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Summary and recommendations 
This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice and 
recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the proposal by Rosewood 
Grove Pty Ltd to construct and operate a new marina located at Rockingham, within 
Cockburn Sound. 
 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) requires the EPA to 
report to the Minister for Environment on the outcome of its assessment of a proposal.  
The report must set out: 
• The key environmental factors identified in the course of the assessment; and 
• The EPA’s recommendations as to whether or not the proposal may be 

implemented, and, if the EPA recommends that implementation be allowed, the 
conditions and procedures to which implementation should be subject. 

The EPA may include in the report any other advice and recommendations as it sees 
fit. 
 
The EPA is also required to have regard for the principles set out in section 4A of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986. 

Key environmental factors and principles 
The EPA decided that the following key environmental factors relevant to the 
proposal required detailed evaluation in the report: 

(a) Marine Water quality; 

(b) Loss of Benthic Primary Producer Habitat; and  

(c) Coastal Processes 
 
There were a number of other factors which were relevant to the proposal, but the 
EPA is of the view that the information set out in Appendix 3 provides sufficient 
evaluation. 
 
The following principles were considered by the EPA in relation to the proposal: 

(a) The Precautionary Principle; and 

(b) The Principle of the Conservation of Biological Diversity and Ecological  

Integrity. 

Conclusion 
The EPA has considered the proposal by Rosewood Grove Pty Ltd to construct and 
operate a marina facility located within Cockburn Sound, Rockingham.  The key 
environmental factors of marine water quality, benthic primary producer habitat and 
coastal processes were identified by the EPA as requiring detailed evaluation in this 
report. 
 
The proposed location of the Port Rockingham Marina is situated within an area that 
is afforded a high level of ecological protection principally under the State 
Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy, 2005 (SEP). The aim of the SEP is to 
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declare, protect and maintain the Environmental Values of Cockburn Sound, 
protecting them from adverse effects of pollutants, waste discharges and deposits, and 
for this purpose, Environmental Quality Criteria have been specifically developed for 
the Sound.  
 
Marine water quality management has been considered extensively in the design stage 
of the proposal.  The marina has been designed to allow for a rapid water body 
flushing rate, thus reducing the potential for algal blooms and other water quality 
issues to develop.  The marina will be located in an area devoid of seagrass and will 
not significantly impact upon any benthic communities.  Consistent with previous 
assessments and advice provided by the EPA in relation to marina proposals, the 
priority remains that there is no additional loss of seagrass in Mangles Bay which this 
proposal achieves.  
 
The minimal footprint of the marina will not disrupt the structural or functional 
integrity of the Cockburn Sound ecosystem and it is predicted that there will be a 
minor impact on existing natural coastal processes with a requirement for a small 
amount of sand bypassing on an annual basis. 
 
The EPA notes that, if implemented, the construction of the Port Rockingham 
proposal is likely to have some direct, localised temporary impacts on marine water 
quality within the spatially defined ‘zone of effect’ during the construction period. 
The magnitude of these changes will be controlled by the requirement of the 
proponent to not exceed the environmental quality criteria as prescribed by the SEP 
outside of the spatially defined ‘zone of effect’ as mentioned above.   
 
In conducting its assessment of the proposal the EPA sought the opportunity to reduce 
the potential for detrimental impacts on water quality within Cockburn Sound that 
may result from an increase in volume of recreational vessels utilising the area.  
Specific attention was given to the issue of sullage tank management and installation 
on recreational vessels that intend to lease a berth at the marina facility.  The 
proponent has subsequently made a commitment that owners of vessels that are 10.0 
meters and above in length that intend to lease a pen within the Port Rockingham 
Marina must be fitted with a sullage holding tank.  It is understood that this will be 
addressed in the individual lease contracts relating to the marina.   
 
The EPA considers that this proposal satisfies a long standing need for additional 
boating requirements and will not cause additional loss of seagrasses.  The EPA has 
therefore concluded that it is unlikely that the EPA’s objectives would be 
compromised, provided there is satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the 
recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4, and summarised in Section 4.1. 

Recommendations 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for Environment: 

1. That the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is to construct and operate 
a marina with the capacity to accommodate 500 vessels located within Cockburn 
Sound, Rockingham. 

2. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors and 
principles as set out in Section 3; 
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3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that it is unlikely that the 
EPA’s objectives would be compromised, provided there is satisfactory 
implementation by the proponent of the recommended conditions set out in 
Appendix 4, and summarised in Section 4, including the proponent’s 
commitments; and 

4. That the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 4 of this report. 

Conditions 
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed a 
set of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed if the proposal by Rosewood 
Grove Pty Ltd to construct and operate a marina facility located within Cockburn 
Sound, Rockingham is approved for implementation.  These conditions are presented 
in Appendix 4. Matters addressed in the conditions include the following: 
 
Marine Water Quality 
• A condition is recommended requiring the proponent to demonstrate compliance 

with the EQC criteria as outlined in the SEP and the supporting revised EQC 
reference document (Condition 6-1).   

• As there will be localised, temporary impacts on marine water quality during the 
construction period a condition is recommended that spatially defines a zone of 
effect where construction impacts, as predicted by the proponent, are judged as 
unlikely to compromise the Environmental Quality Objectives (EQO) and 
associated Levels of Ecological Protection (LEP) of the Cockburn Sound SEP.  
Outside of this zone of effect the proponent should manage construction of the 
proposal to achieve the EQOs and associated LEP specified in the SEP (Condition 
7-1).  Additionally, the condition requires the proponent to demonstrate when 
EQOs and associated LEP have re-established within the zone of effect impacted 
by construction activities.  Post construction water quality within the marina will 
be that same as that outside of the marina thus, meeting the criteria for a High 
Level of Ecological Protection (Condition 7-2). 

 
Benthic Primary Producer Habitat (BPPH) 
• The impacts of the proposal on BPPH need to be limited to the 9.1 ha predicted by 

the proponent. This is addressed in the proposal key characteristics table which 
forms part of the recommended conditions.   

 
Coastal Processes 
• The EPA has also recommended Condition 8-1 to ensure that the Proponent shall 

ensure that construction and operation of the proposal does not cause changes to 
shoreline movements, width of beach and beach profiles, in excess of that 
predicted by the proponent and shown in Appendix 4, Figure 3 of the Ministerial 
Statement.  
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1. Introduction and background 
This report provides the advice and recommendations of the Environmental Protection 
Authority (EPA) to the Minister for Environment on the key environmental factors 
and principles for the proposal by Rosewood Grove Pty Ltd to construct and operate a 
new marina located at Wanliss Street in Rockingham, within Cockburn Sound.  The 
proposed facility will cater for the increasing level of recreational boat ownership in 
Rockingham as Perth’s population continues to increase.  This increase in demand for 
boating pens was identified in Department for Planning and Infrastructure’s 2006 
report, Perth Metropolitan Regional Boating Study. 
 
Cockburn Sound is recognised as being the most intensively used marine embayment 
in Western Australia.  The Sound is highly valued by the local community and visitors 
for recreation.  It is also used for commercial purposes such as fisheries, aquaculture 
and tourism which require a high level of environmental marine quality.  Cockburn 
Sound also provides a safe anchorage and maritime facilities near the State’s major 
industrial complex of Kwinana.  
 
The marine water quality of Cockburn Sound has been the focus of considerable study 
since late 1970s, when it was found that the discharge of industrial waste and 
domestic wastewater (sewage) into Cockburn Sound had caused widespread 
contamination of sediments and biota, poor water quality and widespread loss of 
seagrass on the eastern margin of the Sound.  The loss of seagrass was attributed to 
shading caused by nutrient-stimulated growth of epiphytes (algae that grow on 
seagrass leaves) and phytoplankton (microscopic algae in the water).  Water quality 
has improved considerably since the 1970s, but remains the focus of management 
attention today due to the intensive level of multiple uses in the Sound including 
Fremantle Port Outer Harbour, discharge of industrial effluent and cooling water, 
power station cooling water, a strategic naval base, commercial fishing, and intensive 
recreational use. 
 
There is currently a recognised a shortage of recreational anchorages in Perth’s 
southern metropolitan waters, particularly in Cockburn Sound.  Current anchorages 
within the Sound are largely limited to the Rockingham Cruising Club swing 
moorings in Mangles Bay.  The closest marinas to Rockingham that provide 
permanent recreational boat pens are the Mandurah Ocean Marina, 27 kilometres 
(km) to the south and the Fremantle Yacht Club/Challenger Harbour Marina 20km to 
the north.   
 
The proponent has identified a strong demand for recreational boat pens in the 
immediate vicinity of the Rockingham town centre and on this basis, has proposed a 
marina that has been designed to have a maximum capacity of 500 boat pens. 
 
The proposal was referred to the EPA in May 2007 and the Level of Assessment was 
set at Public Environmental Review (PER) with a six week public review period 
under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act).  The public review period 
commenced on 6 of April 2009 and closed on 15 May 2009. 
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History of Marina Proposals 
There is considerable history regarding potential development of a marina in the 
Mangles Bay area of Cape Peron, Rockingham. A summary of these proposals is 
provided below: 
• 1971: The Fremantle Port Authority adopted a plan for the development of a 

container port in Mangles Bay. 
• 1975: The Metropolitan Region Scheme was amended to provide for connection 

of the site to the regional road and rail network. 
• 1982: A Cabinet Sub-Committee and Departmental Technical Committee was 

established to review the Mangles Bay site and compare it with other sites. 
• 1984: The proposed container port facility for the area was rejected on the basis 

that Catherine Point and North Mole would be more suitable and cheaper 
alternative sites for a port. 

• 1985: The John Holland Group put forward a proposal for a small marina built out 
into Mangles Bay, which was found to be environmentally acceptable.  The 
proposal was never pursued due to the downturn in the real estate market. 

• 1992: The Department of Marine and Harbours proposed a 500 pen marine-based 
marina built out into Mangles Bay close to the Garden Island causeway. The 
proposal was formally assessed by the EPA at the level of a Public Environmental 
Review.  The EPA identified the main environmental factor as the significant 
impact on the remaining seagrass in the Mangles Bay area and the ecological 
significance of preserving the small amount of seagrass that remains in Cockburn 
Sound.  The EPA in report and recommendations, Bulletin 693, recommended 
against the proposal primarily due to seagrass loss. At this time, seagrass 
rehabilitation was not considered possible.  The Minister for the Environment did 
not issue a Statement that the Proposal could be implemented and hence the 
proposal could not proceed.  The Mangles Bay Steering Committee was 
established to consider potential options, taking into account the environmental 
issues associated with the area. 

• 1998: Following a request by Cabinet in May 1997, the Mangles Bay Boat 
Harbour Steering Committee developed a concept plan for the development of an 
inland marina in Mangles Bay.  The concept plan was never formally assessed but 
advice from the EPA at the time noted that most recent reports indicate the 
seagrass meadows are under similar pressures as in 1998, if not increased.  
Seagrass in Mangles Bay continue to compare poorly with other sites in Cockburn 
Sound.  The direct loss of seagrass therefore remains a primary issue for any 
proposal to develop the Mangles Bay Boat Harbour.  The protection of Lake 
Richmond which is recognised for its conservation value, and nutrient inflow and 
pollutants from the Lake Richmond drain on the waters of Mangles Bay are also 
of concern.  Rehabilitation of seagrass was not considered reliable at the time. 

