y
o

u
 

w
ith

 y
o
u
r rev

iew
 o

f th
e d

o
cu

m
en

t an
d

 its reco
m

m
en

d
atio

n
s as th

ey
 relate to

 th
e B

ig
4
 H

o
lid

ay
 P

ark
s at 

M
id

d
leto

n
 B

each
 an

d
 E

m
u

 P
o

in
t.   

F
o
llo

w
in

g
 o

u
r in

itial ad
v
ice, w

e h
av

e b
een

 p
ro

v
id

ed
 w

ith
 a co

p
y
 o

f th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 

P
lan

 (d
ated

 1
6
 M

ay
 2

0
1

9
).  W

e h
av

e also
 rev

iew
ed

 an
 assessm

en
t o

f th
e eco

n
o
m

ic b
en

efits asso
ciated

 

w
ith

 th
e reco

m
m

en
d

atio
n

s o
f th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
.  T

h
is eco

n
o
m

ic b
en

efits assessm
en

t 

h
as b

een
 co

m
p

leted
 b

y
 K

esto
n

 T
ech

n
o
lo

g
ies.  F

o
llo

w
in

g
 rev

iew
 o

f th
ese d

o
cu

m
en

ts w
e p

ro
v
id

e th
e 

fo
llo

w
in

g
 ad

d
itio

n
al co

m
m

en
ts.  
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T
h
e ad

v
ice p

ro
v
id

ed
 in

 o
u

r p
rev

io
u

s letter ap
p
ears to

 still b
e relev

an
t, in

 p
articu

lar th
e statem

en
t 

w
ith

in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 th
at th

e M
C

A
 criteria d

ev
elo

p
ed

 b
y
 th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

 

fav
o
u
red

 m
an

ag
ed

 retreat o
f ex

istin
g
 assets.  S

co
rin

g
 o

f th
e M

C
A

 b
y
 th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

 actu
ally

 fav
o

u
red

 

p
ro

tectio
n
 th

ro
u

g
h

 co
n

stru
ctio

n
 o

f a seaw
all.   

F
u
rth

er su
p

p
o
rt fo

r th
e co

n
stru

ctio
n

 o
f a seaw

all is p
ro

v
id

ed
 th

ro
u
g
h
 rev

iew
 o

f th
e co

st-b
en

efit 

an
aly

sis co
m

p
leted

 b
y
 K

esto
n

 T
ech

n
o

lo
g
ies.  T

h
is an

aly
sis fo

u
n
d
 th

at co
n
stru

ctio
n
 o

f a seaw
all to

 

p
ro

tect th
e ex

istin
g
 asset w

as b
y
 far th

e m
o
st b

en
eficial o

u
tco

m
e.  It is ack

n
o
w

led
g
ed

 th
at th

e lev
el o

f 

d
etail w

ith
in

 th
e co

st-b
en

efit an
aly

sis co
m

p
leted

 b
y
 K

esto
n
 T

ech
n
o
lo

g
ies is w

ell b
ey

o
n
d
 th

at 

co
m

p
leted

 fo
r th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

.  T
h
erefo

re, in
 lig

h
t o

f th
is in

fo
rm

atio
n
, a stro

n
g
er case fo

r p
ro

tectio
n

 o
f 

B
IG

4
 M

id
d

leto
n

 B
each

 co
u
ld

 p
o
ten

tially
 b

e m
ad

e w
ith

in
 th

e C
H

R
M

A
P

 Im
p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
.  

T
h
e Im

p
le

m
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 n
o

tes th
e req

u
irem

e
n
t fo

r m
o
n
ito

rin
g
 o

f th
e sh

o
relin

e to
 u

n
d
erstan

d
 an

y
 

ch
an

g
es to

 th
e co

astal ero
sio

n
 risk

 p
ro

file o
v
er tim

e.  S
u
ch

 m
o
n
ito

rin
g
 is su

p
p
o
rted

 an
d
 w

o
u
ld

 id
en

tify
 

w
h
en

 co
n
stru

ctio
n

 o
f th

e p
ro

tectio
n

 w
o
u
ld

 b
e n

ecessary
.  It is n

o
ted

 th
at, asid

e fro
m

 th
e co

st-b
en

efit o
f 

d
elay

in
g
 th

e co
n

stru
ctio

n
 o

f an
y
 p

ro
tectio

n
 u

n
til it is actu

ally
 req

u
ired

, th
e o

th
er k

ey
 b

en
efit is th

at th
e 

stru
ctu

re co
u
ld

 b
e d

esig
n

ed
 to

 acco
m

m
o
d
ate th

e co
n
d
itio

n
s th

at w
o
u
ld

 b
e ex

p
erien

ced
 o

v
er th

e 

relev
an

t p
lan

n
in

g
 tim

efram
e.  F

o
r ex

am
p
le, assu

m
in

g
 a 5

0
 y

ear d
esig

n
 life fo

r a stru
ctu

re, co
n
stru

ctio
n

 

