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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
Point Grey Development Company Pty Ltd to construct a navigation channel
in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina on the western side of Point Grey
peninsula.
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 EP Act.
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)

Terrestrial flora and vegetation;

(b)

Terrestrial fauna and waterbirds;

(c)

Estuarine environmental quality; and

(d)

Estuarine fauna.

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;

(b)

The principle of intergenerational equity;

(c)

The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological
integrity;

(d)

Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive
mechanisms; and
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(e)

The principle of waste minimisation.

Conclusion
The EPA has considered the Point Grey Marina proposal by Point Grey
Development Company Pty Ltd.
The proposal is for the construction and management of an onshore marina
(and associated boating infrastructure e.g. boat pens, jetties, navigational
aids, entrance channel, protective groynes, public boat ramps and car parks)
on the western side of the Point Grey peninsula. The proposal also includes
the construction of a 2.5 kilometre navigation channel across the Harvey
Estuary from the marina to the Dawesville Channel, in effect linking the
marina to the Indian Ocean.
The key environmental receptor in proximity to the Point Grey site is the Peel
Inlet–Harvey Estuary, a wetland protected under the Ramsar Convention.
The proposed marina site is adjacent to the Harvey estuary, and is largely
cleared of native vegetation, except for fringing remnant vegetation along the
foreshore.
The EPA has previously considered the significant terrestrial biodiversity
issues associated with the overall urban development at Point Grey through
its assessment of Shire of Murray Town Planning Scheme No. 4 Amendment
104 (Point Grey) – Review of Ministerial Statement 519. Key issues
considered by the EPA in its assessment included protection of high value
foreshore vegetation and water bird habitat. The EPA was satisfied that the
potential environmental impacts will be adequately managed if the land the
subject of Amendment 104 was managed and developed in accordance with
the amended scheme provisions provided for in Amendment 104 and the
Outline Development Plan.
The EPA has, therefore, considered the proposal’s impacts to terrestrial flora,
vegetation and fauna in the context of the environmental and planning
approval for the overall urban development at Point Grey.
Constructing the marina will involve clearing of less than eight hectares of
foreshore vegetation. This direct impact is unavoidable. The EPA notes the
proponent’s efforts to minimise these impacts and is satisfied that the residual
impacts have been adequately mitigated through the proponent’s proposed
offset strategy and management measures which include rehabilitation of
similar vegetation, purchasing of suitable cockatoo habitat and ceding of land
to the Crown. In considering the potential impact of the disturbance area on
these two factors the EPA considers that the proposal can be managed in an
environmentally acceptable manner subject to implementation of the
recommended conditions for protection of vegetation and environmental
offsets.
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Due to the construction methodology and investigations undertaken, the
proponent predicts that the marina development will have minimal
construction or operational impacts on estuarine environmental quality.
The EPA notes that from the proponent’s modelling of turbidity plumes the
construction of the Point Grey Marina proposal is likely to have some localised
temporary impacts on estuarine environmental quality.
The EPA notes the licensing role of the Department of Water, under the
Waterways Conservation Act 1976 for dredging and dewatering works, and
consequently the EPA has not recommended conditions for the management
of these activities. The EPA, however, does recommend a condition which
limits dredging activities to the winter/spring period. Restricting dredging
activities to the winter/spring period will minimise impacts of dredging on
estuary water quality, key estuarine fauna breeding times, benthic primary
producer habitats and recreational activities.
The EPA considers that the most significant potential impacts to the
environment from this proposal are ongoing operational impacts to estuarine
water quality and sedimentation of the navigation channel.
Marina and channel water and sediment quality management has been
considered in the design stage of the proposal. The marina has been located
and designed to allow for an optimal water body flushing rate, thus reducing
the potential for algal blooms and other water quality issues to develop. The
navigation channel has been designed with sloping batters (approximately
10 metres in width) to improve current/tidal movements which will potentially
reduce the amount of sediment accumulating in the bottom of the channel and
therefore facilitate a longer period between maintenance dredging.
The EPA is still concerned, however, that the proposal could become a
significant nutrient source driven by sedimentation of organic material in the
marina and channel leading to accumulation of Monosulfidic Black Oozes
(MBOs) and nutrient release from anoxic sediment. To ensure adequate
management measures are in place, if this scenario should eventuate, the
EPA has recommended a condition that requires the proponent to develop a
monitoring plan with agreed management and contingency trigger levels
based on pre-determined nutrient release rates and annual nutrient loading to
the estuary.
The EPA considers that the proposal will have localised and temporary direct
impacts on estuarine fauna but that these are manageable. Due to the
management role of the Department of Water the EPA is not recommending a
condition under the EP Act to manage dredging impacts on estuarine fauna.
The EPA, however, does recommend condition 8 which limits dredging
activities to the winter/spring period.
The EPA notes the proponent’s commitment to undertake a scientifically
robust monitoring program of key fish and crustacean species to determine
pre, during and post construction local densities and if the marina

iii

development is having any detrimental impacts from construction activities or
increased recreational fishing pressure. The details of the monitoring program
will be finalised in consultation with the Department of Fisheries at a later
stage, closer to the time of construction. The EPA acknowledges the
Fisheries Management Plan as part of the proposal, but is not recommending
it be included in the recommended conditions as it is not linked to any specific
management or contingency action by the proponent.
The EPA has therefore concluded that it is likely that the EPA’s objectives
would be achieved provided there is satisfactory implementation by the
proponent of the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4 and
summarised in Section 4.
Recommendations
That the Minister for Environment:
1. Notes that the proposal being assessed is to construct and manage a
navigation channel in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina on the
western side of Point Grey peninsula;
2. Considers the report on the key environmental factors as set out in Section
3;
3. Notes the EPA has concluded that it is likely that the EPA’s objectives
would be achieved, provided there is satisfactory implementation by the
proponent of the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4 and
summarized in Section 4;
4. Imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in Appendix 4 of
this report; and
5. Notes the EPA’s other advice presented in section 5 in relation to marina
water quality.
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 Point Grey Development Company Pty Ltd to construct a
navigation channel in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina on the western
side of Point Grey peninsula is approved for implementation. These
conditions are presented in Appendix 4. Matters addressed in the conditions
include the following:
(a)

protection of vegetation;

(b)

environmental offsets;

(c)

protection of estuarine environmental quality; and

(d)

timing of dredging.
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1.

Introduction and background

This report provides the Environmental Protection Authority’s (EPA’s) advice
and recommendations to the Minister for Environment on the proposal by
Point Grey Development Company Pty Ltd (the proponent) to construct a
navigation channel in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina on the western
side of Point Grey peninsula (the proposal).
The proposed Point Grey Marina (as shown in Figure 1) is located on the
western edge of the Point Grey peninsula, which separates the Harvey
Estuary from the Peel Inlet. The site is bound to the west by the Harvey
Estuary, to the north and east by the Peel Inlet, and to the south by
agricultural land. The peninsula has been historically used for grazing.
The key environmental receptor in proximity to the Point Grey site is the Peel
Inlet–Harvey Estuary, a wetland protected under the Ramsar Convention.
The proposed marina site is adjacent to the estuary, and is largely cleared of
native vegetation, except for fringing remnant vegetation along the foreshore.
The proponent is preparing to develop the “Urban” zone at Point Grey for
residential purposes, and the marina will be a central focus of the
development. The proposed onshore marina development is a component of
the Point Grey Outline Development Plan (Figure 2) which is a requirement of
Town Planning Scheme (TPS) Amendment No. 104. In its assessment of
TPS Amendment No. 104, the EPA expressed a preference for an onshore
marina along the western shore of Point Grey and advised that the marina
component should be referred to the EPA separately under Section 38 of the
EP Act for assessment.
The significant terrestrial issues associated with the overall development at
Point Grey, e.g. protection of foreshore vegetation and waterbird
management, have already been dealt with in the EPA’s previous assessment
of TPS Amendment No. 104. Key issues considered by the EPA in its
assessment included protection of high value foreshore vegetation and water
bird habitat. The EPA was satisfied that the potential environmental impacts
will be adequately managed if the land the subject of Amendment 104 was
managed and developed in accordance with the amended scheme provisions
provided for in Amendment 104 and the Outline Development Plan. The
current assessment, in light of this, will only address the remaining significant
issues associated with the marina proposal.
The Point Grey onshore marina proposal was referred to the EPA under
Section 38 of the EP Act on 19 August 2008. On 15 September 2008, the
EPA determined the level of assessment as Public Environmental review
(PER) with a six week public review period. There were no appeals on the
level of assessment. The public review period commenced on 14 March
2011, and closed on 27 April 2011.
In June 2010, the then Commonwealth Department of the Environment,
Water, Heritage and the Arts (DEWHA) determined that the proposal is a
1

controlled action under the Environment Protection Biodiversity Conservation
Act 1999 (EPBC Act). The specific matters of National Environmental
Significance (NES) which were identified as potentially being affected by the
proposal included the following:
•

Impacts on Wetlands of International Importance: the Peel Inlet–Harvey
Estuary System (Ramsar);

•

Listed Migratory Species: JAMBA / CAMBA / RoKAMBA Migratory
Birds; and

•

Listed Threatened Species and Communities.

In July 2010 the EPA agreed to undertake an assessment under the Bilateral
Agreement between the Commonwealth and the State. The PER assessment
has therefore been scoped so that it meets the information requirements of
the WA EP Act and the Commonwealth EPBC Act.
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 and Section 6 presents 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.
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Figure 1: Map – location of the proposal indicating regional context
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Figure 2: Point Grey Outline Development Plan
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2.

The proposal

The proposal is for the construction of an onshore marina (and associated
boating infrastructure e.g. boat pens, jetties, navigational aids, entrance
channel, protective groynes, public boat ramps and car parks) on the western
side of the Point Grey peninsula. The proposal also includes the construction
of a 2.5 kilometres (km) navigation channel across the Harvey Estuary from
the marina to the Dawesville Channel, in effect linking the marina to the Indian
Ocean.
The marina waterbody will occupy 9.8 hectares (ha), and will be excavated to
a maximum depth of -3 metres (m) AHD. Excavation of the marina is
expected to result in the generation of approximately 660,000 cubic metres
(m3) of spoil which will be used as fill within the Point Grey development and
in the construction of two protective groynes adjacent to the entrance channel.
The marina will accommodate up to approximately 300 boat pens through the
installation of finger jetties and floating pontoons. Additional short stay
berthing alongside the marina edges adjacent to retail areas will also be
provided. The marina will be designed to accommodate boats of maximum
length 15 m and draft 1.5 m.
The proponent has committed to a floating boat pen system, with the use of
piles for anchor points only, in a manner similar to that used at Mandurah
Marina.
No sewage or bilge pump-out shall be permitted to be activated in the
harbour. A requirement on all boat pen leases will be that vessels in excess
of 10 m will be required to have on-board sullage tanks. The Point Grey
Marina will have a boat sewage pump-out system which is designed for boats
that have sullage tanks. The system will incorporate a pump and hose
arrangement to remove waste from the boat holding tank.
In relation to operational objectives concerning, for example, the number of
live-aboards, visiting yachts, length of stay, pump-out facilities, the proponent
advised that, while detailed management plans had not yet been put in place,
the proponent has committed to a policy of less than 10% of the pens being
made available for live-aboards.
Access to the marina water body from the Harvey Estuary will be via a 100 m
long and 120 m wide entry channel through the foreshore. The channel will
be excavated to a depth of -3.5 m AHD, and in doing so will generate
approximately 25,000 m3 of fill removed via land based excavation in the area
closest to shore.
Approximately 5.1 ha of foreshore will accommodate car parking requirements
for 200 cars and four boat ramps. This area will include a portion of
landscaped foreshore between the car park and the shoreline which will
contain paths and public toilets, allowing the public to access and utilise the
beach to the west of the marina.
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Groynes will be constructed on either side of the entry channel to protect it
from the effects of wave action, erosion / accretion and sedimentation, and to
provide safe navigability for boats entering and departing the marina. The
groynes will be approximately 50 m in length, and will be constructed from
rock, possibly from limestone excavated from the marina water body. The
total area of estuary bed which will be covered by the groynes will be 0.34 ha.
The main characteristics of the proposal are summarised in Table 1 below. A
detailed description of the proposal is provided in Section 5 of the Public
Environmental Review (PER) (Port Bouvard Ltd., March 2011).