• Early 2005: The Cape Peron Tourist Precinct Steering Committee commenced a 
feasibility study to consider the possible redevelopment of the Mangles Bay area 
of Cape Peron to include a marina facility.  The EPA prepared Section 16 Advice 
on the Tourist Precinct Project (EPA Report 1237).  The EPA concluded that the 
environmental maters associated with the options identified for the Tourist 
Precinct Project are significant and there is the potential for deleterious 
environmental impact as a result of the Project proceeding. This concept is still 
being developed. 

• August 2006: (current proposal) Port Rockingham Marina. 
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Copies of previous reports prepared by the EPA can be obtained at 
www.epa.wa.gov.au   
 
Further details of the proposal are presented in Section 2 of this report.  Section 3 
discusses the key environmental factors and principles for the proposal.  The 
Conditions to which the proposal should be subject, if the Minister determines that it 
may be implemented, are set out in Section 4.  Section 5 provides Other Advice by the 
EPA, Section 6 presents the EPA’s Conclusions and Section 7, the EPA’s 
Recommendations. 
 
Appendix 5 contains a summary of submissions and the proponent’s response to 
submissions and is included as a matter of information only and does not form part of 
the EPA’s report and recommendations.  Issues arising from this process, and which 
have been taken into account by the EPA, appear in the report itself. 
 
Context for Evaluation  
 
Policy framework - State Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy 2005 
The State Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy 2005 (SEP) was established by 
Government in January 2005 (WA Govt. 2005).  The SEP culminated from EPA 
strategic advice provided in 1998 (EPA Report 907) in relation to the cumulative 
environmental impact of marine-related infrastructure proposals on Cockburn Sound. 
 
The SEP establishes the framework within which Cockburn Sound and the adjacent 
land (the Cockburn Sound catchment) are to be managed so as to protect 
environmental quality in the Sound.  The SEP establishes a risk based approach to 
environmental management, which is underpinned by Environmental Values (EVs) 
and Environmental Quality Objectives (EQOs) that were identified and spatially 
defined through consultation with the community.  There are also ecological and 
social (EV's) and (EQOs) defined in the Cockburn Sound SEP.  For each EQO, a set 
of benchmarks called Environmental Quality Criteria (EQC) have been established. 
The EQC are used to evaluate the environmental monitoring data collected in 
Cockburn Sound and determine whether the EQOs are being achieved or if 
management action is required to improve environmental quality such that the EQOs 
could be achieved in the future. 
 
The EQO for the Wanliss Street area of Cockburn Sound established by the SEP is 
that a High Level of Ecological Protection should be achieved.  This ‘level of 
protection’ allows for small changes in the quality of water, sediment or biota (i.e. 
small changes in contaminant concentrations with no resultant detectable changes 
beyond natural variation in the diversity of species and biological communities, 
ecosystem processes and abundance/biomass of marine life).  The proposed marina 
lies within this area of ecological protection. 
 
The Cockburn Sound SEP also empowers the Cockburn Sound Management Council 
(CSMC) to report publicly on the findings of environmental monitoring in Cockburn 
Sound.  The CSMC presents a ‘report card’ on the quality of Cockburn Sound to 
Parliament each year. The report cards can be found on the CSMC’s web site at 
www.csmc.environment.wa.gov.au 
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Shoalwater Islands Marine Park Management Plan (October 2007) 
The Shoalwater Islands Marine Park Management Plan (DEC, 2007) outlines how 
the Shoalwater Islands Marine Park will be managed into the future.  The Plan sets 
out, among other things, a zoning scheme and a ‘best practice’ model for managing an 
array of identified ecological and social values of the Marine Park.  The zoning 
scheme proposes that the areas to the north of Point Peron (to the west of the Garden 
Island Causeway) be within a General Use Zone. Shoalwater Bay (on the southern 
side of Point Peron) is a recommended Special Purpose Zone for wildlife 
conservation. 
 
For each ecological or social value of the Marine Park, the Plan sets out management 
objectives, performance measures and targets. For example, the proposed 
management objective for seagrass meadows in the Plan is to ensure no loss of 
species diversity of seagrass communities and that the biomass of seagrass 
communities is not significantly impacted by human activity in the Park.  The short 
and long term target in the Plan is for no permanent loss in the aboveground biomass 
of perennial seagrass from 2006 levels in defined areas of highest existing risk.  An 
additional long term target is for no loss of seagrass community diversity as a result of 
human activity in the Park.  The Port Rockingham Marina is in close proximity to the 
Shoalwater Islands Marine Park however, it is highly unlikely to have direct or 
indirect impacts upon it. 

2. The proposal 
The proposal is for the construction and operation of a 500 boat capacity marina 
situated within Cockburn Sound, adjacent to the intersection of Wanliss Street and 
Rockingham Beach Road (Figure 1).  The majority of the proposed structure is 
located offshore however there is a minor onshore component to consider. 
 
It should be noted that this proposal is not related to the proposed Cape Peron Tourist 
Precinct Project (marina & real estate development package) that the EPA provided 
Section 16 advice to the Minister in Bulletin 1237, October 2006.  
 
Offshore Component 
The design of the proposed marina is based upon an ‘open-pile’ pier that extends 200 
metres (m) northwards from the carpark at Wanliss Street (Figure 2).  From the end of 
the pier, a breakwater will be constructed from limestone rock and extends a further 
770 m approximately parallel with the shoreline.  To facilitate construction of the 
breakwater, a temporary earthen bund will initially be constructed which will be 
replaced by the ‘open pile’ pier.  The pier component of the marina has been designed 
to optimise the natural flushing capability of the marina water body and to minimise 
the level of impact on natural coastal processes such as longshore drift.  
 
The width of the breakwater base (on the seabed) will be up to approximately 60 m 
while the above water width of the pier will vary from 20-60 m wide.  The offshore 
component of the marina footprint will be approximately 9 hectares (ha) of the near 
shore marine environment with 3.8 ha of seabed being covered by the breakwater. A 
further 5.3 ha of seabed will be shaded by the pier, boardwalk jetty, finger jetties and 
the floating boat pens. 
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A maximum of 500 boat pens will be provided through the installation of a boardwalk 
jetty to the east of the pier and a series of finger jetties and floating pens that branch 
off from the main jetty to accommodate the boat pens (Figure 2).  The pier will 
accommodate the retail precinct of approximately 4500 m2 as well as commercial 
ferry and charter boat access with refueling facilities on the western side of the pier 
and public use refueling and sullage removal facilities on the eastern side of the pier. 
 
Onshore Component 
The onshore component of the proposal is for the expansion and upgrade of the 
existing Wanliss Street car park from 80 bays to 170 bays and the creation of a further 
230 bays on the western side of Rockingham Beach Road between Wanliss and 
Victoria Streets on land that is already cleared.  The proponent is also in the process 
of developing a further 260 bay car park facility nearby that does not form part of this 
proposal.  
 
The onshore component of the marina footprint will cover approximately 0.8 ha of the 
foreshore and the majority of this land is either existing car park, road verges or 
already cleared.  As a result, the proposal will require approximately 0.2 ha of 
foredune vegetation to be cleared to accommodate the onshore requirements. 
 
The pier is designed to join the shoreline at the existing footpath level that currently 
separates the Wanliss Street car park from the fore dune and beach.  The finished 
height of the pier (approximately 4.0 m Australian Height Datum)(AHD) will 
facilitate relatively uninterrupted access under the pier along the beach for beach 
users.  The Wanliss Street car park is currently at 2.0 m AHD and it proposed to raise 
this to 4.0 m AHD to allow for a service area for the marina including fuel storage 
tanks.  The finished height of the car park will be lower than the adjacent dunes to the 
north that are at approximately 4.3 m AHD. 
 
There are currently three stormwater drains in the vicinity of the proposal (named 
ROC-03, ROC-04 and ROC-05 by the Department of Water) (Figure 3).  The 
drainage regime has been altered and upgraded such that stormwater from ROC-05 is 
diverted to ROC-04 and the combined flow now passes through gross pollutant traps 
and a retention swale which is designed to only overflow in storm events once per 
year, or less, rather than flowing directly to Cockburn Sound.  As part of this 
proposal, ROC-03 will also be upgraded to the same level.  These upgrades will 
significantly reduce the potential for stormwater contaminants to flow into the near 
shore environment of Cockburn Sound at the marina site. 
 
Staging and Timing of the Proposal 
It is proposed that the marina will be constructed in two stages.  The majority of the 
work would be completed in stage one which will comprise construction of the 
following to accommodate pens for 250 boats: 
• Car park upgrade. 
• Breakwater. 
• Entire pier (inclusive of retail precinct). 
• Boardwalk jetties. 
• Finger jetties. 
• Floating pens. 
• Stormwater drain upgrade. 
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The commencement of stage two of the proposal would see the further construction of 
another 250 boat pens and the timing of commencement of this stage is dependent 
upon demand for boat pens.  
 
The anticipated duration for construction of stage one is twenty four months with the 
breakwater construction taking approximately twelve months, six months for the pile 
driving and a further six months for the remaining work to be completed.  It is 
estimated that the temporary earthen bund (to be replaced by the pier) will need to be 
in place for a total of twelve months.  
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below.  A detailed 
description of the proposal is provided in Section 2.0 of the Public Environmental 
Review document (RPS, Port Rockingham Marina 2009). 
 
Table 1:  Summary of key proposal characteristics 

Element Description 
Marine  
Breakwater component Breakwater extends along edge of sand- sheet 

from the end of the pier to the north-east for 
770 m. 

Earthen bund Temporary bund in location for 
approximately twelve months to facilitate the 
construction of the breakwater. 

Pier Pier extends from Wanliss Street car park for 
200 m into near shore marine environment to 
meet breakwater. 

Footprint area Occupies approximately 9 ha of near shore 
marine environment. 

Services Capacity to harbour a maximum of 500 boats 
using floating pens inside of marina. 
Dedicated charter boat/commercial 
ferry/commercial fishing boat jetty. 
Retail precinct incorporating restaurants and 
shops. 
Refueling, sullage and water supply facilities 
for both commercial and public boats.  

Terrestrial  
Expanded Wanliss Street car park Expansion of Wanliss Street car park from 80 

bays to 170 bays and incorporation of fuel 
storage and marina service facility. 

Rockingham Beach Road car parking  Provision of 230 angle car parking bays 
along north-western side of Rockingham 
Beach Road between Wanliss and Victoria 
Streets. 

Stormwater drain Stormwater drain upgrade of the following 
drains: (ROC-03, 04 & 05).  

Footprint area Occupies approximately 0.8 ha of foreshore 
reserve. 

Vegetation clearing Clearing of approximately 0.2 ha of foreshore 
vegetation rated as being in degraded-good 
condition. 
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Figure 1: Proposal Location (RPS)
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Figure  2: Proposed Marina Design (RPS)
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Figure 3: Stormwater Drain Locations (RPS)
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3. Key environmental factors and principles 
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to report to the 
Minister for Environment on the environmental factors relevant to the proposal and 
the conditions and procedures, if any, to which the proposal should be subject.  In 
addition, the EPA may make recommendations as it sees fit. 
 