o
f an

y
 stru

ctu
re n

o
w

 w
o

u
ld

 m
ean

 th
at th

e stru
ctu

re m
ay

 o
n
ly

 b
e su

itab
le u

n
til aro

u
n
d

 2
0
7
0
.  H

o
w

ev
er, 

if th
e stru

ctu
re is n

o
t req

u
ired

 u
n

til 2
0

6
0
, th

en
 a 5

0
 y

ear d
esig

n
 life w

o
u
ld

 m
ean

 th
at th

e stru
ctu

re 

w
o
u
ld

 b
e su

itab
le u

n
til aro

u
n

d
 2

1
1

0
.      
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T
h
e Im

p
le

m
en

tatio
n

 P
lan

 fo
r E

m
u

 P
o

in
t still refers to

 th
e M

an
ag

ed
 R

etreat o
f assets as th

e p
referred

 

o
p
tio

n
, ev

en
 th

o
u

g
h

 th
is w

as rated
 b

y
 th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

 as th
e least p

referred
 o

p
tio

n
.  T

h
is w

as d
iscu

ssed
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in
 fu

rth
er d

etail w
ith

in
 o

u
r p

rev
io

u
s letter.  In

 lig
h
t o

f th
ese ran

k
in

g
s an

d
 p

rev
io

u
s d

iscu
ssio

n
 p

ro
v
id

ed
, 

it seem
s rem

iss fo
r th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n
 P

lan
 to

 n
o
t b

e co
n
sid

erin
g
 th

e o
p
tio

n
 fo

r p
ro

tectio
n
 o

f ex
istin

g
 

assets th
ro

u
g
h

 co
n

stru
ctio

n
 o

f a seaw
all.  In

 p
articu

lar, it is n
o
ted

 th
at, w

h
ilst th

ere m
a
y
 b

e aesth
etic 

issu
es asso

ciated
 w

ith
 th

e ex
istin

g
 seaw

all, th
ese issu

es co
u
ld

 p
o
ten

tially
 b

e reso
lv

ed
 th

ro
u
g
h
 

im
p
lem

en
tatio

n
 o

f an
 im

p
ro

v
ed

 lan
d

scap
in

g
 p

lan
 w

ith
in

 th
e fo

resh
o
re area to

 en
h
an

ce u
ser am

en
ity

 

an
d
 recreatio

n
 o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ities.  O

n
e n

eed
 lo

o
k
 n

o
 fu

rth
er th

an
 th

e B
u
sselto

n
 fo

resh
o
re as an

 ex
am

p
le o

f 

w
h
ere lan

d
scap

in
g
 an

d
 recreatio

n
al sp

aces can
 b

e p
ro

v
id

ed
 b

eh
in

d
 co

astal p
ro

tectio
n
 stru

ctu
res to

 

g
reat effect.  T

h
e co

st-b
en

efit an
aly

sis b
y
 K

esto
n
 T

ech
n

o
lo

g
ies also

 fo
u
n
d
 th

at co
n
stru

ctio
n

 o
f a 

seaw
all to

 p
ro

tect B
IG

4
 E

m
u

 P
o

in
t w

as b
y
 far th

e m
o
st b

en
eficial o

u
tco

m
e.   

T
h
e reco

m
m

en
d

ed
 ad

ap
tatio

n
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p
tio

n
 w

ith
in

 th
e Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
 seek

s to
 rem

o
v
e a sec

tio
n
 o

f th
e 

ex
istin

g
 seaw

all an
d

 realig
n

 it .  T
h

is rem
o
v
al an

d
 realig

n
m

en
t is lik

ely
 to

 h
av

e a sig
n
ifican

t im
p
act o

n
 

th
e sh

o
relin

e alig
n
m

en
t w

ith
in

 th
is area, an

d
 rap

id
 sh

o
relin

e ch
an

g
es are lik

ely
 to

 o
ccu

r.  T
h
is is n

o
ted

 

b
riefly

 w
ith

in
 th

e d
o

cu
m

en
t an

d
 is sh

o
w

n
 in

 F
ig

u
re 3

3
 o

f th
e C

H
R

M
A

P
 Im

p
lem

en
tatio

n
 P

lan
.   

G
iv

en
 th

e ab
o

v
e, th

ere is co
m

p
ellin

g
 in

fo
rm

atio
n
 to

 su
g
g
est th

at a seaw
all o

p
tio

n
 sh

o
u

ld
 b

e co
n
sid

ered
 

w
ith

in
 th

e Im
p

lem
en

tatio
n
 P

lan
.  T

h
ere w

o
u
ld

 b
e tw

o
 d

ifferen
t o

p
tio

n
s av

ailab
le fo

r th
e co

n
stru

ctio
n

 

o
f a seaw

all.  O
n
e o

p
tio

n
 w

o
u

ld
 b

e to
 co

n
stru

ct a seaw
all so

m
e d

istan
ce seaw

ard
 o

f th
e B

IG
4
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ark
 

b
o
u
n
d
ary

 in
 o

rd
er to

 en
su

re th
at a fo

resh
o
re sp

ace is av
ailab

le in
 th

e fu
tu

re to
 p

ro
v
id

e th
e n

ecessary
 

am
en

ity
 an

d
 recreatio

n
al o

p
p

o
rtu

n
ities.  T

h
e o

th
er o

p
tio

n
 w

o
u
ld

 b
e to

 co
n
stru

ct a seaw
all alo

n
g
 th

e 

ap
p
ro

x
im

ate alig
n

m
en

t o
f th

e b
o

u
n

d
ary

 to
 th

e p
ark

.  T
h
is o

p
tio

n
 w

o
u
ld

 m
ax

im
ise th

e area av
ailab

le o
n

 

