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Summary and recommendation 
In January 1993 the Department of Marine and Harbours referred a proposal to construct a 
public marina and boat launching facility at the east end of the Dawesville Channel, immediately 
north of the estuary entrance (see Figure l). This facility is proposed to provide approximately 
100 serviced pens for recreational craft, a boat ramp and parking facilities for up to 240 car 
lrailer units. A.ccess to the Indian Ocean would be provided via the Dawesville Channel, 
currently under construction. 

In view of the potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of this 
proposal, the Environmental Protection Authority determined that the proposal should be 
assessed as a 'Consultative Environmental Review'. 

Following review of the CER and consideration of issues raised in public submissions received 
on the orooosed develooment. environmental issues associated with this development proposal 
were identified by the Authority as follows: ~ ~ ~ 

• traffic management; 
• water quality of adiacent estuary during construciion and within the marina water body 

followillg cOnst.ruction; and - - · 
• surface water runoff management. 

Following consideration of these issues and associated management of them , the Authority has 
determined that the proposal is environmentally acceptable. 

Recommendation 1 

The Environmental Protection Authority has concluded that the proposed 
marina and public boat launching facility is environmentally acceptable. 

In reaching this conclusion, the Environmental Protection Authority identified 
tbe main environmental issues as : 

• traffic management (vehicle access to the marina); 

= stormv,'atcr management; and 

~ water quality ¥Yithin the rnarina. 

Accordingly, the Environmental Protection Authority recommends that the 
proposal could proceed subject io ihe proponent's environmental commitments 
listed in Appendix 3. (Recommended Environmental Conditions are listed in Section 5) 

Broader issues relating to dredge spoil disposal and the extent of reclamation into the Peel Inlet I 
Harvey Estuary were considered in the Environmental Protection Authority's assessment of the 
'Extension of estuary foreshore reclamation associated with construction of the Dawesville 
Channel - change of environmental condition! in August 1992 and !Port Bouvard urban and 
canal development Stage 2, Northport and Eastport' in January 1993. Government approval for 
these proposals has subsequently been granted, and these issues are therefore not considered 
here. 
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1. Introduction 
In August 1992 the Environmental Protection Authority assessed a proposal by the Department 
of Marine and Harbours to extend an area of estuary foreshore reclamation associated with the 
construction of the Dawesville Channel by 25 hectares (Bulletin 640). This was found to be 
environmentally acceptable, subject to specific requirements including proposed long term land 
use. In Januili~·y 1993 the Authority assessed ar1 urban and canal developn1ent, referred to as 
'Eastport', by Wannunup Development Nominees Pty Ltd on land adjacent to the Dawesville 
Channel and proposed estuary reclamation (Bulletin 671). This proposal was also found to be 
environmentally acceptable. 

In January 1993 the Department of Marine and Harbours referred a proposal to construct a 
public marina and boat launching facility at the east end of the Dawesville Channel, immediately 
north of the estuary entrance, adjacent to the area of proposed foreshore reclamation (see Figure 
1). This facility is proposed to provide approximately 100 serviced pens for recreational craft, a 
boat ramp and parking facilities for up to 200 car trailer units. Access to the Indian Ocean 
would be provided via the Dawes ville Channel, currently under construction. 

In view of the potential environmental impacts associated with the implementation of this 
proposal, the Environrnental Protection Authority determined that the proposal should be 
assessed as a 'Consultative Environmental Review'. 

2. The proposal 
The proposal to construct a marina at the north eastern end of the Dawes ville Channel adjoins 
the planned Eastport canal estate, proposed to be constructed by Wannunup Development 
Nominees Pty Ltd, which has been the subject of a separate assessment by the Authority (EPA 
Bulletin 671, January 1993). The marina is proposed to be located in part on land reclaimed as 
a result of construction of the Dawesville Channel, which has already been granted 
environmental approval (EPA Bulletin 640). 
The proposed n1arina includes the followiiig: 

• harbour with approximate water area of four hectares with a 50 metre wide entrance 
channel and excavated to a depth of 3.5 metres; 

• up to 100 serviced pens for recreational and commercial boats and yachts; 

a two -lane public boat launching ramp (subsequent to the preparation of the CER docurr.i_ent 
and further negotiations between the proponent and City of lv1andurah and community 
groups~ this will he increased to a four lane public boat launching ran1p ); 