The identification process for the key factors selected for detailed evaluation in this 
report is summarised in Appendix 3.  The reader is referred to Appendix 3 for the 
evaluation of factors not discussed below.  A number of these factors, such as: 
• Marine Fauna; 
• Terrestrial Fauna;  
• Terrestrial Flora; 
• Groundwater & Stormwater; 
• Noise; and 
• Air Quality; 
are relevant to the proposal, but the EPA is of the view that the information set out in 
Appendix 3 provides sufficient evaluation. 
 
It is the EPA’s opinion that the following key environmental factors for the proposal 
require detailed evaluation in this report: 

(a) Marine Water Quality;  

(b) Loss of Benthic Primary Producer Habitat; and 

(c) Coastal Processes. 
 
The above key factors were identified from the EPA’s consideration and review of all 
environmental factors generated from the PER document and the submissions 
received, in conjunction with the proposal characteristics. 
 
Details on the key environmental factors and their assessment are contained in 
Sections 3.1 - 3.3.  The description of each factor shows why it is relevant to the 
proposal and how it will be affected by the proposal.  The assessment of each factor is 
where the EPA decides whether or not a proposal meets the environmental objective 
set for that factor. 
 
The following principles were considered by the EPA in relation to the proposal: 

(a) The Precautionary Priciple; and 

(b) The Principle of the Conservation of Biological Diversity and Ecological   
Integrity. 

3.1 Marine Water Quality  
Description  
Marine water quality refers to the state of health of a given water body and this is 
defined by its physical, chemical, biological and aesthetic characteristics. Cockburn 
Sound has a long history of poor water quality.  Industrial discharges of heavy metals, 
pesticides, petroleum products and nutrients into the sound during the 1950s–1970s 
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resulted in water quality deterioration and subsequent seagrass losses (CSMC, 2005; 
Skene et al., 2005).  After a concerted effort to reduce contaminant inputs in the 
1970s, water quality had significantly improved by the early 1980s.  Water quality 
within the sound declined again in the late 1980s as a result of groundwater 
contamination from the Kwinana and Jervoise Bay industrial areas.  Additional 
degradation was caused by tributyltin (TBT) pollution from boat antifouling paint and 
the introduction of foreign species through ballast water discharge. 
 
Industrial waste treatment was improved during the 1990s to further reduce the effects 
of effluent discharge.  To further reduce the sources of nutrients, the EPA introduced 
strict water quality guidelines in 2005. . The current report card (2008) prepared by 
the Cockburn Sound Management Council (CSMC) shows a overall general increase 
in the Ecosystem Health in the areas prescribed as a high level of Ecological 
Protection. 
 
Predicted Impacts 
The construction of the Port Rockingham proposal is likely to have some direct, 
localised temporary impacts on marine water quality within the spatially defined 
‘zone of effect’ during the construction period.  The following potential impacts have 
been identified: 
• Poor water quality within the marina due to inadequate flushing rates when the 

temporary earthen bund reduces the flushing capability of the marina. 
• Increased turbidity resulting from rock dumping for the earthen bund and 

breakwater construction (plume up to 500m from rock tip point). 
• Increased potential for fuel, sullage and other pollution spills/events within the 

marina. 
 
Proposed Management 
In order to manage the above potential impacts during the construction period, the 
proponent has committed to prepare a Construction Management Plan (CMP) which 
will include a monitoring program for water quality/turbidity during construction 
activities.  This monitoring program will be consistent with the State Environmental 
(Cockburn Sound) Policy 2005 (SEP), Environmental Quality Criteria Reference 
Document for Cockburn Sound (2003–2004) and the Manual of Standard Operating 
Procedures for Environmental Monitoring against the Cockburn Sound 
Environmental Quality Criteria (2003–2004).  In the event that monitoring criteria are 
breached outside of the spatially defined proposal footprint, the proponent has 
committed to construction work ceasing.  
 
Marine water quality management has been considered in the design stage of the 
proposal.  The marina has been designed to allow for a rapid water body flushing rate 
of two to three days, thus reducing the potential for algal blooms and other water 
quality issues to develop. 
 
In addition the proponent has committed to developing a Marina Waterways 
Management and Monitoring Plan (MWMMP) which will include an ongoing water 
quality monitoring program to demonstrate that the marina is complying with 
Objectives (EQOs) and associated Levels of Ecological Protection (LEP) identified in 
the SEP for the life of the project.   
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Submissions 
• Impacts on water and sediment quality are likely to result from seabed 

disturbance, sediment plumes during construction of the pier structure and rock 
wall, and during the operation of the marina. 

• Turbidity management should include the use of turbidity/silt curtains. 
• Development of a water and sediment quality monitoring and management 

framework in consultation with Department of Environment and Conservation 
(DEC) and CSMC to allow the EPA to establish outcome based conditions for 
water quality, sediment quality and biological indicators. 

• The Marina should be able to meet the environmental quality criteria associated 
with the High Ecological Protection zone specified in the SEP. 

• The marina will require a commitment to long-term monitoring at a satisfactory 
frequency, measuring an appropriate number of water quality parameters. 

• Considered useful to measure nutrients and phytoplankton in any future marina 
monitoring plans to verify the flushing modeling. 

• The Construction Management Plan should address the potential disturbance of 
contaminated sediments. 

 
Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to: 
 
• To ensure that emissions do not adversely affect environmental values or the 

health, welfare and amenity of people and land use by meeting statutory 
requirements and acceptable standards. 

 
The EPA acknowledges that the proponent has undertaken sampling and testing of 
water quality parameters and sediments, and proposed management to demonstrate 
that the construction and operation of the marina will not, in the long term, adversely 
affect marine ecosystem health and integrity or other environmental values as 
prescribed in the SEP.  
 
The focus of the SEP is to declare, protect and maintain the Environmental Values of 
Cockburn Sound, protecting them from the adverse effects of pollutants, waste 
discharges and deposits, and for this purpose  Environmental Quality Criteria have 
been specifically developed for the Sound.  The SEP established a protection zone 
system for Cockburn Sound based on current and potential uses of the water and 
adjacent land based influences.   
 
Three levels of ecological protection are currently recognised and are spatially defined 
(Figure 4): High, Moderate and Low. The Low level of ecological protection areas 
encompass the marine environment immediately surrounding the facilities of the 
Western Power Kwinana Power Station, BP Refinery (Kwinana) Pty Ltd, CSBP 
Limited, Tiwest Pty Ltd and Millennium Performance Chemicals (Advance Ceramics) 
Pty Ltd.  The Moderate protection area encompasses the remaining eastern shoreline 
of Cockburn Sound from Jervoise Bay in the north to the Millennium Performance 
Chemicals outlet in the south, and the south-eastern bay of Garden Island in which the 
HMAS Stirling Naval Base is located.  The remaining area of Cockburn Sound 
(majority of the Sound) lies within the High level of ecological protection area. 
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The EPA notes that the proposed marina lies within the High level of ecological 
protection area.  The Port Rockingham Marina project will need to be constructed and 
operated to maintain the relevant ecological, social, environmental values, 
environmental quality objectives and criteria as specified for a High level of 
ecological protection area in the SEP.  
 
There will be localised and temporary impacts on water quality associated with 
construction of the earthen bund and the breakwater.  This is likely to result in turbid 
plumes in the water surrounding the active tip-head, caused by the suspension of fine 
sediments washed off the fill material and by seabed disturbance.  It is important to 
ensure that these temporary impacts associated with construction are managed and it 
is an expectation of the EPA that no long term ecological impacts that compromise 
the attainment of a High level of ecological protection that the proposal site will need 
to meet. 
 
The EPA notes that it is possible to manage the impacts of turbid plumes through the 
use of silt curtains, washing of core material to remove fines and ceasing operations, 
if necessary.  To ensure that the construction impacts are managed, the EPA has 
recommended Condition (7-1) that spatially defines a zone of effect where 
construction impacts, as predicted by the proponent, are judged as unlikely to 
compromise the Environmental Quality Objectives (EQOs) and associated Levels of 
Ecological Protection (LEP) of the SEP.  This zone of effect is shown in Figure 2.  
Outside of this zone of effect it is required that the proponent will manage 
construction of the proposal to achieve the EQOs and associated LEP specified in the 
SEP.  Additionally, the condition requires the proponent to demonstrate when EQOs 
and associated LEP have re-established within the zone of effect impacted by 
construction activities.   
 
In order to meet the requirements of this condition the proponent will have in place an 
appropriate monitoring programme that will need to be consistent with the 
environmental quality objectives and criteria specified in the SEP.  The proponent 
already acknowledges the need for this monitoring programme. 
 
With regard to longer term management of the proposal, the proponent is required to 
implement the proposal to achieve the EQOs and associated LEPs as prescribed in the 
SEP to ensure that the Environmental Values are protected.  This is addressed in 
recommended Condition 6-1. 
 
The EPA expects that the proponent would discuss and engage collaboratively with 
the CSMC to ensure there is a consistent approach to monitoring and establishment of 
monitoring sites that will allow the impacts of the marina on the Environmental 
Values of Cockburn Sound be evaluated and reported.  This will be particularly 
important as it is noted that baseline water quality in Cockburn Sound does not meet 
the relevant criteria and in such circumstances water quality within the marina water 
body will almost certainly also breach the criteria.  Coordinated and agreed 
monitoring will ensure that any impacts directly attributable to the marina proposal 
will be able to be identified and addressed through the existing reporting and response 
processes of the CSMC.   
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Summary  
The EPA considers that the proposal design reduces the potential for deterioration of 
water quality within the confines of the Port Rockingham.  The large openings at both 
ends will generally allow the water body to flush completely within one to two days. 
The type of material used in the construction of the bund and breakwater will also 
assist in ensuring the likelihood of potential water quality issues are minimised.   
 
The EPA concludes that the issue of Marine Water Quality has been adequately 
addressed and the proposal can meet the EPA’s objective for this factor provided that 
a condition is imposed (Appendix 4, Condition 7-2) requiring the proponent to 
demonstrate compliance to the EQC criteria as outlined in the SEP and the supporting 
revised EQC reference document.  Furthermore, the EPA accepts that in order to 
construct a marina of this size and specification there will be some direct, localised 
temporary impacts on marine water quality within the spatially defined proposal 
footprint during the construction period.  The EPA has recommended a condition that 
ensures the construction impacts are managed.  The recommended condition spatially 
defines a zone of effect where construction impacts, as predicted by the proponent, are 
judged as unlikely to compromise the Environmental Quality Objectives and 
associated Levels of Ecological Protection of the Cockburn Sound SEP . Outside of 
this zone of effect it is required that the proponent will manage construction of the 
proposal to achieve the EQOs and associated LEP specified in the SEP.  Additionally, 
the condition requires the proponent to demonstrate when EQOs and associated LEP 
have re-established within the zone of effect impacted by construction activities.  It is 
an expectation of the EPA that post construction, water quality within the marina will 
be that same as that outside of the marina thus, meeting the criteria for a High Level 
of Ecological Protection.  This has been addressed in recommended Condition 6-1. 

3.2 Loss of Benthic Primary Producer Habitat  

Description 
A Benthic Primary Producer Habitat (BPPH) is made up of the Benthic Primary 
Producer (BPP) communities and the substrata/seabed to which they are attached 
(EPA, 2004).  This group includes seagrasses, seaweeds, turfing algae and hard corals.  
The ecological values of BPPH’s vary depending on a range of factors including 
geographic location, species abundance and the contribution of productivity to the 
community (Figure 5). 
 