th
e b

each
 at th

e ex
p

en
se o

f th
e fo

resh
o
re recreatio

n
al sp

ace.  T
h
ese p

o
ten

tial alig
n
m

en
ts are sh

o
w

n
 in
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tectio
n
 sch
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e co

u
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 b
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n
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h
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n
 th

reat is realised
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eterm
in

ed
 

th
ro

u
g
h
 th

e p
ro

p
o
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 m

o
n

ito
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g
 p

ro
g
ram

.  In
 th

is lo
catio

n
, a stag

ed
 ap

p
ro

ach
 to

 th
e co

n
stru

ctio
n
 

w
o
u
ld

 also
 m
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e sen

se g
iv

en
 th

e co
st-b

en
efits an

d
 flex

ib
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 th
at it allo

w
s fo

r fu
tu

re m
an
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e
m

en
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clu

d
in

g
 en
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g
 th

at th
e d
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 m
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e
c
tiv

e
 

p
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n
n

in
g
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o
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o

n
s.  R

e
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ltin
g

ly, th
e
se
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e
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p
p
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p
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se
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 d
e
v

e
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p
in

g
 c

o
a
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l 

a
d

a
p
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tio

n
 p
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n
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n

d
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tiv

e
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) w
o

rst c
a
se

 tim
e
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m
e
s fo
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p

le
m

e
n

ta
tio

n
, b

u
t a

c
tu

a
l 

trig
g

e
rs fo

r c
h

a
n

g
e
 sh

o
u

ld
 b

e
 lin

k
e
d

 to
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 o

b
se

rv
a
tio

n
s.  T

h
is m

e
a
n

s th
a
t a

d
a
p

ta
tio

n
 

m
e
a
su

re
s a

re
 o

n
ly

 im
p

le
m

e
n

te
d

 w
h

e
n

 re
q

u
ire

d
, w

h
ic

h
, a

t th
e
 v

e
ry

 le
a
st, p

ro
v

id
e
s c

o
st 

b
e
n

e
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 c
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e
p
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v
e
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n
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v
a
te

d
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a
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r le
v

e
ls th

a
t o

c
c
u

r 

d
u

rin
g

 se
v

e
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rm

 e
v

e
n

ts re
su

lts in
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ro
sio

n
 o

f h
ig

h
e
r p

o
rtio

n
s o

f th
e
 b

e
a
c
h
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ro

file
 th

a
t a
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n
o

t n
o
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a
lly
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u
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e
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b
le
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a
v

e
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tta
c
k

.  T
h

e
 e

ro
d

e
d

 m
a
te

ria
l is ty

p
ic

a
lly
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n
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o

rte
d

 

o
ffsh

o
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rm
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g

 b
a
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h
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h
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e
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re
a
k

 th
e
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c
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e
n

t w
a
v

e
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n
d
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rth
e
r b

e
a
c
h

 

e
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sio
n
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o

w
e
v

e
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n
c
e
 c

o
n

d
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n
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n
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m
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a
c
k
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u
n
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e
ll w

a
v

e
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b
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 b

e
a
c
h
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lth
o

u
g

h
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e
 tim

e
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a
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b
u
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g
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e
 b

e
a
c
h
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p
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a
lly

 m
u

c
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n

g
e
r th

a
n

 th
e
 tim

e
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a
le

s fo
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ro
sio

n
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h

is is d
e
m

o
n

stra
te
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ig

u
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h
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h
 sh

o
w

s th
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 c

h
a
n

g
e
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a
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c
c
u
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d
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id
d

le
to
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B
e
a
c
h
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s a

 re
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lt o
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e
 se

v
e
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v

e
n
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a
t w

a
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x
p

e
rie

n
c
e
d
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 1

9
8

4
.  T

h
is fig

u
re

 

d
e
m

o
n

stra
te

s th
a
t w

h
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n

ific
a
n
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n
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a
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x
p

e
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n
c
e
d
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e
a
c
h

 re
c
o

v
e
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a
s 
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e
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u
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n
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 c

o
m

p
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E

x
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n
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n

g
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d
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e
a

c
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u
s

e
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 b
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 T
h

e
 sig

n
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a
n

c
e
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f th
is o

b
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a
tio

n
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o
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ld
 w

h
e
n

 c
o

n
sid

e
rin

g
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e
 p

o
te

n
tia

l c
o

n
stru

c
tio
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o
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 se
a
w

a
ll to
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te
c
t B

ig
4
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id

d
le
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n
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e
a
c
h
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1
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F
irst, if th