Table 1 – Summary of Key Proposal Characteristics
Key aspect
Onshore marina
Marina water body area
Excavation works

Description

Not more than 9.8 hectares
Approximately 660,000 m3 of spoil. The
maximum depth of marina will be -3 m
AHD.
Internal jetties
4-6
Area of foreshore disturbance for Not more than 1.74 hectares
Marina Entrance.
Northern construction disturbance Not more than 0.2 hectares
area
Marina entrance channel
Channel dimensions
Approximately 100 m long and 120 m
wide.
Excavation works
Approximately 25,000 m3 of spoil. The
maximum depth of the marina entrance
channel will be -3.5 m AHD.
Public Beach, Public Car
Parking and Boat Ramps
Not more than 4.22 hectares
Area of foreshore disturbance
4
Number of public boat ramps
(inside the marina)
Navigation
Channel
and
Groynes
Navigation channel dimensions
Approximately 2.5 km long (Point Grey
to Dawesville Channel) and 50 m wide
(approximately 10 m wide sloping batters
and a 30 m base).
Volume of material to be dredged Approximately 120,000 m3 of dredge
spoil will be removed (95,000 m3
removed via dredging and 25,000 m3 via
a land based excavator). The navigation
channel will be dredged to a maximum
depth of -3.5 m AHD.
Area of disturbance to Harvey
Not more than 15.8 hectares
Estuary bed (including groynes)
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Table 1 incorporates a modification to the proposal made by the proponent
following release of the PER which is a reduction of the car park footprint by
0.57 ha.
The potential impacts of the proposal initially predicted by the proponent in the
PER document (Port Bouvard Ltd., March 2011) and their proposed
management are summarised in Table 3 of the proponent’s document.

3.

Key environmental factors and principles

Section 44 of the EP Act requires the EPA to report to the Minister for
Environment on the key 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
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)

Terrestrial flora and vegetation;

(b)

Terrestrial fauna and waterbirds;

(c)

Estuarine environmental quality; and

(d)

Estuarine fauna.

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 set out
in Table 1.
Details on the key environmental factors and their assessment are contained
in Sections 3.1 - 3.4. The description of each factor shows why it is relevant
to the proposal and how it will be affected by the proposal, taking into
consideration environmental impact management by the proponent. 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 principle;

(b)

The principle of intergenerational equity

(c)

The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological
integrity;
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(d)

Principles relating to improved valuation, pricing and incentive
mechanisms; and

(e)

The principle of waste minimisation.

3.1

Terrestrial flora and vegetation

Description
There are direct and indirect impacts that this proposal will have or potentially
have on the highest value foreshore vegetation and remnant stands of mature
trees in the marina footprint.
Clearing (direct)
The construction of the onshore marina, car park and boat ramp area involves
the removal of remnant native vegetation. The areas of floristic community
types to be cleared are listed in Table 2 below.
The remaining portion of the marina and car-park footprint is comprised of
agricultural land which is already cleared.
In the proposed car park and marina footprint and immediately surrounding
the marina footprint three Priority Ecological Communities (PEC) were
identified. These were the Floristic Community Types: FCT 24, FCT 21C and
FCT 25 (RPS 2011).
Up to 7.06 ha of native vegetation will be cleared for activities associated with
the Point Grey Marina proposal. Investigations by the proponent demonstrate
the Point Grey Marina proposal will not cause the level of representation of
any vegetation community to fall below the 30% threshold (pre-European
extent) adopted by the EPA (2000a), including the three PECs (FCT 24,
FCT 21C and FCT 25).
Table 2: Vegetation clearing areas and vegetation disturbance areas from
the construction of the onshore marina
Vegetation Unit

Within
onshore
marina
area (Ha)

Within boat
ramp and
car park
and
southern
groyne area
(ha)

FCT (PEC) 25:
Eg.Em.Ba.Alf: Woodland of Eucalyptus
gomphocephala and Eucalyptus marginata
with Allocasuarina fraseriana and Low Open
Woodland of Banksia attenuata.

0.67

0.00

0.00

0.67

FCT (PEC) 21C:
Kg.Em.Af.Ba/g: Open Woodland of Eucalyptus
marginata, Allocasuarina fraseriana and
Banksia attenuata and/or Banksia grandis with
Tall Open Scrub of Kunzea glabrescens.

1.66

3.44

0.17

5.31

8

Northern
disturbance
area (ha)

Total
(ha)

FCT 11:
Co.Mc/Mr: Open Woodland to Low Open
Woodland of Casuarina obesa and Melaleuca
curticularis and/or Melaleuca rhaphiophylla.

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

FCT (PEC) 24:
Co/Mc.Jf.Be: Low Open Woodland of
Casuarina obesa and Melaleuca cuticularis
over Tall Open Shrubland of Jacksonia
furcellata over Open Shrubland of Beaufortia
elegans.

0.31

0.78

0.03

1.08

Eg.Ed: Woodlands to Open Woodland of
Eucalyptus gomphocephala and Eucalyptus
decipiens

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Total vegetation impacted

2.64

4.22

0.2

7.06

The significant trees within the onshore marina and the area immediately
adjacent to the marina (identified as FCT 25) include Peppermint, Tuarts and
Jarrah. The tree species and numbers within the marina footprint and
surrounding the marina in the disturbance area are presented in Table 3. This
disturbance area has already been identified for urban development in the
approved Point Grey ODP.
To minimise the impacts to mature tuart trees, as well as other vegetation, the
proponent, in finalising the marina design, has reduced the marina footprint
from 13 to 9.8 ha, and committed to monitoring vegetation health during and
after construction including in isolated areas where tuarts are to be retained.
Table 3: Tree species and numbers within marina footprint area and
disturbance area immediately adjacent to marina
Trees

Total within marina
footprint

Total within disturbance area
immediately adjacent to marina

Peppermint

23

70

Tuart

5

77

Jarrah

5

40

Dewatering (indirect)
The groundwater modelling indicates that dewatering and excavation works
are expected to result in a decrease in groundwater levels and saltwater
intrusion, which will have the potential impacts of reduced water availability to
sustain vegetation health, and increased salt stress on vegetation. Likewise
the marina construction will result in a long term change in the location of the
saline interface.
As such, the potential impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation are twofold:
•

reduced water availability to sustain vegetation health; and

•

increased salt stress on vegetation.

The impacts of dewatering during the construction of the onshore marina to
the surrounding remnant vegetation are anticipated to be manageable due to
a “wet” excavation methodology and staged approach which significantly
reduces the dewatering requirements and therefore minimises the alteration to
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the Point Grey groundwater hydrology via drawdown. The excavation works
will occur in two stages over four to five years with dewatering works and wall
construction occurring over four to five months during the winter to spring
months when the Swan Coastal Plain receives 80% of the annual rainfall.
The dewatering to occur in wetter months is predicted to minimise the impact
to these small areas of vegetation. This construction methodology was
developed following consultation with the Department of Water (DoW).
Investigations and groundwater modelling undertaken by the proponent
indicate there is unlikely to be significant changes to long-term groundwater
levels as a result of the development. Impact from altering the saline-water
interface is expected to be limited to the vegetation to the west of the marina.
Therefore long term impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation are likely
to be minimal in foreshore vegetation areas proposed to be retained.
To minimise impacts to groundwater dependent vegetation during the
dewatering works, the proponent has finalised an Acid Sulfate Soils and
Dewatering Management Strategy (ASSDMS). A principal objective of the
ASSDMS is to detail the proposed soil and dewatering management programs
to be adopted during the excavation and dewatering of soils during
construction of the marina.
The proponent has also prepared a Marina Dewatering Vegetation Impact
Monitoring Program (ASSDMD, Appendix 7) for remnant native vegetation
that may be impacted by the construction and operation of the marina. The
objective of the monitoring program is to ascertain whether any indirect
impacts are occurring to remnant vegetation in relation to the dewatering
activities and marina construction, and quantify the impacts so that
appropriate action can be taken to mitigate them.
The monitoring program focuses on two separate activities:
•

a program conducted during the dewatering activities; and

•

a program related to the long term change in the saline interface,
groundwater level changes and freshwater recovery after dewatering.

As part of the monitoring program, groundwater level triggers will be
established in consultation with DoW and, when exceeded, will result in
agreed contingency measures being implemented.
Examples of
contingencies include increased monitoring frequency, reduced pumping rates
and halting of operations.
Environmental offsets
To mitigate the residual environmental impacts to terrestrial flora and
vegetation and demonstrate its offset commitments to deliver a long term
beneficial environmental outcome, the proponent has developed an
Environmental Offsets Strategy. This offset strategy was developed in line
with the EPA Guidance Statement No. 19 Guidance for Environmental Offsets
– Biodiveristy (EPA, 2008).
The loss of 7.06 ha of native remnant vegetation for the onshore marina and
car park area will be offset with an increase to the amount and diversity of
vegetation within the conservation estate, through protection and
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management of high environmental value foreshore vegetated land and
rehabilitation of areas within the Point Grey development area.
A summary of the key environmental offsets proposed are:
•

transferring 10.64 ha of “Rural” zoned foreshore remnant vegetation on
the western foreshore to the north and south of the proposed onshore
marina to the State for conservation purposes. This land is currently
freehold;

•

rehabilitation and revegetation of 4.76 ha of Point Grey foreshore
across three sites. The identification of these conservation and
rehabilitation areas will ensure the preservation and ongoing
sustainability of ecological communities and estuarine function; and

•

the proponent will also purchase and protect 22 ha of off-site private
land containing native vegetation in consultation with DEC. It is the
proponent’s intention that lands to be purchased as part of this offset
be ceded to the Crown and become part of the DEC Conservation
Estate.

There are other general offset commitments made in the proponent’s offset
strategy:
• feral fox, rabbit and cat control, installation of nesting boxes, and
provision of fencing and signage to prevent uncontrolled access;
• development of a vegetation management strategy which outlines the
rehabilitation methodology, and monitoring and maintenance regime;
and
• transfer of 48.67 ha of vegetated regional open space foreshore in
private ownership to the Crown, as part of the associated urban
development of Point Grey, and associated rehabilitation of 20.6 ha of
that land.
Submissions
Public and Government submissions that the EPA considers of high
environmental importance included the following issues:
•

evaluation of conservation foreshore reserves;

•

offsets for clearing of PEC and foreshore remnant vegetation;

•

hydrology and vegetation monitoring;

•

protection of PEC, flora and trees;

•

ramsar wetlands and freshwater marshes;

•

clearing of fringing vegetation and impacts; and

•

revegetation of foreshore reserve.