Seagrass 
The temperate coastal waters of Western Australia are recognised for containing one 
of the world’s richest seagrass floras, and prior to the industrialisation of the Kwinana 
area Cockburn Sound contained approximately 4,000 ha of seagrass meadows (DEP, 
1996).  These meadows covered much of the sound’s periphery, in water depths of 10 
m or less.  However, a large-scale die-off of seagrass occurred during the 1960s and 
1970s, and by the late 1970s approximately 900 ha of seagrass meadows remained 
(CSMC, 2005).  The seagrass losses were attributed to shading from nitrogen induced 
proliferation of algal epiphytes on seagrass leaves and phytoplankton (DEP, 1996).  
The total seagrass area in Cockburn Sound has remained relatively stable since 1981, 
when water quality declines ceased (D.A. Lord and Associates, 2001).   
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The proponent conducted a Benthic Habitat Survey of the proposal location in April 
2008, no seagrass or macroalgae were encountered on any of the surveys, with the 
exception of detached seagrass wrack, which most likely originated from the seagrass 
meadows in Mangles Bay or the southern flats off Garden Island although it was 
known to support seagrass meadows until the final stages of die-off between 1972 and 
1978 (DEP, 1996) (Figure 6).  Review of current aerial photography and benthic 
habitat mapping indicates that the nearest current seagrass communities to the 
proposed marina are approximately 1.5 km to the west at Mangles Bay and 2.5 km to 
the north-west on the eastern shores of Garden Island (Figure 6).  Benthic primary 
producers were restricted to sparse filamentous algae and microphytobenthos. The 
sparse filamentous algae was more prevalent on the softer sediments adjacent to the 
edge of the sand-sheet slope than on the slightly coarser sediments of the flat sand-
sheet itself.   
 
Predicted Impacts 
The direct loss of habitat from the construction of the breakwater and subsequent 
smothering by rocks and piles will equate to approximately 3.8 ha of bare sand habitat 
(allowing for a 3 m buffer around the breakwater in which rocks may fall and settle).  
Benthic habitat may also be impacted from shading associated with the pier 
component of the marina and from boats stored in the boat pens (assuming the marina 
is harbouring a full compliment of 500 boats).  This area of shaded habitat would 
amount to approximately 5.3 ha (of this area, 1.2 ha is from the pier component while 
4.1 ha is shaded by the boats). 
 
Construction of the temporary earthen bund on the sand sheet will also result in an 
additional 1.2 ha of potential BPPH being smothered during the breakwater 
construction period.  However, the earthen bund will be removed at the completion of 
the breakwater construction and the seabed returned to its prior condition, apart from 
the shading taken into account above.  The earthen bund is expected to remain in 
place for approximately twelve months.  Construction and subsequent removal of the 
temporary earthen bund is therefore not expected to result in a permanent loss of 
potential BPPH. 
 
As indicated above the most visible environmental impact from the earthen bund and 
breakwater construction is likely to be a turbidity plume in the water surrounding the 
active tip-head (where rock material is being dumped).  Suspended fine particles can 
impact upon light-sensitive BPPH by directly smothering them and by attenuating 
light availability.  However, as a turbidity plume on the surface of no greater than 500 
m is expected and the closest light-sensitive benthic habitats are the Mangles Bay and 
Garden Island seagrass communities (located 1.5 km and 2 km away respectively), as 
such, no significant impacts are expected. 
 
Proposed Management 
In order to manage this environmental factor, the proponent proposes a Construction 
Management Plan will be developed which will require breakwater construction 
workers to be adequately trained with their machinery to ensure the loss of potential 
BPPH is no greater than the 9.1 ha identified. 
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Submissions 
• The PER states that the marina development will result in a net loss of 0.3% (9.1 

ha) of seagrass habitat and potential seagrass habitat. Although this is not 
consistent with Category F identified within EPA Guidance Statement 29, it is 
acknowledged that existing seagrass biomass will not be degraded or removed. 

• Monitoring of seagrass sites at Mangles Bay and North-West Garden Island 
would allow the proponent to demonstrate that the zones of influence and impact 
during construction are not affecting areas of existing seagrass habitat. 

• Monitoring at these sites should demonstrate that elevated suspended sediment 
concentrations and light attenuation coefficients do not exceed the 80th percentile 
of appropriate reference sites. 

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to: 

 
• To maintain abundance, diversity, geographic distribution and productivity of 

marine flora at species and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or 
management of adverse impacts and improvement in knowledge. 

• To prevent (or limit) significant loss of benthic primary producer habitat and 
communities and maintain ecosystem integrity. 

 
The EPA accepts that the proposal site is on a sand sheet that does not currently 
support seagrass, although it did support seagrasses until poor water quality in 
Cockburn Sound resulted in their loss at some time between 1972 and 1978 (DEP, 
1996).  The nearest seagrass communities to the proposed marina site lie 1.5 km to the 
south-west in Mangles Bay and 2 km to the north-west at Garden Island.  As the sand-
sheet used to support seagrass communities, the loss of approximately 3.8 ha of 
seabed from the location of the breakwater and piles is considered to be a loss of 
potential BPPH.   
 
Additionally, although the pier and boat pen components of the marina do not directly 
impact the seabed, the shading effects from these structures may serve to inhibit 
potential seagrass growth due to a lack of sunlight for photosynthesis, should other 
conditions (i.e. water quality) become suitable for seagrass colony re-establishment.  
Therefore, the total loss of, or damage to, potential BPPH as a result of the marina’s 
construction and full up-take of 500 boat pens is estimated as worst case scenario as 
9.1 ha.  The EPA’s methodology for determining cumulative impact on benthic 
primary producer habitat (BPPH) identified in EPA’s Guidance Statement No. 29 was 
used to calculate the cumulative loss of BPPH as a result of the proposed marina 
development.  Cockburn Sound lies within Category F: ‘Areas where cumulative loss 
thresholds have been significantly exceeded, and where the EPA’s objective is to 
ensure no net loss of BPPH and where possible a net BPPH gain.’  The predicted 
impact of the loss of 9.1 ha of potential seagrass BPPH takes the cumulative loss of 
potential and actual seagrass habitat within Cockburn Sound from 11.4% to 11.7%. 
 
The EPA acknowledges the argument that the loss of 0.3% of potential seagrass 
habitat is partially offset by the gain of 1.6 ha (0.05%) of complex structure that will 
stimulate primary production within the first year.   
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The EPA concludes that no additional seagrass loss from Cockburn Sound will result 
from the construction of the Port Rockingham Marina, as no seagrass grows on the 
marina site.  However, approximately 9.1 ha of potential seagrass BPPH will be lost.  
This equates to an additional loss of 0.3% of potential seagrass BPPH within 
Cockburn Sound.  Consistent with previous assessments and advice provided by the 
EPA in relation to marina proposals, the priority remains that there is no additional 
loss of seagrass in Mangles Bay.  The EPA therefore supports this proposal which 
satisfies a long standing need for additional boating moorings, as it is preferential for 
such infrastructure to be located on potential BPPH rather than causing additional loss 
of seagrasses.  The impacts of the proposal need to be limited to the 9.1 ha predicted 
by the proponent. This is addressed in the proposal key characteristics table which 
forms part of the recommended conditions.   

Summary  
The EPA considers the issue of Benthic Primary Producer Habitat (BPPH) has been 
adequately addressed and the proposal can meet the EPA’s objective for this factor 
provided that a condition is imposed ensuring that the total loss of potential BPPH in 
the vicinity of the marina in Cockburn Sound is no greater than 9.1 ha as a result of 
both direct and indirect impacts.  This is addressed in the proposal key characteristics 
table which forms part of the recommended conditions.   

3.3 Coastal Processes 

Description 
Cockburn Sound is a large, low-energy coastal waterway on a moderate to high-
energy carbonate coast.  The proposed marina site is on the sand-sheet on the south-
eastern margin of the sound, south of Kwinana Wreck (Figure 6).  The sand-sheet 
runs parallel with the coastline in a north-easterly direction from adjacent to the 
Wanliss Street car park for approximately 5 km to the north-east to James Point 
 
In order to determine the impact of the marina on coastal processes the proponent 
modelled the effects of wind, water circulation & flushing and existing wave 
conditions.  Summer wind patterns along the Perth coastline, including Cockburn 
Sound, are dominated by south-westerly sea breezes, whilst winter winds are 
generated from both the north-west and south-west (Masselink and Pattiaratchi, 2001; 
Travers, 2007).  These differing wind regimes generally result in northward longshore 
sediment transport during summer and southward sediment transport in winter 
(Masselink and Pattiaratchi, 2001). 
 
Water circulation within Cockburn Sound is affected by horizontal wind pressure 
gradients, tides, waves, atmospheric pressure, changes in water density and 
continental shelf waves.  Circulation is primarily affected by wind in summer, 
atmospheric pressure gradients in autumn and pressure gradients and storm wind in 
winter and spring (Skene et al., 2005). Cockburn Sound is protected from Indian 
Ocean swells by Garden Island to the west, and Point Peron and the Garden Island 
Causeway to the south-west and the wave climate in Cockburn Sound is dominated by 
shorter period (less than eight seconds) local wind-generated waves less than 1.3 m 
high (although during north-westerly storm events, wave heights over 2.5 m may 
occur) (DEP, 1996). 
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In order to determine the impact of the marina on the coastal processes, the proponent 
conducted wave modeling utilising the wave model 2GWAVE.  This was used to 
model four key wave scenarios believed to represent the dominant wave conditions 
for Cockburn Sound.  The model accounts for the complex changes in wave 
conditions caused by reefs, banks, seagrass meadows, near shore bathymetry and 
atmospheric input.  The model was validated against directional wave measurements 
in Cockburn Sound, and has been peer-reviewed (MRA, 2008).  The modelling of the 
four wave scenarios used wave height recordings from the Waverider Buoy south-
west of Rottnest Island, and wind speeds and directions from weather stations in 
Fremantle and at Rottnest Island. These were: 
• Typical swell scenario. 
• Sea breeze scenario.  
• Moderate storm scenario. 
• Severe storm scenario. 
 
The results demonstrated a range across the four scenarios in ‘actual’ wave heights at 
the marina site of 0.5 m – 2.0 m. This was important in order to demonstrate the 
seasonality of deposition/accretion cycles. 
 
Shoreline movement studies of the coastline between Point Peron and James Point 
were undertaken for the City of Rockingham for the years between 1942 and 2003.  
The DPI (2004) noted that the Garden Island causeway, constructed in the early 
1970s, may have altered the longshore transport in the southern end of Cockburn 
Sound, importantly though, the shoreline has been relatively stable in the vicinity of 
Wanliss Street, with minimal erosion and accretion. 
 
Predicted Impacts 
During construction of the breakwater, the location of the temporary earthen bund will 
block the longshore transport of sediment for the period it is in place, which is 
expected to be approximately twelve months.  It is likely that sediment will accrete on 
the northern side of the bund, and will erode from the southern side of the bund 
(Figure 7).  The shoreline change modelling for the completed marina generally 
predicts increased accretion on the sheltered shoreline behind the breakwater, and 
down-drift erosion.  The quantities that are involved are considered to be relatively 
small although the proponent predicts that there will be a need to conduct sand 
bypassing activities.  
 