• public ablution facilities, proposed to be connected to deep sewerage; 
sewerage pump out facility, also proposed to be connected to deep sewerage; 

• parking for up to 200 cars and trailers over an area of 1.3 hectares (subsequent to the 
preparation of the CER document the proponent has advised that the car and trailer parking 
area has been increased to accommodate 240 cars and trailers); and 

• limited commercial facilities. 
The proponent also proposes to construct a public boat ramp (for dingy launching) at the 
estuary end of Estuary Place. Public parking will be provided adjacent to the proposed boat 
ramp. 
The marina is proposed to be constructed in two stages. Stage 1 is proposed to involve 
construction of the borlt launching facility and 30 ma..rina pens, public access road and car/trailer 
parking area. Stage 2 is proposed to be built at a future date according to demand, and involve 
the consrrucrion of the additionai 70 marina pens. 

The marina is proposed to be excavated by dredge. Dredge spoil is proposed to be deposited on 
adjacent areas of estuary foreshore which have already been granted approval by the Authority 
for reclamation (EPA Bulletin 640, August 1992). The marina is proposed to be vested with the 
Minister for Transport, and proponent has undertaken a commitment to operate and manage the 
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marina and associated service facilities in the short term (i.e. first five years following 
construction) and long term (i.e. post five years following construction). 

Two options for the marina layout and associated public access to the marina were considered 
in tbe Consultative Environmental Review: 

• Concept A - public access via Estuary Place, witb a western entrance; and 

~ Concept B -public access via Estuary Road, with an eastern entrance. 

These options are illustrated in Figures 2 and 3. Option B with marina access via Estuary Road 
was favoured by tbe proponent in the CER document. 

The Consultative Environmental Review document was prepared following consultation with 
officers of the Environmental Protection Authority, and was released for public comment for a 
period of four weeks. This period was extended to six weeks as a result of difficulty 
experienced by some people in obtaining a copy of the CER document, ending on 23 April 
1993. A total of 20 submissions were received by the Authority. A summary of issues raised in 
these submissions is included in Appendix 1. A copy of the proponents response to these 
issues is included in Appendix 2. A copy of the proponents commitments to minimise 
environmental impacts associated with the proposal is included in Appendix 3. 

3. Environmental impacts and their management 
Following review of the CER and consideration of issues raised in public submissions, 
environmental issues associated with this development proposal have been identified by the 
Authority as follows: 

• traffic management; 

• water quality of adjacent estuary during construction and within the marina water body 
following consu·uction; and 

~ surface water runoff managcn1cnt. 

The Antbority considers that these impacts can be adequately managed through compliance with 
commitments undertaken by the proponent. Accordingly, the Authority concludes that the 
proposal is environn1entally acceptable. 

Recommendation 1 

The Environmental Protection Authority has concluded that the proposed 
marina and public boat launching facility is environmentally acceptable. 

In reaching this conclusion, the Environmental Protection Authority identified 
the main environmental issues as : 

• traffic management (vehicle access to the marina); 

• stormwater management; and 

• water quality within the marina. 

Accordingly, the Environmental Protection Authority recommends that the 
proposal could proceed subject to the proponent's environmental commitments 
listed in Appendix 3. (Recommended Envjronmental Conditions are listed in Section 5) 

2 
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Figure 2. Marina Option A - pubiic access via Estuary Place 
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Figure 3. Marina Option B public access via Estuary Road 
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3.1 Traffic management 
Public access to the marina was the most commonly raised issue in submissions received by the 
Authority from members of the public. 

The majority of submissions expressed concern that as a result of the marina proposal there will 
be an increase in the number of people turning into and out of Estuary Road. Further, concern 
was expressed that an increase in suburban and tourist traffic may lead to the intersection of 
Estuary Road and Old Coast Road becoming dangerously busy and congested. Further details 
on issues raised in relation to this issue are detailed in Appendix 1. 