Assessment
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the
abundance, diversity, geographic distribution and productivity of flora and
vegetation at species and ecosystem levels through avoidance or
management of adverse impacts and the improvement of knowledge.
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The EPA notes the modification to the marina design and the reduction in the
footprint from 13 to 9.8 ha to minimise the direct impacts on the PECs and
surrounding mature tuart trees. The residual impact is the permanent loss of
up to 7.1 ha of foreshore vegetation which is considered to be unavoidable.
The EPA has considered this residual impact to be acceptable, particularly
when considered in the context of the foreshore areas set aside for
conservation as part of the overall Point Grey urban development which has
received environmental and planning approvals.
The EPA also considers the proponent’s proposed offset package is
appropriate to mitigate the residual direct impacts on PEC. To offset the
7.06 ha of PEC, which is impacted by the development, the proponent will
rehabilitate 3.4 ha of equivalent FCTs, and cede approximately 7.2 ha of the
same vegetation types, currently in a rural zoned area, to the Crown.
Additionally, the proponent also proposes rehabilitation of a further 1.4 ha and
ceding of a further 3.4 ha of land comprising other vegetation communities.
This is consistent with State Government’ Environmental Offsets Policy and
meets the principle that offsets should be “like-for-like or better”.
The EPA has therefore recommended condition 6 which requires the
proponent to implement the key components of its environmental offset
package.
The EPA notes the modifications to the proposed construction methodology to
minimise indirect impacts of the proposal from dewatering and the proposed
monitoring of vegetation health during the limited dewatering process and
marina construction phases in order to confirm the proponent’s predictions
and also to trigger management. The proponent has adopted a construction
methodology based on advice received from DoW and Department of
Environment and Conservation (DEC) to reduce dewatering volumes and has
committed to undertake dewatering activities during the winter months to
reduce potential impacts on groundwater dependent vegetation.
In considering the potential impact of the dewatering and excavation works,
the EPA considers that the proposal can be managed in an environmentally
acceptable manner subject to implementation of recommended condition 5
which requires the protection of groundwater dependent vegetation and that
the proposal is implemented in accordance with the Marina Dewatering
Vegetation Impact Monitoring Program.
Noting that the proponent’s Marina Dewatering Vegetation Impact Monitoring
Program is to prevent additional indirect losses of vegetation from the
construction of the proposal, the EPA is recommending conditions 5-1 and 5-2
(Appendix 4) which require that the proposal be implemented and managed to
ensure it does not adversely affect vegetation outside the disturbance area or
result in (through either direct or indirect impacts) a loss of more than 7.1 ha
of vegetation.
Summary
The EPA has considered the direct and indirect impacts to terrestrial flora and
vegetation within the proposal area.
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Having particular regard to the:
(a)

unavoidable and relatively small permanent loss of foreshore
vegetation (7.06 ha);

(b)

revised construction methodology designed to reduce indirect impacts;
and

(c)

the proponent’s environmental offset strategy,

it is the EPA’s opinion that it is likely that the EPA’s environmental objective
for this factor can be achieved provided conditions 5 and 6 are imposed
requiring the proponent to manage and monitor the proposal’s impacts on
groundwater dependent vegetation to ensure that direct and indirect losses of
native vegetation do not exceed 7.1 ha.

3.2

Terrestrial fauna

Description
A total of 116 vertebrate species was recorded during the field surveys
undertaken by the proponent from 1996 to 2009, including five frogs, 17
reptiles, 89 birds and five mammals.
Of the species recorded, 46 were of conservation significance, as follows:
•

one reptile (South-west Ctenotus, Conservation Significance Level 3
(CS3))

•

one mammal (Quenda, Conservation Significance Level 2)

•

44 birds (comprising cockatoo, waterbird and migratory species of both
Conservation Significance Level 1 (CS1) and CS3).

None of the above conservation significant species were observed by the
proponent within the marina footprint during field surveys.
CS1 is applied to species listed under state or Commonwealth Acts and/or
Agreements (i.e. Wildlife Conservation Act, EPBC Act or International
Agreements such as the China-Australia Migratory Bird Agreement (CAMBA),
Japan-Australia Migratory Bird Agreement (JAMBA) or Republic of KoreaAustralia Migratory Bird Agreement (ROKAMBA)).
Twenty CS1 species were recorded at Point Grey, all of them bird species, 14
of which are waterbirds. These are listed in Table 4 below.
The large number of conservation significant bird species is due to numerous
species of waterbirds that use the surrounding Peel Inlet–Harvey Estuary
System that are listed as “migratory” (and therefore CS1) under the
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act).
The Peel Inlet–Harvey Estuary System is an important habitat for breeding
and feeding for thousands of endemic and migratory birds each year and is
recognised under the Ramsar Convention as a wetland system internationally
important for migratory birds.
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Table 4: Bird species of conservation significance Level 1 recorded at
Point Grey
Species

Conservation status

Bar-tailed Godwit (Limosa lapponica)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

Carnaby’s Black-Cockatoo (Calyptorhynchus
latirostris)

CS1
Schedule 1 (Endangered)
Listed as Endangered under EPBC Act.

Caspian tern (Hydroprogne caspia)

CS1, JAMBA, CAMBA

Cattle Egret (Ardea ibis)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

Common Greenshank (Tringa nebularia)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

Common Sandpiper (Actitis hypoleucos)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

Crested Tern (Sterna bergii)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

Curlew Sandpiper (Calidris ferruginea)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

Eastern Great Egret (Ardea modesta)

CS1, JAMBA, CAMBA

Eastern Osprey (Pandion cristatus)

CS1, Bonn Convention

Forest Red-tailed Black-Cockatoo
(Calyptorhynchus banksii naso)

CS1, Schedule 1 (Vulnerable)

Great Egret (Ardea alba)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

Grey Plover (Pluvialis squatarola)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

Osprey (Pandion haliaetus)

CS1, Migratory under EPBC Act

Pacific Golden Plover (Pluvialis fulva)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

Rainbow Bee-eater (Merops ornatus)

CS1, Listed as Migratory under the EPBC
Act

Red-necked Stint (Calidris ruficollis)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

Terek Sandpiper (Xenus cinereus)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA, CAMBA,
ROKAMBA

White-bellied Sea-Eagle (Haliaeetus leucogaster)

CS1, CAMBA

Whimbrel (Numenius phaeopus)

CS1, Schedule 3, JAMBA

NB: Of these 20 species, 14 are waterbirds.

The majority of the conservation significant species recorded at Point Grey
were migratory bird species. The impacts of the overall Point Grey
development on these species have largely been addressed in the EPA’s
previous assessment of TPS Amendment No. 104. As part of the previous
assessment the proponent widened foreshore buffers to protect roosting and
feeding habitats. The proponent was also required to develop a Foreshore
Management Plan (FMP) and Waterbird Management Plan (WMP). Both
these plans have been updated to address impacts associated with the
marina proposal and will be reviewed by the DEC and the Shire of Murray.
Actions in these plans are targeted at mitigating and managing the impacts of
people and development near the foreshore reserves. Specifically the
management measures aim to prevent access to sensitive waterbird and
rehabilitation areas of the foreshore.
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Waterbirds are very unevenly distributed around Point Grey. Birds favour the
mudflats along the eastern shoreline for foraging, and specific limestone
platforms and trees around the entire shoreline for roosting. Roosting on
limestone platforms on the eastern foreshore is an important driver of the
distribution and abundance of waterbirds at Point Grey. The observed
conservation significant migratory bird population within the proposed marina
area totalled 2% of the entire observed migratory bird population at Point Grey
(Figure 3). The proponent advised that this was one of the reasons why the
marina was located on the western side of the development rather than on the
eastern side which is heavily utilised by migratory birds.
The habitat in most of the marina area is either degraded or completely
degraded with stands of mature trees, predominately Tuarts, which has been
historically cleared for agricultural purposes e.g. grazing by cattle. The
foreshore vegetation and the remnant stands of mature trees contain the only
vegetation suitable for supporting a limited range of the CS1 bird and
waterbird species.
The types of fauna habitat likely to be cleared by this proposal include:
•

foreshore riparian vegetation which support high abundance of
bushland birds;

•

waterbird / migratory bird roosting and foraging sites; and

•

black cockatoo potential nesting and foraging habitat.

As discussed detailed management provisions for minimising potential
impacts on terrestrial fauna and waterbirds for both the construction and
operational stages of the proposal will be outlined in the FMP, WMP and
repeated in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which
will be developed prior to the commencement of any construction activities.
To ensure no net loss to terrestrial fauna habitat the proponent has developed
an Environmental Offsets Strategy. A summary of the key environmental
offsets relating to fauna are:
•

the impacted areas of vegetation provide potential foraging (6.67 ha) and
nesting (0.67 ha) habitat for three species of black cockatoo – Carnaby’s
Cockatoo, Baudin’s Cockatoo and Forest Red-tailed Black Cockatoo. To
offset this impact, the proponent proposes to contribute funds to the DEC
for purchase of suitable habitat off-site. The proponent has entered into
negotiations with the DEC on purchase of a 22 ha site;

•

transferring 10.64 ha of “Rural” zoned foreshore remnant vegetation on
the western foreshore to the north and south of the proposed onshore
marina to the State for conservation purposes. This land is currently
freehold;

•

feral fox, rabbit and cat control in surrounding areas along the western
and eastern foreshore of the northern portion of Point Grey; and

•

installation of nesting boxes/hollow logs in the rehabilitation areas.
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Figure 3: Migratory bird species distribution at Point Grey
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Submissions
Public and Government submissions that the EPA considers of high
environmental importance included the following issues:
•

waterbird impacts and strategies, including Waterbird Management
Plan;

•

listed threatened fauna, conservation significant species and habitat;
and

•

environmental offsets.

Assessment
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain abundance,
diversity and geographic distribution of fauna associated ecosystems through
the avoidance or management of adverse impacts and improvement in
knowledge.
The principle concern of the EPA with regards to estuarine fauna is the
construction and operational impacts of the proposal to the Harvey Estuary,
which is a wetland recognised under the Ramsar Convention as
internationally important for migratory birds.
The EPA notes that construction impacts to migratory birds from excavation
and dredging will be temporary and localised. The EPA also notes that the
majority of birds utilise the eastern side of the Point Grey area, on the
opposite side of the peninsula from the marina (Figure 3) and that dredging
will be limited to the winter/spring period when the majority of migratory birds
are absent from Point Grey.
The impacts of the overall Point Grey development on waterbirds have largely
been addressed in the EPA’s previous assessment of TPS Amendment
No. 104. As part of the previous assessment the proponent widened
foreshore buffers to protect roosting and feeding habitats. The EPA was
satisfied that the foreshore conservation area identified in the current Point
Grey ODP (Figure 2) is adequate to protect the vegetation and habitat values
of the foreshore. The proponent was also required to develop a Foreshore
Management Plan (FMP) and Waterbird Management Plan (WMP). Both
these plans have been updated to address impacts associated with the
marina proposal and will be reviewed by the DEC and the Shire of Murray.
The EPA, therefore, considers the construction and operational impacts to
migratory birds from construction and operation of the marina and navigation
channel to be manageable.
The EPA has considered the potential impacts to conservation significant
fauna within the proposal area through the loss of foreshore vegetation
considered to be potential habitat. The proposal will impact upon the local
availability of mainly foraging habitat for the conservation significant black
cockatoos but will have an overall net gain as a consequence of rehabilitation
of degraded foreshore areas and long-term conservation offsets.
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The proposal will result in the reduction of the general availability of habitat
(including increased fragmentation) for those fauna species that are present in
the area and have specific needs, such as nest trees and structural features;
however the overall reduction is relatively minor and limited to a maximum of
7.06 ha. The impact will be accompanied by ecological offsets leading to a
long-term increase in fauna values and landscape functions in the wider Point
Grey area.
The EPA considers the residual impacts to these species and their habitat to
be unavoidable within the constraints of the proposed marina, and notes the
proponent’s commitments to mitigate these impacts. The EPA does not deem
impacts to conservation significant fauna caused by the proposal to be
significant due to the representation of applicable habitats beyond the
proposal footprint.
Summary
The EPA has considered the impacts to terrestrial fauna from this proposal.
In view of the fact that:
•

key migratory bird habitats are on the eastern side of Point Grey;

•

there are small direct impacts (7.06 ha) on foreshore habitats;

•

there is an expected conservation benefit to fauna and fauna habitat
through environmental offsets; and

•

significant issues, such as protection of high value foreshore vegetation
and waterbird habitat, have been previously addressed by the EPA
through its assessment of TPS Amendment No. 104,

the EPA considers the key environmental factor of terrestrial fauna has been
adequately addressed and the EPA’s objective for this factor can be achieved.
The EPA has recommended a condition which limits dredging activities to the
winter/spring period. This is when the majority of migratory birds are absent
from the Point Grey area.