The modelling indicates sand bypassing may be required to manage 5,000–6,000 
m3/yr of sand for the Port Rockingham Marina.  However, to address natural variation 
in sediment fluxes, an adaptive management strategy will be employed.  This adaptive 
strategy will also need to account for changes to the upstream sediment flux from new 
coastal features, such as Stages 2 and 3 of the DPI headlands (groynes).to the north  
 
Proposed Management 
Sand bypassing will require the deployment of equipment to the beach, which may 
interrupt recreational activities.  Approximately one week will be required to move 
5,000–6,000 m3 of sand.  This could be undertaken annually or biannually for shorter 
two or three day periods. Sand bypassing activities would therefore be scheduled to 
avoid peak use periods such as summer holidays and weekends. 
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Submissions 
• Construction of the marina will interrupt longshore sediment within Cockburn 

Sound. The breakwater will provide wave sheltering which will cause sediment 
accumulation in the lee of the structure, and erosion immediately to the south. 

• Caution should be taken when reviewing the sediment transport rates and 
projections for shoreline change. 

• The proponent is encouraged to prepare an adaptive and integrated beach 
management plan with the Town of Kwinana and the City of Rockingham to 
ensure that littoral sand drift is maintained. Monitoring will also need to be 
undertaken to initiate maintenance bypassing, minimise erosion and accretion. 

• The breakwater design may not provide sufficient protection to limit the wave 
heights and periods within the proposed marina. 

• A climate change impact assessment study should be undertaken. 

Assessment 
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to: 
 
• Maintain the integrity, ecological functions and environmental values of the soil, 

landform, seabed and coast. 
 
The EPA notes that the proponent has designed the marina with an open pier 
component that will serve to allow natural coastal processes to continue once the 
structure has been completed.  In particular, the design of the marina, including the 
pier across the near shore zone and large openings at either end will minimise 
hindrance to longshore currents and sediment transport.  Impacts to the shoreline and 
marine landform are relatively minor when compared with the possible impacts 
associated with a conventional marina design, which only has one seaward opening 
and may require the bypassing of extensive amounts of sand. 
 
The EPA recognises the proponents commitment to an adaptive management strategy 
be developed in conjunction with the Department of Planning (DoP) and the City of 
Rockingham for the whole of the Kwinana and Rockingham Beach area.  This ‘whole 
beach’ strategy should include the beach from the Kwinana Wreck, south of James 
Point, to the Garden Island causeway, to ensure that the impact of all coastal 
structures is accounted for and coastal processes are managed efficiently. The ‘whole 
beach’ adaptive management strategy would involve: 
 
• A beach profile monitoring program to measure the shoreline movements along 

the Kwinana and Rockingham Beaches. 
• Shoreline surveys conducted twice annually to account for seasonal fluctuations. 
• Analysis of the beach monitoring results to identify the regions of sediment 

accretion or erosion. 
• Excavation of sand from accretion regions for transport and placement in regions 

of sediment erosion. 
 
Ongoing work in stabilising Kwinana Beach included the construction of two offshore 
headlands in 2007 to the north of the CBH facility (and the potential construction of 
additional headlands (MRA, 2008).  Modelling undertaken for then DPI by Worley 
Parsons in 2007 suggested that sand nourishment would be needed annually to 
replenish Kwinana Beach.  A coordinated strategy would therefore ensure that sand 
was not being moved twice (i.e. for the Port Rockingham Marina and for Kwinana 
Beach).  
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Figure 4: The Boundaries between the High and Moderate ecological 

protection areas (State Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy 
2005)



 

21 

 
 

Figure 5: Benthic Habitat Mapping (RPS)
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Figure 6: Sandsheet Location (RPS)
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Figure 7: Predicted Shoreline Movements (RPS)
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The EPA notes that the proponent is willing to negotiate the responsibilities of the 
parties in the whole beach approach strategy, though it is anticipated that the Port 
Rockingham Marina proponent would be responsible for the monitoring and analysis 
of sand movement in the vicinity of the marina.  In view of the proponent’s 
predictions, informed by modelling, which establish a baseline for beach profiles 
before the marina is constructed, the EPA has recommended Condition 8-1 which 
provides for a management response to be developed in the event that the impacts on 
beach profiles are greater than predicted. 

Summary  
The EPA considers the issue of Coastal Processes has been adequately addressed and 
the proposal can meet the EPA’s objective for this factor provided that Condition 8-1 
is imposed ensuring that a management response is developed in the event that the 
impacts on beach profiles are greater than the baseline established by the proponent 
through modelling before the marina is in place   

3.4 Environmental principles 
In preparing this report and recommendations, the EPA has had regard for the object 
and principles contained in s4A of the Environmental Protection Act (1986).  
Appendix 3 contains a summary of the EPA’s consideration of the principles.  

4. Conditions  
Section 44 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 requires the EPA to report to the 
Minister for Environment on the environmental factors relevant to the proposal and on 
the conditions and procedures to which the proposal should be subject, if 
implemented.  In addition, the EPA may make recommendations as it sees fit. 
 
In developing recommended conditions for each project, the EPA’s preferred course 
of action is to have the proponent provide an array of commitments to ameliorate the 
impacts of the proposal on the environment.   

4.1 Recommended conditions 
Having considered the information provided in this report, the EPA has developed a 
set of conditions that the EPA recommends be imposed if the proposal by Rosewood 
Grove Pty Ltd to construct and operate a marina facility located within Cockburn 
Sound, Rockingham is approved for implementation.  These conditions are presented 
in Appendix 4. Matters addressed in the conditions include the following: 
 
Marine Water Quality 
• A condition is recommended requiring the proponent to demonstrate compliance 

with the EQC criteria as outlined in the SEP and the supporting revised EQC 
reference document (Condition 6-1).   

• As there will be localised, temporary impacts on marine water quality during the 
construction period a condition is recommended that spatially defines a zone of 
effect where construction impacts, as predicted by the proponent, are judged as 
unlikely to compromise the Environmental Quality Objectives and associated 
Levels of Ecological Protection (LEP) of the Cockburn Sound SEP.  Outside of 
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this zone of effect the proponent should manage construction of the proposal to 
achieve the EQOs and associated LEP specified in the SEP (Condition 7-1).  
Additionally, the condition requires the proponent to demonstrate when EQOs and 
associated LEP have re-established within the zone of effect impacted by 
construction activities.  Post construction water quality within the marina will be 
that same as that outside of the marina thus, meeting the criteria for a High Level 
of Ecological Protection (Condition 7-2). 

 
Benthic Primary Producer Habitat (BPPH) 
• The impacts of the proposal on BPPH need to be limited to the 9.1 ha predicted by 

the proponent.  This is addressed in the proposal key characteristics table which 
forms part of the recommended conditions.   

 
Coastal Processes 
• The proposal will need to demonstrate that a ‘high’ level of ecosystem protection 

will be achieved within the marina water body in accordance with State 
Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy (2005). 

• The proposal is to be managed to ensure that the maximum loss of potential 
Benthic Primary Producer Habitat within the Cockburn does not exceed 9.1 
hectares (Key Proposal Characteristics Table). 

• Reporting the outcome of the marina monitoring program to validate the 
predictions made by the proponent.  This information will improve the reliability 
of predictions of marina operation and to quantify the effectiveness of the 
mitigation measures utilised. 

• The EPA has also recommended Condition 8-1 to ensure that the Proponent shall 
ensure that construction and operation of the proposal does not cause changes to 
shoreline movements, width of beach and beach profiles, in excess of that shown 
in Attachment 4, Figure 3 of the Ministerial Statement.  

5. Other Advice 

5.1 Recommended strategy to further protect water quality within 
the marina 

In conducting its assessment of the Port Rockingham proposal the EPA sought the 
opportunity to reduce the potential for detrimental impacts on water quality within 
Cockburn Sound that may result from an increase in volume of recreational vessels 
utilising the area.  Specific attention was given to the issue of sullage tank 
management and installation on recreational vessels that intend to lease a berth at the 
marina facility.  The proponent has made a commitment for the Port Rockingham 
proposal that owners of vessels that that are 10.0 meters and above in length that 
intend to lease a pen within the Port Rockingham Marina must be fitted with a sullage 
holding tank.  It is understood that this will be addressed in the individual lease 
contracts relating to the marina.   
 
The EPA has been advised by the Department of Transport that there is currently no 
legislative requirement in WA for recreational vessels to comply with the provisions 
of MARPOL Annex IV (sewage).  However, it is the opinion of the EPA that the 
construction of a new facility such as the Port Rockingham Marina is an ideal 
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opportunity to improve the marina management and operational conditions in relation 
to this proposal and potentially for future proposals of a similar nature.  The EPA is of 
the opinion that there is also an opportunity for the Department of Transport to 
establish policy that will encourage the introduction of sullage storage or approved 
alternative technologies to new vessels over time.  

6. Conclusions 
The EPA has considered the proposal by Rosewood Grove Pty Ltd to construct and 
operate a marina facility located within Cockburn Sound, Rockingham.  The key 
environmental factors of marine water quality, benthic primary producer habitat and 
coastal processes were identified by the EPA as requiring detailed evaluation in this 
report. 
 
The proposed location of the Port Rockingham Marina is situated within an area that 
is afforded a high level of ecological protection principally under the State 
Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy, 2005.  The aim of the SEP is to declare, 
protect and maintain the Environmental Values of Cockburn Sound, protecting them 
from the adverse effects of pollutants, waste discharges and deposits, and for this 
purpose, Environmental Quality Criteria have been specifically developed for the 
Sound.  
 
Marine water quality management has been considered extensively in the design stage 
of the proposal.  The marina has been designed to allow for a rapid water body 
flushing rate, thus reducing the potential for algal blooms and other water quality 
issues to develop.  The marina will be located in an area devoid of seagrass and will 
not significantly impact upon any benthic communities.  Consistent with previous 
assessments and advice provided by the EPA in relation to marina proposals, the 
priority remains that there is no additional loss of seagrass in Mangles Bay which this 
proposal achieves.  
 
The minimal footprint of the marina will not disrupt the structural or functional 
integrity of the Cockburn Sound ecosystem and it is predicted that there will be a 
minor impact on existing natural coastal processes with a requirement for a small 
amount of sand bypassing on an annual basis. 
 
The EPA notes that, if implemented, the construction of the Port Rockingham 
proposal is likely to have some direct, localised temporary impacts on marine water 
quality within the spatially defined ‘zone of effect’ during the construction period. 
The magnitude of these changes will be controlled by the requirement of the 
proponent to not exceed the environmental quality criteria as prescribed by the SEP 
outside of defined proposal footprint as mentioned above. 
 
The EPA considers that this proposal satisfies a long standing need for additional 
boating requirements and will not cause additional loss of seagrass.  The EPA has also 
provided other advice that the Department of Transport should consider establishing 
policy that will encourage the introduction of sullage storage or approved alternative 
technologies to new vessels over time.  
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The EPA has concluded that it is unlikely that the EPA’s objectives would be 
compromised, provided there is satisfactory implementation by the proponent of the 
recommended conditions relating to marine water quality, benthic primary producer 
habitat and coastal processes set out in Appendix 4, and summarized in Section 4.1. 
 