e
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 re

tre
a
ts a

s a
 re

su
lt o

f se
a
 le

v
e
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, th
e
n

 a
t so

m
e
 p

o
in

t in
 th

e
 

fu
tu

re
 th

e
 im

p
a
c
t o

f se
v

e
re

 sto
rm
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v

e
n

ts c
o

u
ld
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o
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e
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w
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x
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c
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a
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u
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v
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n
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 b

e
a
c
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o
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itia
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 b
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m
a
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ta
in

e
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n
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a
w

a
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W
h

e
n

 c
o

n
sid

e
rin

g
 a

n
y

 trig
g

e
rs fo

r c
o

a
sta

l a
d

a
p

ta
tio

n
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c
lu

d
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g
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e
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o
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c
o

n
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c
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n
 o
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a
w

a
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e
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g
e
r sh

o
u

ld
 b

e
 re

v
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w
e
d

 a
g

a
in

st th
e
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e
c
h

a
n
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th
a
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a
s le

d
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e
 trig

g
e
r b

e
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g
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a
c
h

e
d
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r e

x
c
e
e
d

e
d
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o

r e
x

a
m

p
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, th
e
 c

u
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n
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trig
g

e
r w
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e
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R
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a
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a
g

e
m

e
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c
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e
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 b
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e
 re
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d
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n
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w
a
n

c
e
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v
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o

w
e
v
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u
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x
p
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n
c
e
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n
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v
e
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g
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r c

o
u
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a
c
h

e
d
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e
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e
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o
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e
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o
u
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u
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k
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n
d

, m
e
a
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g
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a
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n
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g

e
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e
x

c
e
e
d
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n

c
e
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o
u
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 b

e
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v
e
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d
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g
g

e
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d
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a
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n
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 trig
g

e
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n
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h
e
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e
r th

e
 d

riv
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g
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r in
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trig
g

e
r e

x
c
e
e
d
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n

c
e
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a
s c

h
ro

n
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 o
r a

c
u

te
 e

ro
sio

n
 e

ffe
c
ts.  W

h
e
re

 a
c
u

te
 (sto
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) 

e
ro

sio
n

 e
ffe

c
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 th

e
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e
y
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riv
e
r, th

e
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e
c
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n
 o

n
 trig

g
e
rin

g
 a

d
a
p
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tio

n
 

re
q

u
ire

m
e
n

ts sh
o

u
ld

 b
e
 b

a
se

d
 o

n
 re

v
ie

w
 b

y
 a

n
 e

x
p

e
rie

n
c
e
d

 c
o

a
sta

l e
n

g
in

e
e
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d
e
te

rm
in

e
 th

e
 le

v
e
l o

f risk
 to

 th
e
 in

fra
stru

c
tu

re
 u

sin
g
 a

v
a
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b
le

 su
rv

e
y

 a
n

d
 o

th
e
r 

in
fo

rm
a
tio

n
.  If th

e
 trig

g
e
r is e

x
c
e
e
d

e
d
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y

 c
h

ro
n

ic
 e

ro
sio

n
 th

e
n

 th
e
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e
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o
o

d
 o

f 

re
v

e
rsa

l o
f th

e
 e

ro
sio

n
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n
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e
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 a
n

d
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d
a
p
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tio

n
 m

e
a
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s sh

o
u

ld
 b

e
 im

p
le

m
e
n

te
d

.   

 O
n
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v

ie
w

 o
f th

e
 C

o
a
sta

l H
a
z
a
rd

 M
a
p

p
in

g
 fo

r th
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, it is n
o

t a
n

tic
ip

a
te

d
 th

a
t a

 

trig
g

e
r b

a
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d
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n
 c

h
ro

n
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 e
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n

 o
f th

e
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 e

x
p

e
rie

n
c
e
d
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n

til a
t 

le
a
st a

ro
u

n
d
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0

5
0

.  T
h

is is o
n

 th
e
 b

a
sis th

a
t th

e
 c

o
a
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l h
a
z
a
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e
s in

c
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d
e
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n
 

a
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w
a
n

c
e
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e
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o
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n
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p

a
c
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v

e
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n
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n
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o
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n
til 

a
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u
n

d
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0
5

0
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a
t th

e
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a
z
a
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 m
a
p

p
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g
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g
g
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a
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e
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o
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e
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o
u
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a
v
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c
e
d

e
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n

o
u

g
h
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 a
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w
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e
 d

e
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n
 sto
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 e

v
e
n
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 im

p
a
c
t th

e
 site

 (n
o

tin
g

 th
a
t if a

 

se
v

e
re

 e
ro

sio
n

 e
v

e
n

t w
a
s to

 o
c
c
u

r b
e
fo

re
 th

is tim
e
, it is e

x
p

e
c
te

d
 th

a
t th

e
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 

w
o

u
ld

 re
c
o

v
e
r q

u
ite

 q
u

ic
k
ly, a

s o
b

se
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e
d
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 1