3.3

Estuarine environmental quality

Description
The key environmental receptor of the marina proposal is the Peel Harvey
Estuary, which is recognised nationally and internationally and included as
part of the Peel-Yalgorup Ramsar site.
The key cause of poor estuary environmental quality is the level of nutrients
washing and leaching into the rivers and the estuary. The nutrients are
derived from urban, rural and industrial land uses in the catchment. The
community in partnership with Government is addressing this issue through
initiatives to reduce nutrient discharge at catchment level and improve water
quality in the Peel-Harvey Estuarine System.
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Potential impacts this marina proposal will have on the water and sediment
quality of the estuary can be split into construction and operational impacts.
Construction
The key construction impacts include:
•

Increased turbidity and bottom deposition as a result of dredging and rock
groyne formation.

•

Impact of dewater effluent on estuary water quality.

•

Oxidation of potential acid sulphate soils (PASS).

Operation
The key operational impacts include:
•

Sedimentation potential and Monosulfidic Black Ooze (MBO)
accumulation in the navigation and entrance channel. Subsequent
deterioration of estuary water quality through stratification and subsequent
release of nutrients and metals.

•

Maintenance of water quality in the marina due to nutrient and organic
accumulation in the marina and the potential for this to impact on water
quality in the estuary.

•

Maintenance dredging and onshore spoil disposal treatment and
associated turbidity from return water.

Management of construction impacts
Dredging
Common dredge related impacts from MBOs, Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) and
release of heavy metals have been addressed by the proponent through its
investigations, proposed methodologies and management measures. Both
DoW and DEC have reviewed the proponent’s management measures and
are satisfied that the impacts can be managed to an acceptable level.
Impacts to water quality from the release of metals from sediments are not
expected based on the proponent’s sediment analysis.
The dredge plume will create areas of elevated turbidity within the estuary
surrounding the proposal, however the modelling undertaken by the
proponent predicts the extent and duration of the plume will be temporary and
localised. A key strategy for minimising turbidity in the Harvey Estuary will be
by pumping dredged material directly to the land reclamation area via a
floating pipeline, where high retention times will maximise settling and
minimise discharge of fine suspended sediments.
The total volume of material to be dredged is 120,000 m³ between the months
of May and September. The proposed timing of the channel dredging is
intended to coincide with the winter and spring period, when the turbidity level
within the estuary is elevated due to storm activity, winter rainfall, catchment
run-off and river discharge. Additionally, recreational use of the Harvey
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Estuary during this time is at its lowest. It is anticipated that timing the
construction activities with the naturally occurring elevated levels of turbidity
will reduce the potential impacts of construction related turbidity.
The proponent’s dredge plume dispersion modelling indicates that turbidity
above background winter levels is not likely to persist for long durations and
the tidal movement will assist in rapidly dispersing any plume. Assessment of
turbidity levels in the Harvey Estuary recorded natural levels of Total
Suspended Solids ranging between 1 mg/L and 19 mg/L. Dredge sediment
dispersion modelling indicates that average levels of turbidity from the
dredging operation would be less than 10 mg/L for 98% of the time.
Furthermore, no limestone fines are expected within the dredge plume and
this will assist in reducing the extent and intensity of the plume generated by
the works.
Reporting and contingency trigger values have been agreed with DoW for
turbidity at dredge impact sites. The reporting trigger value for turbidity will be
set as the average concentration measured at the impact sites being >50%
higher than the values recorded at the reference sites, at which point the
pumping rates and dredge production rates of the cutter suction dredge will be
reduced. If the turbidity at the dredge impact sites shows a >75% increase
this will result in cessation of dredging activities. These triggers are consistent
with previous dredging campaigns in the Peel-Harvey Estuarine System.
The DoW is the lead agency in relation to the environmental management of
the Peel-Harvey estuary, particularly with regard to water quality
management. The proposal, should it proceed, will require a dredging licence
from the DoW under the Waterways Conservation Act 1976 which will need to
detail the dredging methods, management measures and monitoring program.
It is understood that as part of the licence application process the DoW will
require the proponent to prepare a Dredge Spoil Disposal Management Plan
as a means of documenting and consolidating the proponent’s environmental
management measures, monitoring program and contingencies.
For this assessment the proponent has developed a Dredge Spoil Disposal
Management and Monitoring Plan (DSDMMP) upfront as part of the
development and review of its PER document rather than deferring its
preparation to the subsequent licensing stage. The DSDMMP has been
developed in consultation with the DoW and includes monitoring and
management measures to minimise water quality impacts and disturbance to
benthic habitats from dredging and spoil disposal activities.
The proponent will be required to finalise the DSDMMP when an application is
made to the DoW, at the appropriate time.
Land-based spoil disposal
Sediment sampling along the navigation channel alignment meet
ANZECC/ARMCANZ (2000) requirements for the highest habitat protection
level i.e. 99% species protection level. They are low in metal contaminants
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and acid volatile sulphur content and do not pose an environmental risk during
dredging and onshore disposal.
During the dredging program, dredge spoil will be pumped directly to an
onshore primary treatment basin via a floating pipeline. Following retention
within this basin, the return water will then flow to a secondary basin for
further treatment. Turbidity associated with the return water from the onshore
treatment of dredge spoil will be minimised by allowing the water to settle in
the treatment basins. Returning water from the secondary treatment basin will
then flow toward the Harvey Estuary through approximately 100 m of existing
vegetation, before encountering a continuous line of hay bales along the
foreshore (that will be replaced as required) acting as a bio-filter. Discharge
of returning water is over a wide front (approximately 300 m), to minimise
point source impacts on estuary water quality. Finally, a silt curtain will be
positioned approximately 20 m offshore in the Harvey Estuary to prevent silt
transport further offshore.
The dredge spoil material will be predominantly sand, and it is expected to be
geotechnically stable so it can be used as compact fill within the urban
development component of the Point Grey project. Detailed investigations of
the sediment characteristics and contaminant levels have been undertaken
and the results confirm the dredge material is suitable for reclamation works.
As such, impacts like those experienced following the South Yunderup
Channel dredging campaign are considered unlikely.
Neutralisation of PASS within the spoil will occur in the primary treatment
basin, consistent with the management proposed in the proponent’s Acid
Sulfate Soils Dewatering Management Strategy (ASSDMS). Treatment of the
spoil will occur under the ASSDMS rather than the DSDMMP because the
excavation and dewatering of the marina will use the same treatment basins
as the dredge spoil.
Dewatering and excavation
The proponent has sought to reduce dewatering volumes through adoption of
a staged approach, “wet” working methodology and use of a comprehensive
recharge and infiltration system.
This is estimated to have reduced
dewatering effluent volumes that would enter the estuary by up to two-thirds,
over conventional construction methods.
Excavation and dewatering works do have the potential to lead to the
oxidation of PASS material, however, the marina area is considered low risk
for Acid Sulfate Soils (ASS) across all soil types investigated, to the proposed
maximum depth of potential dewatering influence.
The ASSDMS was developed to monitor and manage both the dredged
material and the onshore marina excavated material and dewatering effluent.
DEC has confirmed that the proposed management strategies presented in
the ASSDMS are sufficient to manage the risk of ASS and dewatering impacts
onsite. The ASSDMS has been developed in consultation with and to the
satisfaction of DoW.
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Reporting and contingency trigger values have been agreed with DoW where
return water (dredge and dewatering effluent) is discharged to the estuary. It
has been agreed that the reporting trigger value for all parameters will be set
as the average concentration measured at the impact sites being >10% higher
than the values recorded at the reference sites. This is the level 1 trigger, and
identifies notification to DoW. A level 2 trigger is identified for exceedance of
>20% of the reference site levels, which would prompt contingency actions.
Contingency actions are identified in the DSDMMP and ASSDMS. These
triggers are consistent with DoW’s Water Quality Protection Note 13, they are
stringent as their purpose is to protect both environmental and amenity
values.
The proponent will be required to apply for disposal licences from DoW for
both the dredged effluent and dewatering effluent at the appropriate time. The
disposal licences will require implementation of the ASSDMS.
Management of operational impacts
Navigation channel
Modelling undertaken by the proponent to assess frequency of maintenance
dredging suggests it will be required every five to ten years based on
predicted sedimentation rates and hydrodynamics. The channel stability
assessment and calculation of the potential sedimentation rate in the access
channel took into account the dimensions of the access channel and the
orientation of the channel with respect to waves and currents. All estimated
infill rates were derived from analysis of the relative orientation of the channel
and the varying sediment, wave and current conditions expected at the site.
The proposed navigation channel has been designed with sloping batters
(approximately 10 m in width) to improve current/tidal movements which will
potentially reduce the amount of sediment accumulating in the bottom of the
channel and therefore facilitate a longer period between maintenance
dredging. This will help reduce the potential impacts on water and sediment
quality given less maintenance dredging will be occurring.
With regards to MBO accumulation in the navigation or entrance channel,
RPS prepared a report Investigation of Sediment for MBO and Contaminants Marina Entrance Channel, Point Grey (RPS, May 2009), which was
subsequently endorsed by the DEC. This report found that while some limited
accumulation of MBOs may occur (specifically nearer the eastern channel
extent), the available studies identifies this project is unlikely to be impacted
by MBO accumulation. This is largely due to the flushing being significantly
better than for equivalent infrastructure in the northern Peel-Harvey Estuary
area (where there are current MBO deposits), and it is not located at the
discharge of a major river carrying additional organic/iron loads (i.e. South
Yunderup Channel).
Sediments in the navigation and entrance channel will be subject to full testing
ahead of any future maintenance dredge program. DoW, who issues the
dredge licences, currently has a preference for a land based spoil disposal
strategy for maintenance dredge spoil. The proponent recognises that it will
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need to develop such a strategy prior to issuing of any dredge licence. The
proponent has already agreed some allowance in the design of the proposal
for the placement of maintenance dredge spoil. Final agreement for
maintenance dredge spoil methodology will be sought with DoW prior to the
commencement of planning for maintenance dredging, anticipated by the
proponent not to be before mid 2020.
Marina water quality
The marina has been designed with a reduced volume and a wide, short
entrance area to give optimal flushing and water quality results. The proximity
to the Dawesville Channel ensures that the marina will be provided with low
nutrient source water for flushing. Hydrodynamic modelling undertaken by the
proponent shows a range in marina flushing rates of three to seven days with
an annual average of about six days. The proponent predicts this to be an
acceptable flushing rate if groundwater nutrient input is sufficiently low.
Groundwater is a common source of nutrients for marinas.
Current
groundwater nutrient levels with the existing land use (pasture for cattle
rearing) are at low levels. Nutrient budget calculations performed by the
proponent indicate that post-construction nutrient input loadings will not be
higher than the current inputs provided by fertiliser and nitrogenous fixing
pastures (legumes), under the current grazing land use. It is anticipated then
that groundwater nutrient loadings will decrease with the change of land use
to residential development and incorporation of nutrient best management
practices and continual education programs for the households.
Based on the predictions for flushing rates and long term nutrient
concentrations, the proponent’s studies conclude that water quality conditions
in the marina will not be suitable for algal bloom production and that the
marina water body will meet the moderate level of ecological protection
(Figure 4). The proponent predicts, therefore, that the marina water quality
conditions will not cause any detectable change to the present water quality
conditions in the Peel-Harvey Estuarine System which is afforded a high level
of ecological protection (Figure 4).
Submissions
Public and Government submissions that the EPA considers of high
environmental importance included the following issues:
•

dredge and spoil disposal management and monitoring for construction
and maintenance dredging;

•

dredging methodology and timeframe;

•

future monitoring of sediment in navigation channel;

•

heavy metal and non-metal contamination from dredging;

•

nutrient loading;

•

ASS contamination and treatment; and

•

MBOs.
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Figure 4: Zones of ecological protection
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Assessment
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to ensure that emissions
do not adversely affect environmental values or the health, welfare and
amenity of people and land uses by meeting statutory requirements and
acceptable standards.
Construction impacts
The EPA notes that proponent’s mitigation measures for minimising the
turbidity related impacts of dredging activities on water quality in the Harvey
Estuary. Turbidity plumes will not be significant due to:
•

pumping of dredge material directly onshore;

•

measures to increase settlement time of the material;

•

timing of dredging during winter months; and

•

modelling indicating minimal turbidity plumes.