7. Recommendations 

Recommendations 
The EPA submits the following recommendations to the Minister for Environment: 

1. That the Minister notes that the proposal being assessed is to construct and operate 
a marina with the capacity to accommodate 500 vessels located within Cockburn 
Sound, Rockingham; 

2. That the Minister considers the report on the key environmental factors and 
principles as set out in Section 3; 

3. That the Minister notes that the EPA has concluded that it is unlikely that the 
EPA’s objectives would be compromised, provided there is satisfactory 
implementation by the proponent of the recommended conditions set out in 
Appendix 4, and summarised in Section 4, including the proponent’s 
commitments; and  

4. That the Minister imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in 
Appendix 4 of this report 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
BIOPHYSICAL 
Benthic Primary 
Producer Habitat (BPPH) 

Loss of 9.1 ha of potential 
seagrass BPPH. 
 
Impact on Benthic Primary 
Producer Habitat (BPPH) has 
been minimised through marina 
design. 
 

Department of Environment and Conservation 
Loss of seagrass to be considered in context of EPA Guidance Statement 
29, acknowledge as category F. 
Monitoring at these sites should demonstrate that elevated suspended 
sediment concentrations and light attenuation coefficients do not exceed 
the 80th percentile of appropriate reference sites. 
CSMC 
There is a lack of information regarding microphytobenthos (MPB. 
Although the loss of MPB as a result of the marina is unlikely to 
adversely affect the ecology of the Sound, the issue of MPB should be 
discussed, qualified and its dismissal justified within the PER. 
Proponents Response 
Monitoring of seagrass health at Mangles Bay and Garden Island during 
the construction phase of the marina is being considered, and will be 
discussed with the relevant sign-off agencies during the preparation of 
the Construction Management Plan. 
Microphytobenthos was not considered to be a significant issue 
compared to the issue of seagrass loss within Cockburn Sound. 

Considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Marine Water Quality 
 

No dredging is required. 
 
Localised turbidity plume from 
marina construction. 
 
Long term water quality (within 
proposal zone of effect is 
expected to meet the assigned 
level of ecological protection 
prescribed by the State 
Environmental (Cockburn 
Sound) Policy 20005. 
 
 

Department of Environment and Conservation 
Impacts on water and sediment quality and potential seagrass habitats of 
the marina site and surrounding areas are likely to result from direct 
removal/seabed disturbance, sediment plumes during construction of the 
pier structure and rock wall, and during the operation of the marina (e.g. 
oil spills, refuse, sullage).  
Noted that a “high level of ecological protection” has been assigned to 
proposal site. 
Water and sediment quality monitoring and management framework in 
consultation with DEC and CSMC.  
CSMC 
Marina is located in an area of the sound which has generally higher 
chlorophyll and phytoplankton biomass and lower light attenuation in 
comparison to better flushed north central basin areas. However, the 
marina should be able to meet the environmental quality criteria 
associated with the high ecological protection zone.  
Department of Fisheries 
The claim that a turbidity plume from construction will extend no further 
than 500 m should be substantiated with technical details. 
Proponents Response 
The Construction Management Plan and the Marina Waterways 

Considered to be a Key 
Environmental factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
Monitoring and Management Plan will be developed in conjunction with 
DEC and CSMC. It is intended that the criteria in these plans will be 
consistent with the Environmental Quality Criteria for the High Level of 
Ecological Protection consistent with the Environmental Quality Criteria 
for Cockburn Sound (EPA, 2005). The capacity exists for a water and 
sediment quality management framework to be included within these 
plans. 
Bacteria will be monitored as part of the Marina Waterways Monitoring 
and Management Plan. 

Coastal Processes 
 

Potential for marina to impact on 
existing natural coastal 
processes including shoreline 
and beach profile. 
 
Small amount of sand-bypassing 
is likely to be required (5000 – 
6000 m3 /per annum). 
 
Minor visible changes are 
predicted to the shoreline or 
beach profile. 

Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
Construction of the marina will interrupt longshore sediment within 
Cockburn Sound. Predicted wave sheltering which will cause sediment 
accumulation in the lee of the structure, and erosion immediately to the 
south. The pier component of the marina is unlikely to significantly 
reduce sand accumulation. The impact of sand bypassing operations to 
all beach users should also be considered. 
CSMC 
The proponent is encouraged to prepare an adaptive and integrated beach 
management plan with the Town of Kwinana and the City of 
Rockingham to ensure that littoral sand drift is maintained. Monitoring 
will also need to be undertaken to initiate maintenance bypassing, 
minimise erosion and accretion, and to validate the model. 
Proponents Response 
As proposed in the PER and noted by DPI in their submission, an 
Adaptive Management Plan is recommended to manage changes to this 
section of coast, requiring liaison and agreement with the City of 
Rockingham and DPI. Should increased bypassing be required, this 
would be raised in discussions. 
Impacts on beach users have been considered by the Proponent. It was 
noted in the Coastal Investigations that bypassing operations would be 
managed to ensure that the disruption to beach users would be 
minimised.  

Considered to be a Key 
Environmental factor 
 
 

Seagrass 
 

The proposal does not involve 
direct or indirect loss of 
seagrass. 

CSMC 
Seagrass figures regarding loss and percentage remaining described on 
page 67 should be referenced. 
Proponents Response 
The areas used on page 67 and all seagrass calculations were calculated 
using GIS and the CSMC (2004) mapping. 
 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
 
It is predicted that the proposal will 
not have any direct or indirect 
impacts on the seagrass population 
in Cockburn Sound. 

Groundwater Minor dewatering activities are Department of Water Not considered to be a Key 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
(Dewatering) 
 

required. Any dewatering associated with the proposed development will require a 
licence under the Rights in Water Irrigation Act 1914. 
CSMC 
Reiteration that no discharge of any dewatering directly into Cockburn 
Sound will occur is needed. 
Proponents Response 
The only dewatering proposed in the construction of the marina is during 
the linking of the marina sewer to the City of Rockingham system. A 
licence to undertake any dewatering under the Rights in Water Irrigation 
Act 1914 will be obtained prior to commencement.  This groundwater 
will not be discharged directly to the ocean; it will be locally infiltrated 
through a sub-surface instalment. 

Environmental Factor 
 
The proponent will seek a permit 
to conduct ant dewatering activities 
from the Department of Water.  

Groundwater 
(Monitoring & 
Modelling) 

Proposal is not likely to have a 
significant effect on 
groundwater. 

City of Rockingham 
Verification of the groundwater model was not undertaken using an 
independent dataset. A sensitivity analysis to assess the accuracy of the 
model was not performed. 
Proponents Response 
Verification of the groundwater model requires monitoring post-model 
development. Calibration was done using all available historical data. 
All comparisons of the model to historical data were acceptable (the 
Mean Absolute Residual Error was less than 25cm).  
All inputs for the model parameters of recharge and hydraulic 
conductivity were consistent with literature values. The resulting values 
for groundwater flow and nutrient flux to Cockburn Sound near the site 
were in excellent agreement to the values reported in key CSIRO 
investigations (neither of which have a sensitivity analysis included). 
The calibration procedure outlined in the modelling report (s.2.2 Model 
Calibration and Starting Heads) provides essentially the same range of 
inputs and outputs that would be used in sensitivity/uncertainty analysis, 
but presented in such a way as to make clear the likely range of flow 
rates (the purpose of the modelling investigation). Given the low 
complexity of the model and the well documented literature values for 
conductivity and recharge, the calibration procedure and the excellent 
agreement with the CSIRO reports was considered sufficient in 
supporting the accuracy of the modelling. 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 

Stormwater 
 

The proposal will include the 
upgrade of existing stormwater 
drains in the vicinity of the 
marina. 
 

Department of Water 
Design of the car park and associated infrastructure should incorporate 
water sensitive design principles in accordance with the Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Australia. 
City of Rockingham 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
These upgrades will 
significantly reduce the potential 
for stormwater contaminants to 
flow into the near shore 
environment of Cockburn Sound 
at the marina site. 
 

The Construction Management Plan should include details on the 
discharge of waste and stormwater. 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
The Construction Management Plan should include details on the 
discharge of waste and stormwater. 
Proponents Response 
Stormwater design for car parks and roadways is proposed to be in 
accordance with the principals of Water Sensitive Urban Design 
(WSUD).  This will include such measures as infiltrating stormwater 
flows back into the groundwater regime, close to source.  
Stormwater management will utilise WSUD principles.  There is no 
suggestion that a direct outfall pipe would be utilised.   
Fuel storage areas would be bunded to protect against leakage and/or 
runoff into the marina. 
The Construction Management Plan will identify the avenue for waste 
disposal. No significant discharge of stormwater from the marina is 
expected, and this issue will not be addressed in the Construction 
Management Plan. 

Marine Fauna 
 

 Department of Fisheries 
The survey methodology was not suitable for fish and crabs. Surveys 
were only conducted during daylight hours and should have occurred at 
different times of the day to obtain representative species composition 
and abundance estimates. Temporal variation should have been 
incorporated into the survey design to obtain meaningful estimates of 
abundance. 
City of Rockingham 
Populations of epibenthic fauna were unreasonably extrapolated to 
include the entire sand sheet, when only the southern portion of the sand 
sheet was sampled. Semi-quantitative percentage cover data of algal 
benthic primary producers were not collected. 
CSMC 
Survey data of the razor clam was collected and should therefore have 
been included in the PER. The PER lacks information on the smaller 
macro-faunal elements which will be affected by the project  
The PER lacks sufficient information on the fish community, 
particularly aspects of their feeding, reproduction and general behaviors. 
This information would allow the public to better understand the likely 
minimal impact on the fish community by the project. 
Proponents Response 
The primary objective of the marine survey was to identify the benthic 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
habitat type of the marina footprint, and to gain a wider perspective on 
the distribution of benthic habitats on the sand-sheet. The identification 
of marine fauna, other than sessile epibenthic fauna, was a secondary 
objective. The survey methodology was therefore not primarily intended 
as a means to accurately survey fish and crab populations. 
Temporal variation was not considered important because the primary 
objective of the marine survey work was to identify the benthic habitat 
type of the marina footprint. The identification of marine fauna, other 
than sessile epibenthic fauna, was a secondary objective. 
The sand-sheet was defined as extending from the Wanliss Street car 
park to James Point. Figure 13 of the PER illustrates that two transects 
and two dives were undertaken in the northern portion of the sand-sheet 
(between the CBH facility and the Kwinana wreck). 
Only one razor clam was observed during the surveys, and as such the 
species was omitted from the fauna population density calculations. No 
other macro-faunal elements, other than those that were described in the 
PER, are known to exist in the project footprint and surrounding area. 
A literature review undertaken as part of the PER did not identify the 
project area as having any particular significance to the fish community.  

Terrestrial Flora 
 

Localised loss of 0.2 ha of for-
dune coastal vegetation will be 
removed. 

Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
The development of a Construction Management Plan to mitigate 
against any unnecessary vegetation and habitat loss is strongly 
supported. 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 

Climate Change 
 

 Department for Planning and Infrastructure, City of Rockingham 
and CSMC 
The potential impacts of climate change (i.e. sea level rise and an 
increase in storm frequency and intensity) do not appear to have been 
taken into account in the planning of the development, and as such no 
management or mitigation measures have been identified, which is a 
major shortcoming. A climate change impact assessment study should be 
undertaken. 
Proponents Response 
Climate change and in particular sea level rise are taken into account in 
the design of the various structures, including the breakwater and jetty. 
These were not included in the PER as they are design issues rather than 
environmental issues. Allowances have been included in the concept 
design and will be reviewed in the detailed design of the development.   