9
8

4
).   
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o
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c
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n
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e
a
c
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c
c
e
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A
s d
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u

sse
d
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re

v
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u
sly
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n

tic
ip

a
te

d
 th

a
t c

o
n
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c
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n
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f th
e
 se

a
w

a
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o
u
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 b

e
 

c
o

m
p

le
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d
 w

h
e
n

 a
 trig

g
e
r is re

a
c
h

e
d

.  B
a
se

d
 o

n
 th

e
 re

su
lts o

f th
e
 C

o
a
sta

l H
a
za

rd
 M

a
p

p
in

g
, 

it is u
n

lik
e
ly

 th
a
t th

is trig
g

e
r w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 re

a
c
h

e
d

 u
n

til a
t le

a
st a

ro
u

n
d

 2
0

5
0

.  G
iv

e
n

 th
is 

tim
in

g
, it m

a
y

 b
e
 p

o
ssib

le
 to

 e
sta

b
lish

 a
 fu

n
d

in
g

 m
e
c
h

a
n

ism
 in

 th
e
 in

te
rim

 to
 p

ro
v

id
e
 fo

r 

th
is c

o
n

stru
c
tio

n
, w

h
e
n

 re
q

u
ire

d
.   

 W
h

e
n

 in
itia

lly
 c

o
n

stru
c
te

d
, th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 still b

e
 a

p
p

ro
x

im
a
te

ly
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0
 m

 fro
m

 th
e
 se

a
w

a
rd

 

e
d

g
e
 o

f th
e
 d

u
n

e
s.  T

h
e
re

fo
re

, it is a
n

tic
ip

a
te

d
 th

a
t th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 c

o
n

stru
c
te

d
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n
d

 

th
e
n

 b
u

rie
d

 b
e
fo

re
 th

e
 a

re
a
 is re

v
e
g

e
ta

te
d

.  T
h

is c
o

n
stru

c
tio

n
 a

p
p

ro
a
c
h

 is p
re

fe
rre

d
 in

 m
o

st 

in
sta

n
c
e
s, a

s it m
e
a
n

s th
a
t th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll is in

 p
la

c
e
 a

n
d

 p
ro

v
id

e
s p

ro
te

c
tio

n
 to

 a
sse

ts, y
e
t is 

b
u

rie
d

 a
n

d
 d

o
e
s n

o
t in

h
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it b
e
a
c
h

 a
c
c
e
ss u

n
til su

c
h
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e
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s th
e
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a
w

a
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o
m

p
le
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ly

 

e
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o
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c
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c
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c
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c
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n
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o

v
e
m
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n
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n
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e
a
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c
o
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 c
a
u
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n
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d
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o
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e
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o

n
se
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n

 th
e
 d

o
w

n
d
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e
 o
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c
tu
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c
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t p
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d
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o
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 c
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 p
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c
e
 in

to
 th

e
 w

a
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 d
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h
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h
 is su
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t to
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o

st o
f th
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n
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e
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c
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.  It is n

o
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a
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c
u
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r p
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h
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e
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 p
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 c
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c
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c
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s b
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d
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d
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 b
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 d
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e b

each
.  O

n
ce m

o
re, it m

ay
 b

e th
at th

is lin
e o

f th
in

k
in

g
 is n

o
t 

n
ecessarily

 co
rrect, as th

ere are o
th

er item
s th

at are ran
k
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e assessm
en

t m
atrix

 fo
r S

o
cia

l 

Im
p
a
ct (C

o
m

m
u

n
ity) w

h
ich

 are n
o

t ju
st ab

o
u
t b

each
 reten

tio
n
.  T

h
e co

m
m

u
n
ity

 sen
tim

en
t in

 th
is 

reg
ard

 is arg
u

ab
ly

, th
erefo

re, b
est assessed

 b
y
 th

e co
m

m
u
n
ity

.   

G
iv

en
 th

e C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 A

d
v

iso
ry

 P
an

el rated
 th

e S
o
cia

l Im
p
a
ct (C

o
m

m
u
n
ity) criteria fo

r th
e R

elo
ca

te 

A
ssets / S

a
n

d
b

a
g

 T
ria

l as th
e p

o
o

rest o
u

tco
m

e, if th
is w

as ch
an

g
ed

 w
ith

in
 th

e P
ro

ject T
eam

 sco
res it 

w
o
u
ld

 m
ean

 th
at S

ea
w

a
lls/R

evetm
en

ts w
o
u
ld

 b
e th

e fav
o
u
red

 o
p
tio

n
.  T

h
is w

o
u
ld

 acco
rd

 reaso
n
ab

ly
 

w
ell w

ith
 th

e resu
lts fro

m
 th

e C
o

m
m

u
n

ity
 A

d
v
iso

ry
 P

an
el, w

h
ich

 rated
 S

ea
w

a
lls/R

evetm
en

ts as th
e 

eq
u
al seco

n
d

 b
est o

p
tio

n
.   

O
n
 th

e b
asis o

f th
e ab

o
v
e in

fo
rm

atio
n
 it w

o
u
ld

 seem
 th

at th
e S

ea
w

a
lls/R

evetm
en

ts o
p
tio

n
 w

o
u
ld

 

p
ro

v
id

e th
e b

est b
alan

ce b
etw

een
 th

e o
u
tco

m
es o

f th
e
 assessm

en
ts co

m
p
leted

 b
y
 th

e C
o
m

m
u
n
ity

 

A
d
v
iso

ry
 P

an
el an

d
 th

e P
ro

ject T
eam

.   