In view of the proponent’s preparation of the DSDMMP as part of the
assessment process and the fact that it will be included in the DoW’s licence
under the Waterways Conservation Act 1976 the EPA has not recommended
a condition for the management of construction activities in the estuary.
The EPA does not believe the dewatering and excavation impacts from this
proposal would raise similar issues to previous developments in the estuary,
such as Eastport and Southport Canal Estate, due to:
•

“wet” excavation methodology to reduce dewatering and limestone
fines;

•

groundwater baseline date indicate low risk for iron flocculation;

•

low risk ASS across all soil types;

•

no direct or point source discharge; and

•

dewatering (and dredge) effluent treatment system.

In view of the proponent’s preparation of the ASSDMS and the fact that it will
be reflected in the DoW’s licence under the Waterways Conservation Act
1976, the EPA has not recommended a condition for the management of
ASS.
As mentioned, as part of the licence application process the DoW will require
the proponent to implement the ASSDMS and DSDMMP as a means of
documenting and consolidating the proponent’s environmental management
measures, monitoring program and contingencies. The ASSDMS and
DSDMMP, which are the key management plans, have already been finalised
to the satisfaction of DoW.
The EPA considers that the marina development will have manageable
construction impacts on estuarine environmental quality and that these can be
mitigated through implementation of management measures set out in the
25

ASSDMS and DSDMMP. The EPA also acknowledges the work and
consultation the proponent has undertaken to prevent or manage potential
impacts, such as iron flocculation, limestone fines and ASS, which have been
experienced at other canal developments in the Peel-Harvey estuarine
system.
To ensure the timing of the dredging set out in the PER is adhered to, the
EPA recommends condition 8 which limits dredging activities to the
Winter/Spring period which will reduce turbidity related impacts and when
recreational usage of the Harvey Estuary is at its lowest.
Ongoing operational impacts
The Peel-Harvey Estuary is highly dynamic and the EPA believes its health
has the potential to deteriorate should the environmental impacts be greater
than the proponent’s predictions. In these circumstances, responsibility for
remedial actions becomes a significant issue. The EPA is concerned about
potential ongoing impacts undermining community initiatives, in partnership
with Government, to reduce nutrient discharge at catchment level and improve
water quality in the Peel-Harvey Estuarine System.
Navigation channel
The EPA is concerned about the navigation channel potentially becoming a
significant nutrient source to the estuary. The EPA feels that this issue was
not sufficiently addressed by the proponent during the assessment process.
While the proponent’s modelling indicates that sedimentation of the channel
will not result in significant MBO accumulation, there is some uncertainty
about wind generated sediment re-suspending and settling in the dredged
depression at a faster rate than predicted. Once filled with this fine organic
sediment, MBOs would be formed and the channel could turn anoxic, which
would cause the release of phosphorous and nitrogen from the sediment at a
much faster rate than outside of the channel.
The EPA is concerned that significant nutrient release from anoxic conditions
in the channel could undermine community and Government initiatives to
reduce phosphorous levels in the Peel-Harvey Estuarine System. In response
to this potential impact, and on request from the EPA, the proponent has
committed to monitoring the navigation channel sediment quality and to
undertake additional works to remove sources of nutrient generation from the
channel, should they occur, based on specified criteria.
To ensure adequate management measures are in place, if this scenario
should eventuate, and to hold the proponent to its predictions, the EPA has
recommended condition 7 which requires the proponent to develop a
monitoring plan with agreed management and contingency trigger levels
based on nutrient release and loading to the estuary.
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Marina water quality
The EPA does not think it is appropriate to condition marina water quality
where the water body is artificial and the issues are generally to do with
amenity and aesthetics. The EPA has provided further advice on this issue in
Section 6. What is of concern to the EPA is if the marina water and sediment
quality could deteriorate and pose a significant threat to the Peel-Harvey
Estuarine System.
The EPA acknowledges the marina design and hydrodynamic modelling
undertaken by the proponent to predict marina flushing rate and groundwater
nutrient loading. The EPA is not entirely convinced, however, that the
predicted flushing rate is sufficient to maintain marina water quality at an
acceptable level. The EPA is concerned that marina water and sediment
quality could impact on estuary water quality by becoming a significant source
of nutrients, driven by wind generated re-suspended material, high in organic
content, accumulating in the marina and creating MBOs. This would result in
significant nutrient release from anoxic sediment conditions and elevated
nutrient loading to the estuary.
The proponent is confident that nutrient levels in the marina would not be
significantly different from nutrient levels in the estuary; however, it has
committed to undertake monitoring and remedial treatment in the event that
water quality parameters outside the marina went above a specific threshold.
To ensure adequate management measures are in place should this scenario
occur the EPA has recommended condition 7 which requires the proponent to
develop a monitoring plan with agreed management and contingency trigger
levels based on water quality and nutrient loading to the estuary. The water
quality monitoring details will form part of the monitoring plan which includes
the sediment monitoring in the navigation channel.
Note: The contingency action trigger levels to be included in this monitoring
plan and set out in Schedule 2 of the recommended conditions (Appendix 4)
were calculated based on the current Harvey Estuary riverine loading. Should
this riverine loading change significantly in the future, for example due to
better catchment management, the triggers will require review under Section
46 of the EP Act.
Summary
The EPA has considered the construction and operational impacts to
estuarine environmental quality.
Having particular regard to the:
(a)

dredge timing and methodology to reduce turbidity related impacts;

(b)

marina construction methodology to reduce dewatering impacts;

(c)

low risk of ASS impacts; and

(d)

licensing role of DoW,
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it is the EPA’s opinion that the environmental objective for this factor can be
achieved provided conditions are imposed requiring the proponent to monitor
and protect estuarine environmental quality from long term operational
impacts.

3.4

Estuarine fauna

Description
The Peel-Harvey Estuary has abundant and diverse estuarine fauna and is an
important nursery, breeding and feeding ground for at least 50 species of fish.
It is also an important recreational and commercial fishery for typical estuarine
species such as the blue swimmer crab, western king prawn, herring, whiting,
bream, mullet, mulloway, tailor and cobbler. Following the introduction of the
Dawesville Channel, however, there has been a lack of biological research
and monitoring of estuarine fish and benthic invertebrates.
The proponent’s studies were limited to a desktop review of five key indicator
species of fish and the blue swimmer crab which were identified in
consultation with the Department of Fisheries.
The most significant potential impacts to estuarine fauna from the proposed
marina identified through the assessment process were:
•

interruption of fish and crustacean breeding activities due to turbidity
within or adjacent to the area of dredging and construction;

•

loss of benthic primary producer habitats (BPPH), comprising seagrass
and macroalgae, due to dredging and subsequent turbidity issues;

•

increased turbidity potentially impacting the respiratory and feeding
functions of invertebrates;

•

impacts to marine species from changes in marine water quality
associated with dredging such as the mobilisation of sediment bound
contaminants, nutrients and lowering of dissolved oxygen levels; and

•

increased pressure on fish stocks from recreational fisheries, due to an
increase in boat-based recreational fishing, made more accessible by
marina boat ramps.

Construction impacts
The key mitigation measure for minimising turbidity related impacts on fish
and crustaceans is pumping dredged material directly onshore for treatment
which minimises discharge of suspended sediments causing turbidity.
Impacts to estuarine fauna as a result of changes to water quality from
toxicants are not expected on the basis of the proponent’s sediment analysis
of the dredge footprint.
The dredge plume will create areas of elevated turbidity within the estuary,
however, the modelling undertaken by the proponent predicts the extent and
duration of the plume will be minimal, and as such any impacts to the feeding,
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spawning or migration of key indicator fish and blue swimmer crabs is
expected to be small and temporary.
The proponent acknowledges that a small proportion of the crab population
will be killed by direct impact with the dredge, although this is expected to be
minor due to the crabs’ mobile nature and the one-off capital dredging and a
maintenance dredging program approximately once every five years
associated with this marina project.
A DSDMMP has been finalised by the proponent to set out the environmental
management of the dredging activities which will be undertaken during the
construction and ongoing management of the channel across the Harvey
estuary.
An objective of the DSDMMP is to minimise impacts from
construction of the channel on estuarine fauna, seagrass and benthic habitat.
Some of the important management measures described in the DSDMMP to
minimise impacts on estuarine fauna are:
•

the timing of the channel dredging and groyne construction is planned
to occur between May and October to avoid coinciding with breeding
times of key species;

•

to ensure that impacts to benthic primary producer habitats (BPPH) are
kept within the loss limit of 15.8 ha identified within the PER (i.e. the
channel alignment and buffer footprint) which is a small proportion of
the total BPPH in the Harvey Estuary (approximately 0.3%);

•

to minimise the intensity, temporal and spatial extent of increases in
TSS levels and subsequent effects on light availability;

•

to minimise the risk of indirect impacts on seagrass communities and
other fauna from increased sedimentation rates;

•

to minimise the risk of harm to the environment arising from dredged
sediment plumes by maintaining an acceptable water and sediment
quality; and

•

contingency management actions in case of exceeded trigger levels for
estuary water and sediment quality and seagrass loss.

To address the perceived lack of understanding of the proposal’s impacts on
estuarine fauna communities and commercial and recreational fisheries,
which was limited to a desk top study of key species, the proponent has
consulted with the Department of Fisheries (DoF) and committed to
undertaking an appropriate monitoring program of key species. The purpose
of this monitoring program is to determine local fish densities and if the marina
development, including possible increased recreational fishing pressure, has
any impact on stocks. This information will enable DoF to develop appropriate
management strategies to ensure that fish and crab populations remain at
sustainable levels.
The details of the monitoring program will be provided in a Fisheries
Management Plan. The monitoring program will not form part of the
DSDMMP and will be finalised at a later stage, prior to the commencement of
construction.
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At this stage the proponent has agreed with the DoF that it shall employ a
reputable independent scientist to undertake the work. The DoF has advised
that the scope of work should include a survey of fishing and biota:
•

before the marina/channel work began (a baseline survey);

•

during the construction period; and

•

after (perpetual and periodic) the construction period.

The EPA considers that the proponent must use the DoF Research Divisions
to review the proponent’s Fisheries Management Plan (including selection of
the independent consultant). The DoF Research Division will provide advice
provided they have adequate access to the data and are allowed to analyse
the data themselves.
It is expected that the cost of the monitoring program, including the DoF
Research review, would be met by the proponent.
Recreational fishing pressure
Recreational fishing pressures are not within the direct control of the
proponent. They are, however, a potential consequence of the marina
proposal due to installation of four recreational boat ramps. The proponent, in
committing to the Fisheries Management Plan, has to some extent addressed
the potential increase in fishing pressure.
Potential impacts from increased fishing pressure will also be managed by
developing an education program at the marina in consultation with the DoF
and Recfishwest. This program is likely to include initiatives such as
educational signage informing of fisheries regulations and catch limits (placed
at strategic locations on the marina and also in pamphlet form to all boat pen
lessees), placement of fish rulers at strategic locations on the pier and
breakwater, and visits by volunteer fisheries liaison officers.
In addition to signage and education, monitoring of the marina facilities by the
DoF staff will be undertaken to gain an understanding of commercial and
recreational catch effort. The proponent will work with the DoF to also
facilitate the installation of remote survey and surveillance equipment within
the marina/boat ramp area to monitor recreational fishing effort.
Submissions
Public and Government submissions that the EPA considers of high
environmental importance included the following issues:
•

general lack of investigation and consideration of estuarine fauna;

•

lack of baseline data and future monitoring program to assess impacts
on fish and crab stocks;

•

dredge impacts on fish and crustaceans, including breeding behavior;

•

impacts of increased recreational boat traffic; and
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•

not enough understanding of impacts of increased recreational fishing
pressure.