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 

POLLUTION 
Sewage (sullage) 
Contamination 

The proposal involves the 
construction of two sullage 

Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 
The EPA as part of its assessment of the proposal gave consideration to 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
removal stations. There will also 
be tolte facilities as part of the 
retail precinct of the pier. 

recommending that an operational management condition be placed on 
the facility which would see the introduction of new, stringent 
requirements. The consideration was to ensure that all vessels that 
intended to berth at the marina would have to have a sullage tank 
installed.   
 
There is currently no legislative requirement in WA for recreational 
vessels to comply with the provisions of MARPOL Annex IV (Sewage).  
Further EPA investigation of the issue concluded that: 
• The majority of vessels do not have sullage tanks installed and it 

may  be unreasonable and unworkable to impose such a condition. 
• It is not possible, in most cases to retrofit recreational vessels with 

sullage tanks. 
• It is more appropriate to make it a condition of entry that vessels 

using marina facilities agree not to use on-board appliances. 
• There is an existing standard clause in the Department for Planning 

and Infrastructure lease documents for marina facilities that vessels 
are not allowed to discharge pollution into the harbour/marina 
waters. 

 
The EPA therefore concludes that the requirement was given due 
consideration and advice received from the Department for Planning and 
Infrastructure that this was not the most effective approach to deal with 
the underlying issue of pollution of marine water. 
 

Noise 
 

Potential for construction noise 
associated with pile-driving 
activities and rock dumping. 
 
Ongoing operational noise is 
likely to increase as a result of 
the marina. 

Department of Environment and Conservation 
Acoustic propagation characteristics of pile driving activities will differ 
based on bathymetry, cumulative acoustic arrays and the temperature 
profile of the water column. The PER only focuses on the risk of injury 
and fatality to marine fauna, and does not consider that behavioural 
changes may also occur. Furthermore, the PER does not consider the 
impacts to individual fauna species given that noise tolerance/thresholds 
for each species are likely to differ. Soft start up procedures for the pile 
driver over a 15 minute period should occur. Exclusion zones should be 
established to limit significant noise emitting activities (particularly pile 
driving) when cetaceans are in close proximity. These exclusion zones 
should be based on those established by the Department of the 
Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts for the interaction between 
offshore seismic operations and whales EPBC Policy Statement 2.1 (i.e. 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
500 m shutdown zone and 1 km observation zone). Pile driving and 
breakwater construction activities should occur only during daylight 
hours (to allow for effective marine fauna observation), and pile driving 
should not occur in the months of January, February, June, July or 
August (the peak periods for dolphin calving). 
CSMC 
The importance of managing adverse impacts on marine fauna such as 
cetaceans from construction noise is noted. Slow starts to construction 
are strongly supported and should be included in any Construction 
Management Plan. Noise issues affecting nearby residents also require 
careful consideration, perhaps through discussion with the City of 
Rockingham. 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure 
The operational noise assessment does not include boat rigging, noise 
from entertainment facilities, refrigeration units, and vehicles accessing 
and exiting parking facilities. These noise sources should be 
acknowledged as legitimate sources and be included in the modelling. 
The operational noise assessment acknowledged these items as 
legitimate sources of noise, even though they were not directly 
modelled. 
Proponents Response 
The Construction Management Plan will identify the soft-start 
procedures to be employed for pile-driving activities. The soft-start 
period will be increased from 10 minutes (as proposed in the PER) to 15 
minutes (to align it with the Department of the Environment, Water, 
Heritage and the Art’s EPBC Policy Statement 2.1 for the interaction 
between offshore seismic operations and whales. Measures for the 
management of noise impacts to local residents will be identified in the 
Construction Management Plan, for which it is expected the City of 
Rockingham will be a sign-off authority 
The Construction Management Plan will identify the soft-start 
procedures to be employed for pile-driving activities. The soft-start 
period will be increased from 10 minutes (as proposed in the PER) to 15 
minutes, to align it with the Department of the Environment, Water, 
Heritage and the Art’s EPBC Policy Statement 2.1 for the interaction 
between offshore seismic operations and whales (despite the Policy 
omitting dolphin species from the measures, based on their capacity for 
manoeuvrability and greater tolerance to noise than the great whales and 
other large cetaceans). 
Pile driving and breakwater construction activities will only occur 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
during daylight hours. 
The proposed marina location is not known for its significance to 
dolphins; rather the Eastern Shoals is widely acknowledged as the most 
critical near-shore area of Cockburn Sound for dolphins. This area is of 
highest importance for the female calf pairs, and it is highly unlikely that 
disturbing levels of sound will travel in excess of 5 km, given the 
bathymetry and shadowing caused by the breakwater and shoreline. 
Strict avoidance of the months of January, February, June, July or 
August when pile-driving is therefore considered unnecessary. 
 

Air Quality 
 

 Department of Health 
It is not clear how dust suppression measures (i.e. water dampening) will 
be triggered given there is no mention of how dust levels will be 
determined. Further consideration to how dust impacts on nearby 
residents will be determined and how the information will be used in the 
dust management process is required. 
CSMC 
Managing construction-borne dust will require additional effort as 
previous developments in the area have demonstrated how dust can be 
easily generated by strong winds experienced in the area. A dust 
suppression program may therefore be needed. Dust suppression should 
be included in any future construction management plans. 
City of Rockingham 
The construction management plan should have a baseline or pre-
construction dust measurements to monitor the success of dust 
management measures. 
Proponents Response 
Dust monitors will be employed on a daily basis during the construction 
phase. Dust suppression measures will be triggered once a previously 
determined threshold has been breached. The Construction Management 
Plan will provide further detail. Dust suppression measures, including 
wind-fencing and watering, will also be indentified in the plan. Dust 
monitors will be employed on a daily basis during the construction 
phase.  

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 

Lighting 
 

 Fremantle Ports 
The location of the proposed marina is directly in line with navigation 
lead lights for ships entering Cockburn Sound through Success and 
Parmelia Channels. A Light Plan should be developed and Fremantle 
Ports should be consulted during the development of the plan to ensure 
the safety of commercial shipping navigation is not compromised. 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
No mention is made of night-time amenity impacts due to marina 
lighting. The Kwinana Industrial Area already creates night-time 
illumination, but it is well removed from residential areas and may be 
considered a positive visual image, whereas the lighting of the marina’s 
commercial premises and boating facilities will be closer to housing, and 
will therefore be more intrusive. 
Proponents Response 
A Lighting Plan will be developed in consultation with Fremantle Ports 
and the City of Rockingham. The plan will identify appropriate 
measures to minimise and manage light spill to residential and other 
sensitive areas.  
Generally external lighting of marina facilities and berths will be low 
wattage solid state LED or similar lighting, which is very directional and 
allows good control of luminance. Levels of intrusion to nearby 
residents from street lights, vehicle lights and commercial building 
lighting along Rockingham Beach Road, together with the flood lights in 
Bell Park, will create higher levels of intrusion via glare and light 
spillage to nearby residences than light levels produced within the 
marina, which is on average 240m away from the closest residence. 

SOCIAL SURROUNDINGS 
Aboriginal Heritage 
 

 Department of Indigenous Affairs 
An Aboriginal heritage survey (including ethnographic and 
archaeological heritage) should be undertaken prior to the 
implementation of any proposed works. All persons working on the 
project should be made aware of their obligations under the Aboriginal 
Heritage Act 1972. 
Proponents Response 
The proponent intends to engage a respected local consultant to 
undertake the recommended Aboriginal heritage survey. The 
Construction Management Plan will contain the requirement for all 
persons working on the project to be made aware of their obligations 
under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 (via a site induction). 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 

Visual Amenity 
 

 City of Rockingham 
It is noted that no visual impact assessment was undertaken within the 
PER. 
Proponents Response 
The scope of works of the PER was approved by the EPA, with input 
from the City of Rockingham and CSMC at the Environmental Scoping 
Document stage. The requirement for a visual impact assessment was 
not identified. 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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Preliminary 
Environmental Factors Proposal Characteristics Government Agency and Public Comments Identification of Key 

Environmental Factors 
Public Amenity   Not considered to be a Key 

Environmental Factor 
Traffic Movements  Department for Planning and Infrastructure 

The traffic report included in the PER makes calculations on the basis of 
4,000 m2 of retail and office space, whereas the more recent noise 
assessment is based on 4,500 m2 of commercial and office space. The 
traffic generation estimates are therefore inaccurate, and the actual 
vehicles per day (vpd) usage of Wanliss Street may be in excess of its 
7,000 vpd capacity, as identified in the Main Roads Functional Road 
Hierarchy. The proponent should reassess the effects of the development 
on Wanliss Street and other roads, and the revised assessment should 
take into account adverse amenity impacts on nearby residents and 
businesses from increased traffic on local roads. 
Proponents Response 
The retail and office precinct will be limited to 4,000 m2. There was a 
proposal to add 500 m2 of office space in a second storey building; 
however this has recently been abandoned. The traffic calculations are 
therefore considered to be accurate. 

Not considered to be a Key 
Environmental Factor 
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PRINCIPLES 

Principle Relevant 
Yes/No 

If yes, Consideration 

1. The precautionary principle 
Where there are threats of serious or irreversible damage, lack of full scientific certainty should not be used as a reason for postponing measures to prevent 
environmental degradation. 
In application of this precautionary principle, decisions should be guided by – 
(a) careful evaluation to avoid, where practicable, serious or irreversible damage to the environment; and 
(b) an assessment of the risk-weighted consequences of various options. 

 
 
 

No Detailed investigations have been undertaken of the existing environment and in 
assessing environmental impacts, particularly for marine water quality, coastal 
processes, benthic habitat, terrestrial flora and fauna, noise, air and traffic. 
 
 

2.  The principle of intergenerational equity 
The present generation should ensure that the health, diversity and productivity of the environment is maintained and enhanced for the benefit of future generations. 

 
 
 

No The proposed marina has been designed to ensure a minimal footprint and to allow 
natural coastal flushing/processes to occur. 

3.  The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity 
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental consideration. 

 
 
 

No The proposal will result in the loss of ‘potential seagrass habitat’ though there will 
be no direct/indirect loss and there will be a gain in primary producer habitat 
through the colonisation of the new structure. 

4.  Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive mechanisms 
(1) Environmental factors should be included in the valuation of assets and services. 
(2) The polluter pays principles – those who generate pollution and waste should bear the cost of containment, avoidance and abatement. 
(3) The users of goods and services should pay prices based on the full life-cycle costs of providing goods and services, including the use of natural resources and 

assets and the ultimate disposal of any waste. 
(4) Environmental goals, having been established, should be pursued in the most cost effective way, by establishing incentive structure, including market mechanisms, 
which enable those best placed to maximize benefits and/or minimize costs to develop their own solution and responses to environmental problems. 

 
 
 

No  

5.  The principle of waste minimisation 
All reasonable and practicable measures should be taken to minimize the generation of waste and its discharge into the environment. 

 
 
 

Yes The proponent intends to minimise waste during the construction of the marina. 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 4 
 
 

Nominated Decision-Making Authorities 
and  

Recommended Environmental Conditions  
 



 

 

 
Nominated Decision-Making Authorities 

 
Section 44(2) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act) specifies that the 
EPA’s report must set out (if it recommends that implementation be allowed) the 
conditions and procedures, if any, to which implementation should be subject.  This 
Appendix contains the EPA’s recommended conditions and procedures. 
 