F
u

rth
e
r R

e
le

v
a
n

t In
fo

rm
a
tio

n
 

A
s req

u
ested

, w
e h

av
e p

rep
ared

 th
e fo

llo
w

in
g
 in

fo
rm

atio
n
 in

 resp
o
n
se to

 q
u
eries raised

 reg
ard

in
g
 th

e 

co
astal ad

ap
tatio

n
 ap

p
ro

ach
 an

d
 th

e m
eth

o
d
o
lo

g
y
 u

sed
 in

 arriv
in

g
 at th

is o
u
tco

m
e.   
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C
o

n
d

itio
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a
tin

g
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x
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o
c
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e
v
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e
n

t a
t E

m
u
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o

in
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T
h

e
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H
R

M
A

P
 ra

te
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e
 c

o
n

d
itio

n
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f th
e
 e

x
istin

g
 ro

c
k

 re
v

e
tm

e
n

t a
t E

m
u

 P
o

in
t a

s P
o

o
r a

n
d

 

a
ssu

m
e
s a

 re
m

a
in

in
g

 d
e
sig

n
 life

 o
f 5

 y
e
a
rs.  W

h
ilst th

e
 d

o
c
u

m
e
n

ts th
a
t d

isc
u

ss th
e
 d

e
ta

ile
d

 

c
o

n
d

itio
n

 ra
tin

g
s o

f th
e
se

 stru
c
tu

re
s w

e
re

 n
o

t a
v

a
ila

b
le

 fo
r re

v
ie

w
, re

v
ie

w
 o

f re
c
e
n

t im
a
g

e
ry

 

o
f th

e
 stru

c
tu

re
s d

o
e
s n

o
t a

p
p

e
a
r to

 su
p

p
o

rt th
is ra

tin
g

.  A
 se

le
c
tio

n
 o

f p
h

o
to

g
ra

p
h

s o
f th

e
 

stru
c
tu

re
 a

re
 sh

o
w

n
 b

e
lo

w
, th

o
u

g
h

 n
u

m
e
ro

u
s o

th
e
r m

o
re

 d
e
ta

ile
d

 p
h

o
to

g
ra

p
h

s w
e
re

 a
lso

 

re
v
ie

w
e
d

.   
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a
g
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G
u

id
a
n

c
e
 o

n
 a

sse
ssin

g
 th

e
 c

o
n

d
itio

n
 o

f ru
b

b
le

 m
o

u
n

d
 stru

c
tu

re
s, su

c
h

 a
s th

is o
n

e
, is 

p
ro

v
id

e
d

 in
 C

o
n

d
itio

n
 a

n
d

 P
e
rfo

rm
a

n
c
e
 R

a
tin

g
 P

ro
c
e
d

u
re

s fo
r R

u
b

b
le

 B
re

a
k
w

a
te

rs a
n

d
 

J
e
ttie

s (U
S

A
C

E
 1

9
9

8
).  T

h
is sy

ste
m

 re
c
o

m
m

e
n

d
s th

a
t th

e
 c

o
n

d
itio

n
 a

n
d

 fu
n

c
tio

n
a
l ra

tin
g

s 

o
f a

 stru
c
tu

re
’s c

o
n

d
itio

n
 c

o
n

sid
e
r a

 ra
n

g
e
 o

f stru
c
tu

ra
l d

e
fe

c
ts in

c
lu

d
in

g
 th

e
 fo

llo
w

in
g
: 

1
. 

B
re

a
c
h

 o
r lo

ss o
f c

re
st e

le
v

a
tio

n
. 

2
. 

C
o

re
 e

x
p

o
su

re
 o

r lo
ss. 

3
. 

A
rm

o
u

r m
o

v
e
m

e
n

t o
r lo

ss. 

4
. 

L
o

ss o
f a

rm
o

u
r in

te
rlo

c
k

in
g

. 

5
. 

A
rm

o
u

r d
e
fe

c
ts, w

e
a
th

e
rin

g
 a

n
d

 u
n

d
e
rsize

 a
rm

o
u

r. 

6
. 

S
lo

p
e
 d

e
fe

c
ts. 