In response to these issues, the proponent sought additional advice from the Main Roads 
Department on issues associated with road safety and traffic congestion. Following receipt of 
this advice (Appendix 2), additional information has been presented in relation to the following 
issues : 
• sight distance at Estuary Road when turning into Old Coast Road; 
• the safety of cars and trailer waiting to turn into Old Coast Road from Estuary Road; 
• the acknowledgement of the need for traffic signals at the Estuary Road - Old Coast Road 

intersection at a future date, when traffic volumes are expected to significantly increase; and 
• the ability of the existing roads (including Estuary Road and Estuary Place) to 

accommodate increased traffic volumes. 
It was concluded that public access to the marina via Estuary Road as proposed in the CER 
document could safely handle the expected traffic volumes generated by the marina. 

Following consideration of the proponent's response to these concerns, the Authority considers 
that these issues have been adequately addressed. 

The Environmental Protection Authority prefers public access to marina via 
Estuary Road (Option B) as implementation of this option will mean that 
vehicle access does not impact on the reclamation area. This view is consistent 
with the Authority's stated preference that the area of foreshore reclaimed as 
part of works associated with the construction of the Dawesville Channel 
should be retained 'in public ownership for the purposes of public recreation' 
(EPA Bulletin 640 : 4). Public access to the reclaimed area will be via a dual-use path for 
pedestrian and bicycle access only. 

3.2 Water quality 

3.2.1 During construction of marina 

The CER states that excavation of material during construction of the marina will be carried out 
in accordance with the 'Spoil Disposal and Management Plan', prepared by the proponent as 
required as part of requirements of Environmental Conditions imposed on the construction of 
the Dawesville Channel, set by the Minister for the Environment in January 1988, following the 
::1ssessrnent of the 'Peel Inlet and Harvey Estuarv Mana2:ernent Strategy Enviro11111ental Review 
and Management Programme Stage 2' (EPA Bu"lletin 363, November~l988). 
This Spoil Disposal and Management Plan is being prepared in four stages. Stage 3 addresses 
the environmental impacts associated with dredging of the estuary end of the Dawesville 
Channel and reclamation of adjacent estuary foreshore, and was forwarded to the EPA for 
approval in July 1993. Commitments undertaken by the proponent to minimise adverse impacts 
on water quality within the estuary include: 

o careful operation of the suction dredge to n1inin1ise turbidity during dredging operations: 
• deposition of dredged material into two bunded areas, which would contain water to 

estuary tide level; and 
• regular monitoring of water quality within 50 metres of the estuary training walls during 

dredging, in consultation with the Peel Inlet Management Authority. 
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Dredging proposed to be undertaken as part of work associated with construction of the 
Dawesville Channel is expected to be undertaken over a period of six months. Excavation of the 
marina basin is planned to be completed as part of these works. 

3.2.2 Following construction of the marina 

The proponent has undertaken a commitment to maintain water quality within the marina 
foiiowing construction so as to satisfy Beneficial Use No. 1 Direct Contact Recreation (DCE 
Bulletin 103). V/atcr is proposed to be inspected on a frequent basis by officers of the 
Department of Marine and Harbours, and routine maintenance is proposed to include removal 
of all accumulated rubbish and debris. The proponent has also undertaken a commitment to 
implement a water quality monitoring and management programme following construction of 
the marina, in consultation with the Peel Inlet Management Authority and the EPA (CER 
Section 7 .2, Commitment X). Results of this programme are proposed to be forwarded on a 
regular basis to the EPA and Peel Inlet Management Authority for the first five years following 
construction. 

3.3 Stormwater management 
The Consultative Environmental Review states that surface water runoff fro1n roads and verges 
will be collected and screened for pollutants before release into the Dawesville Channel for all 
flows up to the one-in-one year flood event (CER Section 4.9). 

The Environmental Protection Authority considers that stormwater should be 
disposed of in a manner consistent with the principies set down in the 
'Statement of Planning Policy No 2' - Peel Harvey Coastal Plain Catchment 
(Department of Planning and Urban Development). 

4. Conclusion 
The Environmental Protection Authority concludes that the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable provided the proponent's commitments and the recommendation of this report are 
implemented. The Authority has established an implementation and auditing system which 
requires the proponent to advise the Authority on how it \vould meet the requirements of the 
environmental conditions and commitments of the project. The proponent would be required to 
develop a Progress and Compliance report for this proJect as a section of the recommended 
audit programmes. 

The Authority's experience is that it is common for details of the proposal to alter through the 
detailed design and construction phase" ln many cases alterations are not environmentally 
significant or have positive effects on the environmental performance of the project. The 
Authority believes that such non-substantial changes, and especially those which improve the 
environmental pe1fom1ance and protection, should be provided for. 