Section 45(1) requires the Minister for Environment to consult with decision-making 
authorities, and if possible, agree on whether or not the proposal may be implemented, 
and if so, to what conditions and procedures, if any, that implementation should be 
subject. 
 
The following decision-making authorities have been identified for this consultation: 

 
Decision-making Authority Approval 

Hon Minister for Planning Seabed lease requirement. 
Hon Minister for Water Dewatering license required. 
Hon Minister for Transport  Channel markers. 
CEO, City of Rockingham Road & car parking modifications required.
Chairman, WAPC Requires approval prior to commencement 

of any development.  
 

 
 



 

 

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS  
 

STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED 
(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986) 

 
PORT ROCKINGHAM MARINA  

COCKBURN SOUND 
 

Proposal:  The proposal is to construct and operate a new marina 
facility located at the intersection of Wanliss Street and 
Rockingham Beach Road, Rockingham, within Cockburn 
Sound. 

 
The proposal is further documented in schedule 1 of this 
statement.   

 
Proponent: Rosewood Grove Pty Ltd  
 
Proponent Address: Unit 3, 8 Day Road  

ROCKINGHAM  WA  6168  
 
Assessment Number: 1681 
 
Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: Report 1339 
 
The proposal referred to in the above report of the Environmental Protection Authority 
may be implemented.  The implementation of that proposal is subject to the following 
conditions and procedures:  
 
1 Proposal Implementation  
 
1-1 The Proponent shall implement the proposal as documented and described in 

Schedule 1 of this Statement subject to the conditions and procedures of this 
Statement.   

 
2 Proponent Nomination and Contact Details 
 
2-1 The Proponent for the time being nominated by the Minister for Environment 

under sections 38(6) or 38(7) of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 is 
responsible for the implementation of the proposal.   

 
2-2 The Proponent shall notify the Chief Executive Officer of the Department of 

Environment and Conservation (CEO) of any change of the name and address 
of the proponent for the serving of notices or other correspondence within 30 
days of such change.  



 

 

 
3 Time Limit of Authorisation  
 
3-1 The authorisation to implement the proposal provided for in this Statement shall 

lapse and be void five years after the date of this Statement if the proposal to 
which this Statement relates is not substantially commenced.   

 
3-2 The Proponent shall provide the CEO with written evidence which demonstrates 

that the proposal has substantially commenced on or before the expiration of 
five years from the date of this Statement. 

 
4 Compliance Reporting 
 
4-1  The Proponent shall prepare and maintain a Compliance Assessment Plan to the 

satisfaction of the CEO. 
 
4-2  The Proponent shall submit to the CEO, the Compliance Assessment Plan 

required by condition 4-1 at least 6 months prior to the first compliance report 
required by condition 4-6 or prior to ground-disturbing activity, whichever is 
sooner. The compliance assessment plan shall indicate: 

 
1 the frequency of compliance reporting; 
 
2 the approach and timing of compliance assessments; 
 
3 the retention of compliance assessments; 
 
4 reporting of potential non-compliances and corrective actions taken; 
 
5 the table of contents of Compliance Assessment Reports; and 
 
6 public availability of Compliance Assessment Reports. 

 
4-3  The Proponent shall assess compliance with conditions in accordance with the 

Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 4-1. 
 
4-4 The Proponent shall retain reports of all compliance assessments described in the 

Compliance Assessment Plan required by condition 4-1 and shall make those 
reports available when requested by the CEO. 

 
4-5 The Proponent shall advise the CEO of any potential non-compliance as soon as 

practicable. 
 
4-6 The Proponent shall submit a Compliance Assessment Report annually addressing 

the previous twelve month period or other period as agreed by the CEO. The date 
of the first Compliance Assessment Report shall be 15 months from the date of this 



 

 

Statement, with each subsequent report 12 months from the date of the previous Report.   
The Compliance Assessment Report shall: 

 
1  be endorsed by the Proponent’s Managing Director or a person, approved 

in writing by the Department of Environment and Conservation, delegated 
to sign on the Managing Director’s behalf; 

 
2  include a statement as to whether the Proponent has complied with the 

conditions; 
 
3 identify all potential non-compliances and describe corrective and 

preventative actions taken; 
 
4  be made publicly available in accordance with the approved Compliance 

Assessment Plan; and 
 
5  indicate any proposed changes to the Compliance Assessment Plan 

required by condition 4-1. 
 
5 Performance Review and Reporting  
 
5-1 The Proponent shall submit to the CEO a Performance Review Report at the 

conclusion of the first, second, fourth, sixth, eighth and tenth years after the start 
of implementation and then at five yearly intervals, which addresses: 

 
1. the major environmental risks and impacts; the performance 

objectives, standards and criteria related to these; the success of risk 
reduction/impact mitigation measures and results of monitoring related 
to management of the major risks and impacts;  

 
2. the level of progress in the achievement of best practice environmental 

performance, including industry benchmarking, and the use of best 
available technology where practicable; and 

 
3. significant improvements gained in environmental management which 

could be applied to this and other similar projects.  
 
6 Long term protection of the Environmental Values for Cockburn Sound 
 
6-1 The Proponent shall implement the proposal to achieve the Environmental Quality 

Objectives (EQOs) and associated Levels of Ecological Protection (LEP), 
including their spatial allocation (specified in Schedule 2), identified in the State 
Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy 2005 (SEP, Version issued January 
2005) such that the Environmental Values prescribed in Clause No. 6 (1) of the 
SEP are protected.  

 



 

 

7 Construction of Marina  
 
7-1 The Proponent shall manage construction of the proposal to achieve the EQOs 

and    associated LEP outside of the ‘zone of effect’ shown in Figure 2. 
 
7-2 The Proponent shall, prior to ground-disturbing activities, prepare a Construction 

Environmental Monitoring Programme that will apply in the zone of effect and 
outside the zone of effect for the purposes of demonstrating:  
• the requirements of 7-1 are being met; and 
• when EQOs have been re-established to meet High Level of Ecological 

Protection within the zone of effect shown in Figure 2, to the satisfaction of 
the CEO. 

 
7-3 The Proponent shall implement the Construction Environmental Monitoring 

Programme required by condition 7-2 to the satisfaction of the CEO. 
 
7-4 Monitoring shall be conducted for the duration of the construction of the marina 

and for six months following completion of the facility, or until it has been 
demonstrated that the High Level of Ecological Protection values have re-
established within the ‘zone of effect’.  The Proponent shall submit monitoring 
reports that contain the results of monitoring required by Condition 7-3 to the 
CEO and Cockburn Sound Management Council.  The monitoring reports shall 
include the initial predictions of environmental impacts as described in the Public 
Environmental Review and proponent’s response to submissions, and an analysis 
of if, or how, and to what extent the results of monitoring varied from the initial 
predictions of environmental impacts. 

 
8       Coastal Processes  
 
8-1 The Proponent shall ensure that construction and operation of the proposal does 

not cause changes to shoreline movements, width of beach and beach profiles, in 
excess of that predicted shown in Figure 3 and listed in Table 1 of this statement. 

 
Notes  
 
1. Where a condition states “on advice of the Environmental Protection 

Authority”, the Environmental Protection Authority will provide that advice to 
the Department of Environment and Conservation for the preparation of written 
notice to the proponent.   

 
2. The Environmental Protection Authority may seek advice from other agencies 

or organisations, as required, in order to provide its advice to the Department of 
Environment and Conservation.   

 
3. The Minister for Environment will determine any dispute between the 

proponent and the Environmental Protection Authority or the Department of 
Environment and Conservation over the fulfilment of the requirements of the 
conditions.   



 

 

Schedule 1 
The Proposal (Assessment No. 1681) 
 
The Port Rockingham Marina proposal consists of:  
 

• A new marina facility located at the intersection of Wanliss and Victoria Streets, 
Rockingham, within Cockburn Sound that has been designed to accommodate 500 
vessels. 

• An arear of approximately 9 ha of near shore marine environment to be occupied 
by the facility. 

• Construction of a breakwater that will extend along edge of sand- sheet from the 
end of the pier to the north-east for 770 m. 

• Construction of an open pile pier that extends from Wanliss Street car park for 200 
metres into near shore marine environment to meet breakwater. 

• Expansion of Wanliss Street car park from 80 bays to 170 bays and incorporation 
of fuel storage and marina service facility and provision of 230 angle car parking 
bays along north-western side of Rockingham Beach Road between Wanliss and 
Victoria Streets.  

 
The location of the various project components is shown in Figures 1, 2 and 3.   
 
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below.  A detailed 
description of the proposal is provided in sections 2.0 to 2.8 of the project referral document, 
Public Environmental Review, Port Rockingham Marina, prepared by RPS, Subiaco, Western 
Australia (March  2009).   
 

Table 1:  Summary of Key Proposal Characteristics 
 

Element Description 
Marine  
 

• A loss of 9.1 ha of Benthic Primary Producer 
Habitat that is considered to be potential seagrass 
habitat (note – no direct or indirect loss of 
seagrass is anticipated as part of this proposal). 

• Construction of a breakwater that will extend 
along edge of sand- sheet from the end of the 
pier to the north-east for 770 m (Figure 1). 

• Construction of an open pile pier that extends 
from Wanliss Street car park for 200 m into near 
shore marine environment to meet breakwater. 

• Temporary bund in location for approximately 
twelve months to facilitate the construction of the 
breakwater.  

 
Terrestrial 
 

• Occupies approximately 0.8 ha of foreshore 
reserve. 

• Approximately 0.2 ha of vegetation will require 
removal to facilitate expansion of Wanliss Street 
car park from 80 bays to 170 bays and 
incorporation of fuel storage and marina service 



 

 

Element Description 
facility. 

• Provision of 230 angle car parking bays along 
north-western side of Rockingham Beach Road 
between Wanliss and Victoria Streets. 

• Stormwater drain (ROC-03) and Victoria Street 
upgraded. 

Terrestrial Fauna and 
Shorebirds 

• The clearing of 0.2 ha of faunal habitat 

Coastal Processes • Minor changes to the shoreline and sand-sheet 
morphology may occur. The predicted amount of 
sand bypassing that may be required is 5,000–
6,000 m3 per annum. 

Marina Facility 
 

• Occupies approximately 9 ha of near shore 
marine environment. 

• Capacity to harbour a maximum of 500 boats 
using floating pens inside of marina resulting in 
shading of seafloor. 

• Refueling, sullage and water supply facilities for 
both commercial and public boats. 

• Retail precinct incorporating restaurants and 
shop contained within pier location. 

• Dedicated charter boat/commercial 
ferry/commercial fishing boat jetty. 

 
 
Figures (attached)  
 
Figure 1: Design and Location of Port Rockingham Marina.  
Figure 2: Zone of effect. 
Figure 3: Proponent predicted shoreline movements resulting from proposal construction. 
 



 

 

 
 

Figure 1: Design and Location of Port Rockingham Marina (RPS)



 

 

 
 

Figure 2 - Zone of effect (RPS, EPA)



 

 

 
 

Figure 3 - Proponent predicted shoreline movements resulting from proposal construction (RPS)



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix 5 
 
 

Summary of Submissions and 
Proponent’s Response to Submissions 

 
 
 

 