Assessment
The EPA’s environmental objective for this factor is to maintain the
abundance, diversity, geographic distribution and productivity of fauna at
species and ecosystem levels through the avoidance or management of
adverse impacts and improvement in knowledge.
The EPA considers that the marina and channel development will result in the
temporary loss of a small proportion of habitat for key species such as blue
swimmer crab, cobbler, mullet, herring and whiting within the Harvey Estuary.
Additionally, the impacts from construction from sedimentation and plumes
are considered to be temporary, localised and considered to be manageable.
The EPA does recommend condition 8 which limits dredging activities to the
winter/spring period. The EPA notes the proponent’s commitment to limit
dredging to this period to avoid breeding times of key species but also to
avoid conflict with recreational users of the estuary during the warmer months.
The EPA acknowledges the proponent’s commitment to undertake a
scientifically robust monitoring program of key fish and crustacean species to
determine pre, during and post construction local densities and if the marina
development is having any detrimental impacts from construction activities or
increased recreational fishing pressure. The details of the monitoring program
will be finalised in consultation with the DoF prior to construction.
While acknowledging that some adverse impacts to fish and crustaceans may
occur as a result of the proposal, the EPA does not see its role as that of an
advisor or mediator on matters that may be resolved by an agreement
between stakeholders. The EPA notes that the proponent has committed to
working with DoF to address their concerns and impacts from the proposal.
The EPA recommends that the proponent and DoF continue to discuss these
issues with the objective of developing an agreed Fisheries Management Plan
closer to the time of construction.
The EPA acknowledges the Fisheries Management Plan as part of the
proposal, but is not recommending it be included in the recommended
conditions as it is not linked to any specific management or contingency action
by the proponent.
Summary

The EPA has considered the impacts to estuarine fauna from this proposal
and considers the key environmental factor of estuarine fauna has been
adequately addressed and that the EPA’s objective for this factor can be
achieved.
The EPA has not recommended further conditions for estuarine fauna,
however, do recommend a condition which limits dredging activities to the
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winter/spring period. This is to avoid the breeding times of key species and to
reduce or negate the potential impacts of construction related turbidity.

3.5

Environmental principles

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

4.

Conditions

Section 44 of the EP Act requires the EPA to report to the Minister for
Environment on the key 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.

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 Point Grey Development Company Pty Ltd to construct a
navigation channel in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina is approved for
implementation.
These conditions are presented in Appendix 4.
conditions include the following:

Matters addressed in the

(a)

protection of vegetation;

(b)

environmental offsets;

(c)

protection of estuary water and sediment quality; and

(d)

timing of dredging.

It should be noted that other regulatory mechanisms relevant to the proposal
are:
•

Licence to dredge and spoil disposal under the Waterways Conservation
Act – DoW

•

Licence to extract groundwater for dewatering – DoW

•

Development approval – Shire of Murray

4.2

Consultation

In developing these conditions, the EPA consulted with the proponent, DoW
and DEC in respect of matters of fact and matters of technical or
implementation significance.
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5.

Other advice

In undertaking the environmental impact assessment of canal estate and
artificial waterway proposals such as Point Grey Marina proposals, the EPA
would normally require proponents to make predictions with respect to
environmental quality in the proposed artificial waterway and the extent to
which it would affect the environmental quality and ecological integrity in the
adjacent natural waterway.
The EPA’s key concern is if water quality in artificial waterways is poor (due to
inappropriate siting, design, or inadequate management of nutrient inputs),
then this is likely to adversely affect the quality of external natural waterways
beyond the confines of the proposal. Hence, in recommending environmental
conditions to the Minister for Environment, the EPA would seek to establish
environmental quality criteria and management targets to apply in the
adjacent natural waterway.
In terms of the ongoing monitoring and management in the artificial waterways
themselves, the EPA considers that this issue should be managed by the
proponent and the local government, particularly where the issues of concern
relate to the aesthetics and amenity of poorly flushed waterways.
The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) has recently released
the draft Development Control Policy 1.8 – Canal Estates and Artificial
Waterway Developments, for public comment. The draft policy sets out
requirements of the WAPC for assessment of canal estate proposals.
Proponents wishing to undertake canal estate proposals would be required to
consider the general principles and procedures set out in the policy.
The draft policy states that the proponent must negotiate with the local
government on future waterways management and enter into a Deed of
Agreement. The purpose of the deed is to agree to a range of matters
including:
•

monitoring and management of water quality to specific requirements;

•

funding sources for construction and maintenance work, which may
include a development contribution plan where necessary;

•

provision of a sustainable maintenance program including obligations
for water quality and sediment monitoring programmes, monitoring
water depths, dredging, monitoring erosion etc; and

•

arrangements regarding a source of revenue for ongoing maintenance
(which may include fees for use of public facilities, and rating revenue
via special area or differential rating methods).

Generally, Deeds of Agreement are required to extend for a minimum of five
years after the date of practical completion of the project, but can be extended
to address any recurring problems.
The draft policy clearly identifies that responsibility for meeting any
environmental quality objectives established for the artificial waterway and any
adjacent natural waterways rests with the proponent. This includes any
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ongoing monitoring, management and remediation of water quality. The EPA
therefore considers that the Deed of Agreement provides the most appropriate
mechanism to ensure that ongoing environmental management, including any
monitoring or remediation of water quality in artificial waterways, is adequately
funded and managed.
During the development of the Deed of Agreement it would be the proponent’s
responsibility to consult with the various agencies such as the Office of the
Environmental protection Authority (OEPA) and the departments of
Environment and Conservation, and Water on defining the environmental
quality criteria to apply in the artificial waterway.
For the Point Grey Marina proposal, the OEPA advises that relevant
environmental quality guidelines are applied in the Deed of Agreement which
are consistent with a moderate level of ecological protection (Figure 4).
Information on applying environmental quality guidelines to moderate
ecological protection areas can be found in the Environmental Quality Criteria
Reference Document for Cockburn Sound (2003–2004) - A Supporting
Document to the State Environmental (Cockburn Sound) Policy 2005.

6.

Recommendations

That the Minister for Environment:
1. Notes that the proposal being assessed is to construct a navigation
channel in the Harvey Estuary and onshore marina on the western side of
Point Grey peninsula;
2. Considers the report on the key environmental factors as set out in Section
3;
3. Notes the EPA has concluded that it is likely that the EPA’s objectives
would be achieved, provided there is satisfactory implementation by the
proponent of the recommended conditions set out in Appendix 4 and
summarized in Section 4;
4. Imposes the conditions and procedures recommended in Appendix 4 of
this report; and
5. Notes the EPA’s other advice presented in section 5 in relation to the
ongoing management of water quality in artificial waterways.
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Appendix 1
List of submitters

A total of 319 submissions were received, of these 21 were from organisations
and government agencies, 48 were from members of the public and 250 were
part of a petition
Organisations and government agencies:
City of Mandurah
Department of Environment and Conservation
Department of Fisheries
Department of Transport
Department of Water
Shire of Murray
Birds Australia
Boating Western Australia
Canoe trail Friends
Conservation Council Western Australia
Friends of Rivers, Peel
Lake Mealup Preservation Society
Lake Clifton Landcare Group
Mandurah Historical Society
Mandurah Licenced Fisherman’s Association
Peel Development Commission
Peel Preservation Group
Peel-Harvey Catchment Council
Recfishwest
Western Australian Fishing Industry Council
Wetlands Conservation Society
Individuals:
Anne C Batt
Arthur Moore
B.J. Sweetman
Barb & D. Maynard
Barbara Moore
Bill Pangler
Charlie Gibson
Colin Carle
Craig Watkins
D M Kelsall & J M Kelsall
Dave and Penny Pearce
David J Thomas
David James
David Templeman MLA
Douglas Carpenter
Dr Sue Fyfe
Fred Broun & Patricia Broun

Galliano Fardin
Graeme Christie
HE & SE Lansdown
Ian Kilminster
John Taylor
Judy Trembath
Jurgen Prinz
Ken Monson
Leslie H Hodgson
Lynn MacLaren MLC
Malcolm T. Smallacombe
Mario Krombas
Marion Timms
Mary Vaughan
Michael H Dean
Michael McGhie
Mike Barry
Mr D.E Cherry
Nancie Barry
Nic Dunlop
Nigel Haines
Noreen Spoors
Pam and Graham Smith
Pat Hadden
Phyllis Bentley
R J R Campbell
R.E. Paterson
Robert & Sandra Woodham, Clive & Susan Matthews
Stan and Margaret Jefford
Timothy Barry
Vivian Wells
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Appendix 3
Summary of identification of key environmental factors and principles

Preliminary
Environmental
Factors
BIOPHYSICAL
Terrestrial Flora and
Vegetation

Proposal Characteristics

The proposal involves clearing and alteration of
a maximum 7.06 ha of native vegetation
containing three Priority 3
Ecological communities.
The Peel Inlet–Harvey Estuary is identified as
being part of the Peel–Yalgorup Ramsar
Wetland System, and is therefore considered to
be of international significance.
The proposed onshore marina development has
potential impacts upon groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs) in the area.

Terrestrial Fauna and
Waterbirds

The proposal involves clearing and alteration of
a maximum 7.06 ha of remnant foreshore
vegetation that is a RAMSAR site and provides
habitat to fauna including species of
conservation significance.

Government Agency and Public
Comments
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Evaluation of conservation
foreshore reserves (DEC).
• Vesting in Conservation reserve
and future conservation
management contributions.
(DEC)
• Offsets for PEC and foreshore
remnant vegetation (DEC).
• Hydrology and Vegetation
monitoring (DEC).
• Protection of Priority Ecological
Communities, flora and trees.
• Recommended wetland buffer.
• Ramsar wetlands and freshwater
marshes.
• Clearing of fringing vegetation
and impacts.
• Weed invasion and destruction
of flora and vegetation.
• Revegetation of foreshore
reserve.
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Waterbird impacts and
strategies, including Waterbird
Management Plan (DEC).

Identification of Key Environmental Factors

Considered to be a key environmental factor.

Considered to be a key environmental factor.

•

Estuarine Fauna

The proposal has potential impacts to estuarine
fauna associated with dredging, marina/groyne
construction, navigation channel and increased
vessel traffic in the Harvey Estuary.

Estuarine
Environmental
Quality

The proposal has potential impacts to estuarine
water and sediment quality associated with
dredging and spoil disposal, marina
construction, navigation channel and increased

Cumulative impacts on
waterbirds. (DEC)
• Listed migratory water birds
and habitat.
• Listed threatened fauna and
habitat, including offsets.
• Conservation significant species
and habitat.
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• General lack of investigation
and consideration into estuarine
fauna.
• No consideration of aquatic
invertebrates and potential
impacts (as food source to
estuarine fauna and waterbirds).
• Lack of baseline data and future
monitoring program to assess
impacts on fish and crab stocks
(DoF)
• Dredge impacts on fish and
crustaceans, including breeding
behaviour. (DoF)
• Inaccurate information on
estuary crab population.
• Increased boat traffic impacts
on fish populations.
• Potential impact on whales and
dolphins.
• Introduced marine pests.
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Dredge spoil disposal
management and monitoring,

Considered to be a key environmental factor.

Considered to be a key environmental factor.

vessel traffic.

Benthic Primary
Producer Habitat

The footprint of the channel and groynes will
cover up to 15.8 ha. 13 ha of this are comprised
of BPPH. The loss of BPPH as a result of the
channel and groynes is therefore calculated to
comprise 0.28% of the Harvey Estuary.

construction and maintenance
(DEC).
• Dredging methodology and
timeframe.
• Dredge impact monitoring
(DoW).
• Resuspension of sediments.
• Future monitoring of sediment
in navigation channel (DEC).
• Monitoring of water quality
maintenance structures and
mitigation strategies (e.g.
WSUD) to protect water quality
and Ramsar and estuary system.
• Heavy metal and non-metal
contamination from dredging.
• Nutrient loading.
No comments received.