The Authority believes that any approval for the proposal based on this assessment should be 
limited to five years. Accordingly, if the proposal has not been substantially commenced within 
five years of the date of this report, then such approval should lapse. After that time, further 
consideration of the proposal should occur only following a new referral to the Authority. 

5. Recommended environmental conditions 
Based on its assessment of this proposal and recommendations in this report, the 
Environmental Protection Authority considers that the following Recommended Environmental 
Conditions are appropriate. 
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1 Proponent Commitments 
The proponent has made a number of environmental management commitments in order 
to protect the environment. 

1-1 In implementing the proposal, the proponent shall fulfil the commitments (which are not 
inconsistent with the conditions or procedures contained in this statement) made in the 
Consultative Environmental Review and in response to issues raised following public 
submissions. These commitments are consolidated in Environmental Protection Authority 
Bulletin 698 as Appendix 3. (A copy of the commitments is attached.) 

2 Implementation 
Changes to the proposal which are not substantial may be carried out with the approval of 
the Minister for the Environment. 

2-1 Subject to these conditions, the manner of detailed implementation of the proposal shall 
conform in substance with that set out in any designs, specifications, plans or other 
technical material submitted by the proponent to the Environmental Protection Authority 
with the proposal. Where, in the course of that detailed implementation, the proponent 
seeks to change those designs, specifications, plans or other technical mate-rial in any way 
that the Minister for the Environn1ent detern1ines on the advice of the Environrnental 
Protection Authority, is not substantial, those changes may be effected. 

3 Proponent 
These conditions legally apply to the nominated proponent. 

3-1 No transfer of ownership, control or management of the project which would give rise to 
a need for the replacement of the proponent shall take place until the Minister for the 
Environment has advised the proponent that approval has been given for the nomination 
of a replacement proponent. Any request for the exercise of that power of the Minister 
shall be accompanied by a copy of this statement endorsed with an undertaking by the 
proposed replacement proponent to carry out the project in accordance with the conditions 
and procedures set out in the statement. 

4 Time Limit on Approval 
The environmental approval for the proposal is limited. 

4-1 If the proponent has not substantially commenced the project within five years of the date 
of this statement, then the approval to implement the proposal as granted in this statement 
shall lapse and be void. The Minister for the Environment shall determine any question as 
to whether the project has been substantially commenced. Any application to extend the 
period of five years referred to in Lt,.is condition shall be made before the expiration of that 
period, to the Minister for the Environment by way of a request for a change in the 
condition under Section 46 of the Environmental Protection Acr. (On expiration of the 
five year period, further consideration of the proposal can only occur following a new 
referral to the Rnvironn1ental Protection /',uthority.) 

5 Compliance Auditing 
In order to ensure that environmental conditions and commitments are met, an audit 
system is required. 

'i-1 The proponent shall prepare periodic "Progress and Compliance Reports", to help verify 
the environmental performance of this project, in consultation with the Environmental 
Protection Authority. 
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Procedure 

The Environmental Protection Authority is responsible for verifying compliance with the 
conditions contained in this statement, with the exception of conditions stating that the 
proponent shall meet the requirements of either the Minister for the Environment or any 
other government agency. 

If the Environmental Protection Authority, other government agency or proponent is in 
dispute concerning compliance with the conditions contained in this statement, that 
dispute will be determined by the Minister for the Environment. 

6. References 
Department of Conservation and Environment (April 1981) Water Quality Criteria for Marine 

and Estuarine Waters of Western Australia ((Bulletin 103) 
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associated with construction of the Dawesville Channel - change of environmental 
condition (Bulletin 640) 

Environmental Protection Authority (January 1993) Port Bouvard urban and canal development 
Stage 2- Northport and Eastport (Bulletin 671) 

Department of Planning and Urban Development 'The Peel - Harvev Coastal Plain Catchment. 
· Statement of Planning Policy No.2'. Section 5 AA Town Planning and Development Act 
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Appendix 1 

Issues raised in public submissions 



DA WESVILLE CHANNEL PUBLIC MARINA PROPOSAL 
ISSUES RAISED IN PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS 

The public submission period for the CER commenced on 12 March 1993 and was extended to 
23 April 1993 in view of the difficulty experienced by some people in obtaining a copy of the 
CER document. 