F
ro

m
 re

v
ie

w
 o

f th
e
 p

h
o

to
g

ra
p

h
s v

e
ry

 fe
w

 o
f th

e
se

 d
e
fe

c
ts c

a
n

 a
c
tu

a
lly

 b
e
 se

e
n

 a
lo

n
g

 th
e
 

stru
c
tu

re
.  F

o
r in

sta
n

c
e
, th

e
re

 is little
 e

v
id

e
n

c
e
 o

f se
ttle

m
e
n

t o
f th

e
 c

re
st, e

x
p

o
su

re
 o

f th
e
 

c
o

re
 o

r la
rg

e
 d

e
fe

c
ts a

sso
c
ia

te
d

 w
ith

 a
rm

o
u

r lo
ss o

r m
o

v
e
m

e
n

t.  S
o

m
e
 a

re
a
s o

f th
e
 stru

c
tu

re
 

th
a
t re

q
u

ire
 m

a
in

te
n

a
n

c
e
 w

e
re

 id
e
n

tifie
d

, h
o

w
e
v

e
r th

e
re

 is n
o

th
in

g
 to

 su
g

g
e
st th

a
t a

 fa
ilu

re
 

o
f th

e
 stru

c
tu

re
 w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 im

m
in

e
n

t w
ith

in
 th

e
 n

e
x

t 5
 y

e
a
rs.  In

 fa
c
t, o

n
e
 o

f th
e
 stre

n
g
th

s o
f 

ru
b

b
le

 m
o

u
n

d
 stru

c
tu

re
s is th

e
ir ro

b
u

stn
e
ss a

n
d

 a
b

ility
 to

 p
ro

v
id

e
 p

ro
te

c
tio

n
 e

v
e
n

 a
fte

r 

e
x

p
e
rie

n
c
in

g
 so

m
e
 d

a
m

a
g

e
.  G

iv
e
n

 th
is fa

c
t it is c

o
n

sid
e
re

d
 e

x
tre

m
e
ly

 u
n

lik
e
ly

 th
a
t th

e
 

stru
c
tu

re
 w

o
u

ld
 fa

il w
ith

in
 th

e
 n

e
x

t 5
 y

e
a
rs.  
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Im
p

a
c
t o

f R
e
m

o
v

in
g

 th
e
 “

T
a
il”

 o
f th

e
 E

x
istin

g
 R

o
c
k
 R

e
v

e
tm

e
n

t  

O
p

tio
n

s th
a
t h

a
v

e
 b

e
e
n

 a
sse

sse
d

 fo
r B

ig
4

 E
m

u
 P

o
in

t c
o

n
te

m
p

la
te

 th
e
 re

m
o

v
a
l o

f th
e
 “

ta
il”

 

o
f th

e
 e

x
istin

g
 re

v
e
tm

e
n

t.  T
h

e
se

 o
p

tio
n

s a
lso

 id
e
n

tify
 a

n
 a

re
a
 o

f in
c
re

a
se

d
 e

ro
sio

n
 risk

 

a
sso

c
ia

te
d

 w
ith

 th
e
 re

m
o

v
a
l o

f th
is stru

c
tu

re
.  T

h
is risk

 o
f in

c
re

a
se

d
 e

ro
sio

n
 is v

e
ry

 re
a
l a

n
d

 

is lik
e
ly

 to
 b

e
 e

x
p

e
rie

n
c
e
d

 if th
e
 stru

c
tu

re
 is re

m
o

v
e
d

.  T
h

is in
c
re

a
se

d
 risk

 o
f e

ro
sio

n
 w

o
u

ld
 

re
su

lt fro
m

 th
e
 re

a
lig

n
m

e
n

t o
f th

e
 u

n
p

ro
te

c
te

d
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 a

n
d

 w
o

u
ld

 o
c
c
u

r a
s th

e
 e

x
istin

g
 

sh
o

re
lin

e
 –

 p
ro

te
c
te

d
 b

y
 th

e
 re

v
e
tm

e
n

t –
 is c

u
rre

n
tly

 m
u

c
h

 fu
rth

e
r se

a
w

a
rd

 th
a
n

 c
o

u
ld

 b
e
 

a
c
h

ie
v

e
d

 w
ith

o
u

t p
ro

te
c
tio

n
.  R

e
m

o
v

in
g

 th
e
 “

ta
il’ o

f th
e
 e

x
istin

g
 re

v
e
tm

e
n

t w
o

u
ld

 th
e
re

fo
re

 

in
c
re

a
se

 th
e
 risk

 e
x

p
o

su
re

 o
f B

ig
4

 E
m

u
 P

o
in

t to
 c

o
a
sta

l e
ro

sio
n

.   

 It is n
o

te
d

 th
a
t th

e
 o

p
tio

n
 p

re
fe

rre
d

 b
y

 th
e
 P

ro
je

c
t T

e
a
m

 fo
r th

is lo
c
a
tio

n
 is th

e
 R

e
lo

c
a

te
 

A
sse

ts / S
a

n
d

b
a

g
 T

ria
l.  T

h
is o

p
tio

n
 in

c
lu

d
e
s c

o
n

tin
u

in
g

 w
ith

 th
e
 tria

l o
f sa

n
d

b
a
g

 

(g
e
o

sy
n

th
e
tic

 sa
n

d
 c

o
n

ta
in

e
rs o

r G
S

C
’s) g

ro
y

n
e
s in

 th
is lo

c
a
tio

n
.  W

h
ilst th

e
se

 g
ro

y
n

e
s m

a
y

 