There is no current EPA guideline that is specifically
applicable to BPPH within estuarine environments,
as the EPA’s Environmental Assessment Guideline
No. 3 Protection of Benthic Primary Producer
Habitats in Western Australia’s Marine Environment
(EPA 2009a) does not apply to estuarine waters.
This guideline has however been used as a guide by
the proponent to determine the cumulative loss
(including that predicted to occur as a result of the
Point grey marina and dredge channel) of BPPH
within the Harvey Estuary.
The likely permanent loss of BPPH associated with
the Point Grey Marina proposal involves BPPH lost
as a direct consequence of the channel dredging and
groyne construction and maintenance dredging
operations. This loss can be expected within and
immediately adjacent to the channel alignment (i.e. a

buffer of 5 m on either side of the channel and
groynes) and groyne footprints. The total area of
permanent loss is estimated to be 13.5 ha. This
represents a 0.28% loss of seagrass within the
Harvey estuary since pre-European settlement.
No significant impact to BPPH resulting from the
turbidity associated with the channel dredging is
expected. This is based on modelling undertaken by
the Proponent which predicts that the suspended
sediment plumes from the dredge and treatment
basin return water overflow will exhibit relatively
low levels of total suspended solids (TSS) (less than
10 mg/L for 98% of the time), and that the
proportion of surface irradiance reaching the seabed
in the affected areas is likely to remain above each of
the specified seagrass threshold values. It has thus
been concluded by the Proponent that no permanent
loss of BPPH as a result of elevated TSS levels is
likely to occur.

Groundwater
Resources

The proposed onshore marina development has
the following potential impacts upon
groundwater:
• altering local and regional groundwater
levels;
• impacting on groundwater dependent
ecosystems (GDEs) in the area;
• impact of nutrient discharge to the marina;
• oxidation of potential acid sulfate soils;
• impact to subterranean fauna; and
• impact of dewater on estuary water quality.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Groundwater guidelines and
policies (DoW)
• Licences and approvals (DoW)
• Groundwater modeling (DoW)
• Groundwater abstraction and
impacts
• Dewatering modeling. (DoW)
• Dewatering effluent treatment
(DEC)
• Proposal impacts on saltwater
interface, freshwater lens,

Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
Considered to be a key environmental factor.
Potential impacts (construction and long term) of
dewatering and groundwater abstraction on GDEs
will be addressed in the Terrestrial Flora and
Vegetation key environmental factor.
Potential impacts (construction and long term) of
dewatering and groundwater abstraction on
groundwater quality and estuary water quality will be
addressed in the Estuary Environmental Quality key
environmental factor.
The proponent has concluded from The Subterranean
Fauna Assessment that excavation and de-watering

Estuarine and
Shoreline Landform

Mosquitoes

Construction of the marina and entrance channel
will create a modification of the natural estuary
bed and shoreline, and is therefore likely to have
an effect on local coastal processes.

Construction of the marina will result in the
creation of a tidally-affected water body
with edges which have the potential to serve as
mosquito breeding areas.

aquifers, vegetation and
groundwater dependent
ecosystems.
• Management of monosulphidic
black oozes (DEC)
• WSUD effectiveness
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Navigation channel
maintenance dredging.
• Estuary erosion impacts from
marine channels and groynes
• Impact of boats on benthic
habitat.
• Climate change.
• Impacts of construction of karst
limestone formation.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Management of mosquitoes.

of the proposed marina are unlikely to affect the
conservation status of any species of subterranean
fauna.

Any increased boating activity as a result of the
proposal is not expected to lead to the lateral
displacement of water having a significant impact.
The increase in boating activity is expected to be
confined to the channel, which runs in a north-south
direction, and to be subject to the same speed limit as
the East Port. The management of boat speed limits
in the estuary by the Department of Transport is
expected to take into consideration the potential for
soil erosion.
Minimal potential impacts to estuarine and shoreline
landform to be managed by adaptive foreshore
strategy and DSDMMP. Proposal designed to
compensate for sea level rise.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
It is unlikely that mosquitoes will inhibit and breed
within the marina water body.
Monitoring of mosquito larvae will be undertaken as
part of an Estuarine Waterways Management and
Monitoring Plan.
In the event that breeding mosquitoes do become a
health and nuisance issue, it is expected that a
combination of helicopter-borne spraying through
the Peel CLAG and localised spot treatment will be
effective in eradicating the problem.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.

POLLUTION
MANAGEMENT
Acid Sulphate Soils

Dredging, excavation and dewatering works
associated with construction of the proposed
onshore marina has the potential to lead to the
oxidation of PASS material. This in turn could
cause acidification of soil, groundwater and
surface water, with the potential release of metal
species i.e. iron, aluminium and other heavy
metals into the receiving
environment.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Uncertainty over ASS risk.
• No testing at entrance to
marina.
• Additional ASS monitoring
required.
• ASS contamination of
groundwater and estuary from
excavation and dewatering.
• ASS contamination from dredge
spoils, disturbed estuary bed
and toxic plumes.
• ASS treatment.

Considered to be a key environmental factor.

Seagrass Wrack
Accumulation

The presence of the two groynes protecting the
marina entrance channel may lead to
the accumulation of seagrass wrack from the
adjacent Harvey Estuary.

Hydrocarbons and
Waste

During the construction and operational phases
of the Point Grey marina, hydrocarbon and
waste products are likely to be produced.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Channel will fill with mobile
algal wracks and require
dredging.
• Proposed management
measures and funding.
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Ongoing pollution: oil spills,
sullage dumping, bilge water,
sewage, litter.

Noise

Potential for construction and ongoing
operational noise
impacts upon fauna and local
residents.

Managed through adaptive foreshore management
strategy, if seagrass wrack does accumulate on the
beach adjacent to the marina entrance channel to
nuisance levels, the management action will be
triggered which will result in the wrack being
removed from the beach.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
The proposed onshore fuel storage tanks to service
the marina will be required to comply fully with the
Australian Standard. Adverse construction impacts
will also be managed in accordance with Australian
Standards and with the installation and operation of a
boat sewerage pump-out system.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
The Response to Submissions adequately addresses
the potential impact of noise on marine fauna.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Potential impact of noise on
waterbird and marine fauna

This key environmental factor will be addressed in
the Estuarine Environmental Quality key
environmental factor.

A cutter suction dredge will be used in this project

•
•

•

needs addressed. (DEC)
Preparation of a noise
management plan. (DEC)
Should be guided by guided by
the EPA’s Draft Guidance
Statement No. 8 –
Environmental Noise 2007.
(DEC)
Underwater noise from
dredging has not been
considered.

and has the potential to create underwater noise that
is louder than ambient levels and travels over large
distances. Dredging may produce strong,
continuous noise in near shore areas.
Construction of the marina pens will involve a small
amount of pile driving. All mobile marine fauna that
may inhabit the footprint area, including bottlenose
dolphins and southern right whales, are expected to
avoid the construction area once piling activities
commence, and as such no direct impacts to these
mobile fauna are expected from noise and vibration
associated with pile driving activities.
It is likely that bottlenose dolphins will hear sounds
from dredging and pile driving, but low frequency
components are outside of their peak hearing range.
It is likely that southern right whales may hear these
sounds; however, southern right whales remain in the
deeper channel waters and are not known to enter
within the shallow waters of the Harvey Estuary,
which are presumably shallower than their preferred
habitat.
If bottlenose dolphins and southern right whales are
exposed to the low-intensity sounds from the action
area, it is unlikely that there will be a direct harm or
injury caused. In contrast, considering the duration
of the action, it is likely that these animals will have
behavioural responses to the underwater noise.
Management measures for noise impacts on
terrestrial fauna and waterbirds are contained in the
Waterbird Management Plan and will also be
addressed in the Construction Environmental

Management Plan.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
SOCIAL
SURROUNDINGS
Aboriginal Heritage

There is potential for damage or loss to
Aboriginal heritage sites.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Estuary should be heritage
listed.
• Wetlands and waterways have
special significance for Nyungar
people.
• Excavation activities at the site
may damage artefacts or other
items of cultural Aboriginal
significance.
• Pt Grey was a very important
and significant area for
aboriginal men.

Aboriginal community representatives and elders
have been and will continue to be consulted as part
of the planning process for Point Grey development
and marina construction activities.
Any significant sites identified during construction
will not be removed, damaged or altered without
approval under Section 18 of the Aboriginal
Heritage Act 1972.
Training will be provided to all construction workers
detailing the importance of avoiding heritage sites
and reporting of any suspected heritage sites.
Exclusion zones will also be identified and clearly
communicated to project personnel in the event of a
heritage site being uncovered.
Significant sites identified from the Aboriginal Sites
register and during construction will not be removed,
damaged or altered without approval under Section
18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.

Fisheries

The proposed onshore marina development has
potential impacts upon commercial and
recreational fisheries.

Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• Not enough understanding of

Prior to ground disturbance activities, all relevant
approvals will be obtained for disturbance to heritage
sites.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.
Considered to be a key environmental factor.
This key environmental factor, including monitoring

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

impacts of increased fishing
pressure, additional monitoring
required.
No baseline data to assess
impacts of increased fishing
pressure, DoF historical data
should be used.
Needs more thorough risk
assessment/desktop study in
relation to impacts on fish
stocks.
Sufficient funding should be
provided to the Department of
Fisheries to manage and
monitor fish stocks and fishing
effort.
The proposed management
measures to deal with increased
recreational fishing pressure are
not considered adequate.
Management strategies such as
stock enhancement or fish
habitat enhancement programs
should be considered.
Costs of extracting camera
surveillance should be borne by
proponent.
Not enough information on
impacts of dredging (including
maintenance) on commercial
and recreational fishing,
additional monitoring required.
The potential impacts on
commercial fishing activity are
considerable, and have not been

and management of potential impacts on fish and
crustacean stocks will be addressed in the Estuarine
Fauna key environmental factor.

Visual Emenity

The proposed development footprint for the
marina will
impact upon aesthetic values.

PRINCIPLES
Principle
1.

adequately addressed, including
mitigation measures.
• Controlling night time crabbing
activity.
• The construction of groynes to
offset the loss of fishing
grounds cannot therefore be
substantiated.
Public and Government submissions
raised concern over the following issues:
• The Peel-Harvey Estuary has
important amenity value and
inappropriate development
threatens the lifestyle of many
people in the community.

Relevant
Yes/No

The marina will have a minor impact upon the visual
amenity of the Point Grey site and its surrounding
areas. The design of the marina has attempted to
minimise impacts to visual amenity and viewscapes
wherever practical.
Not considered to be a key environmental factor.

If yes, Consideration

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.
Yes
Investigations and specialist studies have been carried out to provide sufficient
information to address potential environmental impacts on the onshore marina and
navigation channel.
A literature review together with field data and dredge plume modelling has been

undertaken to predict the likely physical and ecological responses associated with
the construction of the navigation channel and the onshore marina. A monitoring
and adaptive management plan will be prepared to measure physical and
ecological responses to the dredge plume and construction of the marina.

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.
Yes
This proposal can be implemented without adversely impacting the environment
for future generations.

3. The principle of the conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity
Conservation of biological diversity and ecological integrity should be a fundamental consideration.
Yes
Baseline studies have been undertaken at the site to assess the environmental value
of areas which could be impacted by construction and operations and management
plans will be developed and implemented as required. Although the marine and
terrestrial environments will be disturbed, the biodiversity and ecological integrity
of the region will be maintained.

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.
Yes
The full life cycle costs of the onshore marina operation will be costed for internal
purposes at various stages of the project life. The Proponent recognises the
polluter pays principle, and will design the development to minimise emissions.