20 submissions were received by the Authority. These included submissions hom the City of 
Mandurah, Department of Land Administration, the Waterways Commission, and 17 from 
interested members of the public. 

Most submissions expressed support for a facility of this kind at the proposed location, which 
is expected to provide safe access for boats to and from the Ocean south of Mandurah. The 
opinion was expressed that it is considered to be a good idea to have services such as water, 
po\ver and telecom available, and is likely to service a wide cross section of the community, 
and will be of benefit to the tourist industry, local recreational and professional water 
enthusiasts and fishermen. 

The follo\ving issues v.rere raised : 

• need for a Marina 
• road safety issues 
~ traffic congestion; 
= dredging of the !v'Iarina entrance chmmel; 
;; water quality within the lvfarina; 
• parking and boat launching ramps; 
• public access to the Estuary foreshore reserve; and 
• dust control (during marina construction). 

Need for a Marina 

One submission claimed that there was no clear case presented in the CER for the need for a 
marina of this size to be located at the proposed site, if it is just to accommodate 100 pens to 
house yachts and power boats in excess of the 10 metre limit, as stipulated by the proposed 
canal estates. Such large boats are clearly not suited for use in the predon1inant1y shallow 
estuarv. It was also claimed in one of the submissions that facilities provided in this marina will 
duplicate those facilities already available as part of the Mandurah Ocear1 Marina. 

Road safety 

The majority of submissions expressed concern that as a result of the Marina proposal (and 
Eastport canal estate) there will be an increase in number of people turning into and out of 
Estuary Road. Concern was expressed that this increase in suburban and tourist traffic may lead 
to the intersection of Old Coast Road and Estuary Road becoming dangerously busy and 
congested. It was clain1ed that at the existing intersection, there is only lirnited sight distance, as 
Estuary Road joins Old Coast Road at the foot of a steep incline, with traffic from Estuary Road 
having little time to view fast flowing traffic approaching from the south, including heavy 
transport vehicles and buses travelling from the south west. Traffic flowing north along Old 
Coast Road is likely to experience a similar problem anticipating vehicles turning out from 
Estuary Road. The intersection would always be expected to be busy, but at peak holiday 
season, the situation would become chaotic. The problem would be exacerbated by the fact that 
many vehicles turning out from Estuary Road would have a trailer, slowing down the vehicles 
and possibly overhanging the turning and deceleration lanes too close to the bridge. In 
summary, this intersection is considered dangerous, and increased use may to lead to accidents 
occurring, creating a 'blacks pot', which is inconsistent with the Federal Government's 'Road 
Safety -Black Spot Programme'. 



One submission claims that the Department of Marine and Harbours did not adequately consult 
with the Main Roads Department during the preparation of the CER document. Whichever 
option occurs, it was claimed that some modification of Old Coast Road appears to be 
inevitable. 

One submission suggested that additional funds should be spent now to rectify this potential 
problem, rather than waiting until after they occur before trying to fix them. 

Two submissions claimed that Option B has only been adopted due to the fact that it is a 
cheaper option, and the fact that it creates a busy intersection with poor visability is 
unacceptable. The cost factor should not take precedence over safety issues. 

Five submissions suggested that perhaps a 'slip road' could be incorporated into the design of 
the traffic bridge currently under construction across the Channel similar to those utilised a part 
of the Narrows Bridge interchange in Perth, which could accommodate traffic travelling to and 
from Estuary Road onto Old Coast Road. Several submissions expressed the view that Marina 
Option B, with slip roads on and off the bridge and traveiiing the short distance alongside the 
Channel to the proposed car park would provide safer access to and from Old Coast Road, and 
service the whole area. 

Another submission made the suggestion that an exit point from the marina should be 
considered further north of the nrooosed exit at Estuary Road, which would allow greater 
visibility and so reduce danger t~ tr;ffic. This could be achieved by establishing an eiltrance 
road to the Marina via Estuary Road (and make that road 'one way' between Old Coast Road 
and Queen Parade), and an exit road via Estuary Place, or further north, where there is 
improved visibility as Old Coast Road follows a straighter, more level alignment. 