h
e
lp

 to
 sta

b
ilise

 th
e
 b

e
a
c
h

 to
 so

m
e
 e

x
te

n
t, la

rg
e
 re

a
lig

n
m

e
n

t o
f th

e
 sh

o
re

lin
e
 w

o
u

ld
 still b

e
 

e
x

p
e
c
te

d
 w

ith
 th

e
 re

m
o

v
a
l o

f th
e
 re

v
e
tm

e
n

t “
ta

il”
.  F

u
rth

e
rm

o
re

, th
e
se

 g
ro

y
n

e
s w

o
u

ld
 n

o
t 

p
ro

v
id

e
 a

n
y

 d
ire

c
t p

ro
te

c
tio

n
 a

g
a
in

st th
e
 im

p
a
c
t o

f c
ro

ss sh
o

re
 e

ro
sio

n
 e

v
e
n

ts (sto
rm

s), th
u

s 

B
ig

4
 E

m
u

 P
o

in
t w

o
u

ld
 still b

e
 a

t in
c
re

a
se

d
 risk

 o
f c

o
a
sta

l e
ro

sio
n

. 
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T
im

in
g

 fo
r S

e
a
w

a
ll C

o
n

stru
c
tio

n
 a

n
d

 B
e
a
c
h

 A
c
c
e
ss 

S
im

ila
r to

 B
ig

4
 M

id
d

le
to

n
 B

e
a
c
h

, it is a
n

tic
ip

a
te

d
 th

a
t c

o
n

stru
c
tio

n
 o

f th
e
 se

a
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 

c
o

m
p

le
te

d
 w

h
e
n

 a
 trig

g
e
r is re

a
c
h

e
d

.  B
a
se

d
 o

n
 th

e
 re

su
lts o

f th
e
 C

o
a
sta

l H
a
za

rd
 M

a
p

p
in

g
, 

it is u
n

lik
e
ly

 th
a
t th

is trig
g

e
r w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 re

a
c
h

e
d

 u
n

til a
t a

ro
u

n
d

 2
0

5
0

.  G
iv

e
n

 th
is tim

in
g

, it 

m
a
y

 b
e
 p

o
ssib

le
 to

 e
sta

b
lish

 a
 fu

n
d

in
g

 m
e
c
h

a
n

ism
 in

 th
e
 in

te
rim

 to
 p

ro
v

id
e
 fo

r th
is 

c
o

n
stru

c
tio

n
, w

h
e
n

 re
q

u
ire

d
.   
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 W
h

e
n

 in
itia

lly
 c

o
n

stru
c
te

d
, th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 still b

e
 a

p
p

ro
x

im
a
te

ly
 3

0
 m

 fro
m

 th
e
 se

a
w

a
rd

 

e
d

g
e
 o

f th
e
 d

u
n

e
s.  T

h
e
re

fo
re

, it is a
n

tic
ip

a
te

d
 th

a
t th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll w

o
u

ld
 b

e
 c

o
n

stru
c
te

d
 a

n
d

 

th
e
n

 b
u

rie
d

 b
e
fo

re
 th

e
 a

re
a
 is re

v
e
g

e
ta

te
d

.  T
h

is c
o

n
stru

c
tio

n
 a

p
p

ro
a
c
h

 is p
re

fe
rre

d
 in

 m
o

st 

in
sta

n
c
e
s, a

s it m
e
a
n

s th
a
t th

e
 se

a
w

a
ll is in

 p
la

c
e
 a

n
d

 p
ro

v
id

e
s p

ro
te

c
tio

n
 to

 a
sse

ts, y
e
t is 

b
u

rie
d

 a
n

d
 d

o
e
s n

o
t in

h
ib

it b
e
a
c
h

 a
c
c
e
ss u

n
til su

c
h

 tim
e
 a

s th
e
 se

a
w

a
ll is c

o
m

p
le

te
ly

 

e
x

p
o

se
d

.   
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C
o

st E
stim

a
te

 fo
r S

e
a
w

a
ll C

o
n

stru
c
tio

n
  

T
o

 h
e
lp

 p
ro

v
id

e
 c

o
n

te
x

t to
 th

e
 re

v
ie

w
 o

f th
e
 o

p
tio

n
s, w

e
 h

a
v

e
 p

re
p

a
re

d
 a

 m
o

re
 d

e
ta

ile
d

 

e
stim

a
te

 o
f th

e
 c

o
sts a

sso
c
ia

te
d

 w
ith

 se
a
w

a
ll c

o
n

stru
c
tio

n
 a

n
d

 m
a
in

te
n

a
n

c
e
.  T

h
e
se

 

e
stim

a
te

s h
a
v

e
 b

e
e
n

 p
re

p
a
re

d
 to

 p
ro

v
id

e
 a

n
 in

d
ic

a
tio

n
 o

f th
e
 c

o
st to

 c
o

n
stru

c
t a

n
d

 m
a
in

ta
in

 

a
 se

a
w

a
ll o

v
e
r its life

tim
e
.  T

o
 b

e
 c

o
n

siste
n

t w
ith

 th
e
 in

fo
rm

a
tio

n
 p

ro
v
id

e
d

 in
 th

e
 C

H
R

M
A

P
, 

c
o

sts h
a
v

e
 b

e
e
n

 p
ro

v
id

e
d

 to
 e

n
su

re
 p

ro
te

c
tio

n
 o

v
e
r a

 1
0

0
 y

e
a
r p

la
n

n
in

g
 h

o
riz

o
n

.  

 F
o

r th
e
 p

u
rp

o
se

s o
f p

re
p

a
rin

g
 th

is c
o

n
stru

c
tio
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