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 has adopted the following
approach to waste management for the
proposal:
• avoid and reduce at source
• reuse and recycle
• treat and/or dispose

Appendix 4
Identified Decision-making Authorities
and
Recommended Environmental Conditions

Identified 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 decisionmaking 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
WAPC
Minister for Water
Department of Water
Shire of Murray
Minister for Land

Approval
Subdivision approval
Rights in Water and Irrigation Act
Waterways Conservation Act
Development approval
Land Administration Act

RECOMMENDED ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS
STATEMENT THAT A PROPOSAL MAY BE IMPLEMENTED
(PURSUANT TO THE PROVISIONS OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION ACT 1986)
POINT GREY MARINA
Proposal:

The proposal is for the construction of an onshore marina
(and associated boating infrastructure e.g. boat pens,
jetties, navigational aids, entrance channel, protective
groynes, public boat ramps and car parks) on the western
side of the Point Grey peninsula (Figure 1 and F igure 2).
The proposal also includes the construction of a 2.5
kilometre navigation channel across the Harvey Estuary
from the marina to the Dawesville Channel.
The proposal is further documented in schedule 1 of this
statement.

Proponent:

Point Grey Development Company Pty Ltd

Proponent Address:

Level 2
129 Melville Parade
Como WA 6152

Assessment Number:

1751

Report of the Environmental Protection Authority: Report xxxx
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 Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority 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 b e 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 Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority 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 Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority.

4-2

The proponent shall submit to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority the compliance assessment plan
required by condition 4-1 at least six months prior to the first compliance
report required by condition 4-6, or prior to implementation, 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

the method of 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 Chief Executive Officer of the
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority.

4-5

The proponent shall advise the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority of any potential non-compliance within
seven days of that non-compliance being known.

4-6

The proponent shall submit to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority the first compliance assessment report
fifteen months from the date of issue of this Statement addressing the
twelve month period from the date of issue of this Statement and then
annually from the date of submission of the first compliance assessment
report.
The compliance assessment report shall:
1

be endorsed by the proponent’s Chief Executive Officer or a per son
delegated to sign on the Chief Executive Officer’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

Protection of Vegetation

5-1

The proponent shall implement the proposal so that it does not adversely
affect vegetation outside the disturbance area as shown in Figure 2 o f this
statement and described in Schedule 1.

5-2

The proponent shall ensure that the implementation of the proposal does not
result in (through either direct or indirect impacts) a l oss of more than 7.1
hectares of vegetation.

5-3

To verify that the requirements of conditions 5-1 and 5-2 are met the
proponent shall:
1. monitor groundwater levels and quality;
2. monitor soil moisture levels;
3. monitor the health, diversity and cover of vegetation; and

4. develop management trigger levels for these parameters to the satisfaction
of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection
Authority.
5-4

Monitoring is to be carried out in accordance with the Marina Dewatering
Vegetation Impact Monitoring Program (Rev 1, July 2011).

5-5

In the event that monitoring required by condition 5-4 indicates an
exceedence of trigger levels determined by condition 5-4-4:
1. the proponent shall report such findings to Chief Executive Officer of the
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority within 21 d ays of the
exceedence being identified;
2. the proponent shall provide evidence which allows determination of the
cause of the exceedence;
3. if determined by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority to be a result of activities undertaken in
implementing the proposal, the proponent shall submit actions to be taken
to address the exceedence within 21 days of the determination being made
to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection
Authority; and
4. the proponent shall implement actions to address the exceedence and shall
continue until such time the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority determines that the actions may cease.

5-6

Monitoring is to continue until such time as the Chief Executive Officer of the
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority determines that monitoring
and management actions may cease.

5-7

The proponent shall submit annually the results of monitoring required by
condition 5-4 to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental
Protection Authority as part of the compliance assessment report required by
condition 4-6.

6

Residual Impacts and Risk Management Measures

6-1

In order to mitigate for residual impacts to priority ecological communities,
foreshore areas of a Ramsar listed site and specially protected or Priority
fauna species, the Proponent shall implement the Environmental Offset
Strategy Point Grey Marina (RPS, July 2011).

6-2

In implementing the Environmental Offset Strategy Point Grey Marina (RPS,
July 2011) required by condition 6-1, the proponent shall:
1. Prior to commencement of any ground disturbing activities, transfer 10.6
hectares of rural zoned remnant foreshore vegetation (as shown in Figure
4) in private ownership to the Crown for the purposes of conservation and

recreation.
2. Within three years of completion of construction, rehabilitate and
revegetate at least 4.7 hectares of Point Grey foreshore across three
sites:
• 3.5 hectares at Site 1 including 2.1 hectares of FCT 21C (as shown
in Figure 5);
• 0.2 hectares of FCT 24 at Site 2 (as shown in Figure 5); and
• one hectare of FCT 25 at Site 3 (as shown in Figure 5).
The rehabilitation methodology, monitoring and maintenance will be as
described in the Vegetation Management Plan (Tranen Revegetation
Systems, July 2011).
3. Prior to any subdivision or the commencement of ground disturbing
activities, whichever is sooner, develop and submit a land purchase offset
strategy to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental
Protection Authority for approval on adv ice from the Department of
Environment and Conservation. The strategy will comprise a land
acquisition component of not less than 22 hectares.
4. Implement the approved land purchase offset strategy referred to in
condition 6-2-3.
7

Estuarine Water and Sediment Quality (Operational Phase)
Note: Dredging and dewatering activities will be managed by the Department
of Water under the Waterways Conservation Act 1976.

7-1

The proponent shall ensure that the operation of the proposal does not cause
an unacceptable decline in estuary water and sediment quality compared to
reference sites as described in condition 7-2 and Schedule 2.

7-2

To verify that the requirements of conditions 7-1 have been met, the
proponent shall prepare a monitoring plan for estuary water and sediment
quality to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority prior to the commencement of
construction.
The monitoring plan shall include:
1. a) one water quality impact monitoring site 50 to 150 metres from the
marina entrance;
b) two sediment monitoring sites - one 150 metres from the marina
entrance in the navigation channel (this site can be the same as water
quality impact monitoring site as described in 1a) and the other
approximately halfway along the navigation channel; and
c) reference monitoring sites (one per impact monitoring site) at locations
200 to 400 metres south of the marina c hannel. T he sites should be
chosen to avoid locations where other activities may affect water and
sediment quality;
2. the methodology for monitoring water and sediment quality at the impact
and reference monitoring sites referred to in condition 7-2-1;

3. monthly monitoring of water and sediment quality;
4. a primary monitoring program and management trigger levels as described
in Table 1 Schedule 2;
5. a secondary monitoring program and investigation for water quality and/or
sediment quality, including contingency action trigger levels as described in
Table 2 Schedule 2, in the event that management trigger levels are
exceeded; and
5. contingency actions in the event that contingency action trigger levels are
exceeded.
7-3

The Proponent shall implement the Monitoring Plan required by condition 7-2
to the satisfaction of the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority.

7-4

In the event that monitoring required by condition 7-2 indicates an
exceedence of management or contingency action trigger levels:
1. the proponent shall report such findings to the Chief Executive Officer of
the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority within 7 days of the
exceedence being identified;
2. the proponent shall provide evidence which allows determination of the
cause of the exceedence;
3. if determined by the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority to be a result of activities undertaken in
implementing the proposal, the proponent shall submit actions to be taken
to address the exceedence within 21 days of the determination being made
to the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection
Authority; and
4. the proponent shall implement actions to address the exceedence and shall
continue until such time the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the
Environmental Protection Authority determines that the actions may cease.

7-5

Monitoring is to continue until such time as the Chief Executive Officer of the
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority determines that monitoring
and management actions may cease or monitoring can be r educed in
frequency.

7-6

The proponent shall submit annually the results of monitoring required by
condition 7-2, exceedance of any water and sediment quality management
trigger levels and effectiveness of the contingency management measures to
the Chief Executive Officer of the Office of the Environmental Protection
Authority as part of the compliance assessment report required by condition 46.

8

Dredge Timing

8-1

The proponent shall not undertake dredging of the navigation and entrance
channel as described in Schedule 1 of this statement between 1 N ovember
and 30 April in any year.

Schedule 1
The Proposal (Assessment No. 1751)
The proposal is for the construction of a 300 boat onshore marina (and associated
boating infrastructure e.g. boat pens, jetties, navigational aids, entrance channel,
protective groynes, public boat ramps and car parks) on the western side of the Point
Grey peninsula which is located between the Harvey Estuary and the Peel Inlet.
The proposal also includes the dredging of a 2.5 km navigation channel across the
Harvey Estuary from the marina to the Dawesville Channel, in effect linking the
marina to the Indian Ocean.
Construction of the marina will involve a two staged excavation program, with limited
dewatering. It is proposed to construct the majority of the onshore marina as a “wet”
excavation which does not require dewatering. Dewatering will be limited to the
construction of the marina wall treatments e.g. vertical block walls or to facilitate a
“dry” removal of a large limestone rock. Localised dewatering will be limited to the
months between April and October of any year.
The location of the entire development area of the proposal is shown in Figure 1.
The marina boundary is shown in more detail in Figure 2.
The key characteristics of the proposal are shown in Table 1 below.
Table 1 - Key Proposal Characteristics
Key Aspect
Onshore marina
Marina water body area
Excavation works

Description

Not more than 9.8 hectares
Approximately 660,000 cubic metres of spoil. The
maximum depth of marina will be -3 m AHD.
Internal jetties
4-6
Area of foreshore disturbance for Not more than 1.8 hectares
Marina Entrance.
Northern construction disturbance Not more than 0.2 hectares
area
Marina entrance channel
Channel dimensions
Approximately 100 m long and 120 m wide.
Excavation works
Approximately 15,000 cubic metres of spoil. The
maximum depth of the marina entrance channel will be
-3.5 m AHD.
Public Beach, Public Car
Parking and Boat Ramps
Area of foreshore disturbance
Not more than 4.3 hectares
Number of public boat ramps
4
(inside the marina)
Navigation
Channel
and
Groynes
Navigation channel dimensions
Approximately 2.5 km long (Point Grey to Dawesville

Volume of material to be dredged

Area of disturbance to Harvey
Estuary bed (including groynes)

Channel) and 50 m wide (approximately 10 m wide
sloping batters and a 30 m base).
Approximately 120,000 cubic metres of dredge spoil
will be removed (95,000 m3 removed via dredging and
25,000 cubic metres via a land based excavator). The
navigation channel will be dredged to a maximum
depth of -3.5 m AHD.
Not more than 15.8 hectares

Schedule 2
Table 1: Primary monitoring program.
Water Quality
Parameter *
Total Nitrogen
(mg/L)
Total
Phosphorous
(mg/L)
Chlorophyll ‘a’
(mg/L)
Light Attenuation
(mˉ¹)
Dissolved
Oxygen (mg/L)
pH
Sediment
Quality
Parameters

Management Trigger Level
(note: secondary monitoring program
and investigation required if any of the
triggers below are exceeded)
≥2 x value of reference site
≥2 x value of reference site
Median > 80th percentile of reference site
Median > 80th percentile of reference site
< 60% saturation
Median < 20th or > 80th percentile of
reference site.
Management Trigger Level
(note: secondary monitoring program
and investigation required if any of the
triggers below are exceeded)
≥10 x value of reference site

Phosphorous
Release
(mg m–2 d–1)
Nitrogen
≥10 x value of reference site
Release
(mg m–2 d–1)
*
Water quality monitoring to be t aken on a n outgoing tide to allow
marina water to reach impact monitoring site 150 m etres outside marina
entrance. Time to be calculated by proponent based on current speed.
Table 2: Secondary monitoring program and investigation.
Total Phosphorous
Loading
(tonnes per annum)
From marina into
estuary.
From navigation
channel into estuary.
Combined marina
and navigation
channel into estuary.

Contingency Action Trigger Level
(note: contingency action is
required if any of the triggers
below are exceeded)
≥4 tonnes per annum of phosphorous
loading.
≥4 tonnes per annum of phosphorous
loading.
≥6 tonnes per annum of phosphorous
loading.

Figure 1 – Design of Point Grey Marina Proposal (RPS)

Figure 2 – Marina impact boundary, Stage 1 dewatering (RPS)

Figure 3 – Marina impact boundary, Stage 2 dewatering (RPS)

Figure 4 – Point Grey land transferred back to State (RPS)

Figure 5 – Point Grey rehabilitation sites (RPS)

Appendix 5
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Proponent’s Response to Submissions