Several submissions expressed strong opposition to Option B in view of the potential traffic 
danger. Six subrnissions expressed support for Option A, as it would not encourage traffic 
along Estuary Road. Estuary Place is considered to be a safer route for traffic generated by the 
Marina and as indicated above, Old Coast Road is level and straight near Estuary Place, and is a 
reasonable distance from the bridge. 
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indicated above, if these are not able to be resolved, it may be better not to pursue the marina 
option at all. 

Traffic congestion 

The potential for increased traffic congestion near the intersection of Estuary Road and Old 
Coast Road was raised in several submissions in varying degrees of detail. 

Several submissions quoted the number of traffic movements included within the CER for 
anticipated trailer movement, i.e. 

facility to cater for 600 trailered boats= 1200 movements (entry and exit) 
spread evenly over a 12 hour period= 100 movements per hour (1 per minute) 

Tt was claimed that these figures do not take into account local traffic, which is likely to at least 
double due to planned extra housing lots, canal estates, vehicle access to the Channel, and 
access to proposed picnic facilities along the Estuary foreshore. The combination of car and 
trailer movements is likely to lead to a build up of traffic in the vicinity of the intersection of 
Estuary Road and Old Coast Road, as it is considered that the traffic movements would not be 
spread evenly over several hours, but build up at peak periods. This is significant, especially 
when most vehicles would be expected to be towing trailers. 



It is claimed that this increase in traffic flows past existing and proposed houses along Estuary 
Road as a result of the marina construction is unacceptable. Concern was expressed that Marina 
Option A was not favoured in the CER due to the potential side effects of increased traffic !1ow 
on residents living in the vicinity of Estuary Place. It is claimed that the effects of increased 
traffic flows on residents living in the vicinity of Estuary Road as a result of the favoured 
Marina Option B has not been adequately considered. 

Another submission suggested that a new road be constructed to service the Marina, thereby 
avoiding using either Estuary Road or Estuary Place. This option would avoid upsetting 
existing residents along either road, and anyone buying adjacent to the new road would know 
what to expect in terms of traffic flows, and blocks could be valued accordingly. 

Another submission stated the view that no matter where the traffic is channelled, it will detract 
from the existing land values adjacent to the road, including Queen Parade. This may lead to 
land owners claiming compensation for lost land values. It was suggested that this factor 
should be taken into account when costing alternative traffic routes. 

Only one submission expressed strong support for using Estuary Road (Option B), as _it would 
inconvenience less residents in the Wannunup area, be the shortest and most direct route 
between the Marina and Old Coast Road and therefore be less costly. 

Dredging of entrance channel 

One submission claims that it is inappropriate for the Department of Marine and Harbours to 
undertake responsibility for the maintenance dredging of the marina entrance channel. This 
would effectively mean that funding for the maintenance of the entrance channel to the proposed 
Eastport canal estate would come from the 'public purse', which is considered inappropriate. It 
was claimed that this dredging should be the responsibility of Wannunup Development, as 
proponent of Eastport. 

Water Quality 

One submission claimed that due to the proximity of the proposed marina to the estuary, there is 
a risk for any pollution originating from the marina (or adjoining Eastport canals) and may lead 
to pollution of the estuary. 

Another submission suggests that from a water quality point of view, it is logical to have the 
opening to the Marina on the western side (i.e. Option A), as the marina and adjacent canals 
would be more effectively flushed via tidal exchange. The CER does not include enough detail 
as to how this t1ushing issue has been considered, particularly as Option B is the preferred 
DMH option. 

Parking and boat launching ramps 

One submission expressed the view that Marina Option A is more acceptable because parking 
facilities would be larger, and would effectively accommodate increased vehicle numbers. 
Option B does not allow for potential expansion of the carpark. 

Another submission stated that there are insufficient parking areas and boat launching ramps 
nronosed in the CER as nart of the marina develooment. in view of the anticioated oonularitv of 
ilie~c facilities and the likely number of people living in the vicinity once the PropoSed._ canal"'and 
housing estates are completed. 



One submission makes reference to the statement within the CER that 'it is not feasible to 
construct an Estuary boat ramp'. Option B does not indicate an Estuary boat ramp. however 
Option A does. In view of this difference, Option A was supported, to allow people to launch 
boats into the Estuary outside the Marina. 

Public access to foreshore reserve 

Two submissions claimed that Marina Option A , which proposes a car park to service the main 
Marina as well as providing access to the recreation activities afforded by the estuary foreshore 
for the non -boating public, is more favourable than Option B. Option B provides inadequate 
parking facilities, and people wanting to use the area may create their own access, resulting in 
encroachment of vehicles onto the foreshore and possible degradation of the area. It was argued 
that short term cost savings through the adoption of Option B should not compromise the 
conservation value of the foreshore. 

Dust control (during construction) 

One subn1lssion received fro1n a resident of Estuary Road expressed concern regarding dusr 
control measures proposed to be used during the construction of the J'vfarina. During 
construction of the Dawesville Channel, dust control became a problem at the residence and 
watering techniques employed as part of Channel works were not considered to have been 
etfective. Therefore commitments contained within the CER that 'appropriate dust suppression 
techniques will be employed' are not considered to be adequate. The submission includes the 
suggestion that the contract earth mover be required to spay all open areas with appropriate 
material to suppress dust, and that sprinklers be installed on site in open areas. 



Appendix 2 
Proponent's response to issues raised in public submissions 
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ATTENTION: Mr RAD Sippe /File No 
L 

Director Evaluation Division 

DA WESVILLE CHANNEL 
PUBLIC:VI~\RINA AND BOAT LAUNCHii'IG FACILITY 
CONSlJLTATrvE' ENVIRONMENTAL-REviEw---~----

Thank you for your letter of 11 May 1993. 

Environmental Review. 

Need for a Marina 

The need for rhe marina was established in the analysis of the demand for boating facilities 
included in Appendix A of the CER. It is envisaged that most of the boats using the 
marina will be ocean bound, not estuary bound. Existing estuary shore facilities already 
cater for small craft and the Department plans to include a dinghy launching ramp at the 
end of Estuary Place. It is notable however that there is no ycm- round ocean access 
facility in Mandurah. 

The Mandurah Ocean Marina will have similar faciiities but access to and from the ocean 
is subject to clearance through the natural ocean entrance. Dredging is required every yem­
and is subject to government funding being available. At the present level of funding the 
entrance is safely traversable on average only nine months of the year. At times it 
develops conditions that are dangerous for mariners, especial! y in small recreational 
vessels. 

From the proposea uawesvilie Ntanna to the ocean there wili be a minimum of 3.75 
metres water depth and a vertical clearance under the bridge of 19 metres. The channel 
entrance will be maintained at depth by use of a sand bypassing system. This will prevent 
shoaling similar to that which occurs at the natural entrance. 
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Road Safety 

Advice was sought from the Main Roads with respect to the safety of the intersections 
with Old Coast Road. These were the main points: 

* 

* 

* 

* 

the sight distance at the Estuary Road (now Rees Road) intersection is adequate at 
present for the zoned speed on Old Coast Road. When construction of the new 
connection to the channel bridge is completed the sight distance at the intersection 
will be significantly increased; 

at Estuary Road the median is approximately 10. 7m from kerb to kerb and the 
kerbs are set back 0.5m from the edges of the through la.'1e. Ailowing for the skew 
when waiting in the median vehicles up to a total length of about 14.0m could 
make the entering right tum in a two stage process by sheltering safely in the 
median; 

if the Estuary Place intersection is developed, as is proposed, then the median 
would be approximately 5.5m between kerbs which again would be offset O.Sm 
from the through lanes. This would result in vehicles up to a length of about 6.5m 
being ab1e to shelter safely in the rnedian when making the entering right tum; 

the sight distance at the Estuary Place intersection would be greater than at the 
present Estuary Road intersection. 

The conclusions drawn by the Main Roads were: 

* 

* 

* 

a greater number of vehicles towing boats could shelter safely in the median at 
Estuary Road than at the proposed intersection at Estuary Place. When comparing 
the two locations, Estuat·-y Road is the best to serve the proposed m&~na in the 
short to medium time frame: 

the sight distance at both intersections significantly exceeds or will exceed 
m_inimum standards. 

Eventually with considerable traffic growth, insufficient gaps in the traffic will be 
available to enable traffic to access the Old Coast Road from the adjoining 
developments. When this occurs a need to signalise a number of intersections will 
become evident. It is difficult to predict at present which ones will be best suited 
to signalisation. It is therefore important to retain links within the developments 
to enable traffic to access the intersections that will be signalised. In this instance 
it is important that access within the development be available to enable travel 
between Estuary Road and Estuary Place. Drivers of vehicles towing boats would 
obviously favour the use of the intersection with signals to access Old Coast Road. 

Traffic Congestion 

The point is well made that traffic figures included in the CER do not allow for the 
proposed adjoining developments. The figures apply to the Marina only. 
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The Department has had a traffic study done which includes the marina and the proposed 
Eastport development. The diagrams in Appendix A show theoretical traffic volumes for 
marina Concepts A and B. The traffic volumes that emerged from the modelling can be 
summarised as follows: 

jl 

Vehicles per day (weekend) II 
Old Coast Road junctions 

Concept Estuary Road Estuary Place 

i A 330 3500 
B 840 3400 il 

The following comments were made by Main Roads on traffic volumes: 

* Old Coast Road 

* 

* 

On Old Coast Road in this vicinity average annual daily traffic counts of about 
4500 vehicle per day have been recorded for the last few years. This can be 
expected to L"'lcrease slightly as a result of development associated wit.l-:i the chan.nel 
and also a slow increase resulting from general development in the corridor. 

Estuary Road 

The marina development and other development associated with the channel will 
cause an increase in traffic at this intersection. The increase would be greater 
under Concept B. 

It should he noted that until recently Est11ary road was the _northeu.t access to the 
estuary scenic drive and n significant drop in traffic at this interscctJnn has res1.11ted 
from the closure at the chw"'lnel construction. 

Estuary Place 

Under both options an increase in traffic can be expected in Estuary Place as 
development takes place and it is made a better connection to Old Coast Road. 
The increase would be greater under Concept A. 

* General 

(c31erw I .st)cs 

Growth has taken place at similar intersections along Old Coast Road as areas 
alongside have been developed. The only significant difference here is that under 
Concept A Estuary Place will carry a higher proportion of boat-towing traffic. 
Under Concept B Estuary Road will carry this higher proponion of boat rowing 
traffic. 

When assessed under the Austroads Guide to Traffic Engineering Practice, the 
traffic volumes predicted at both of the intersections concerned can be 
accommodated without significant delays. Enough gaps are predicted in the 
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highway flow to enable safe entry of vehicles from the side road. This has been 
based on entry in a one stage process (ie with no wait in the median area). 

A comparison has been made with similar intersections and again no problems can 
be foreseen in the short term. 

From the point of capacity and safe operation it is probably best that the traffic be 
shared evenly between the two intersections. 

It is evident from this advice that Estuary Road as it is presently configured could safely 
handle the expected traffic volumes generated by the marina. 

Dredging of Marina Entrance Channel 

As proponent for the marina project the Department was obliged to guarantee navigability 
into the marina basin. How this guarantee is facilitated will be a matter for negotiation 
between the Department and Wannunup Development Nominees, (WDN). There will be 
some form of cost sharing. 

Water Quality 

Water quality will be maintained at the standard of the source water by various pollution 
control measures described in the CER. The source water will be a mixture of marine and 
in lesser proportion estuarine water. 

With respect to positioning of the marina entrance there is very little difference in water 

tide. It is also noteworthy that the Channel was designed to maintain a constant velocity 
with respect to position along it (although not with respect to time obviously). This means 
that theoretically at a..n.y given time the flow velocity jn the bell mouth should be the same 
as the flow veiocity in the Channel proper. Flow passed either entrance should have the 
sa..rne velocity. 

Parking and Boat Launching Ramps 

In the CER Concept A does have a greater car and trailer parking capacity than concept B. 
This is now not the case. Tire Department has purchased land from WDN to increase the 
Concept B area to cater for 240 car/trailer bays. 

The point is well made that there is not room for further expansion of the Concept B area 
and this will limit the capacity and development of this concept, as stated in the CER. 

With respect to an estuary boat ramp the Department will construct one at the end of 
Estuary Place regardiess of which concept goes ahead. This will rake some pressure off 
the marina facilities. 

Public Access to Foreshore Reserve 

As described, the Concept B car parbng area has been increased. 
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It is considered that access to the foreshore can be adequately restricted to pedestrians and 
bicycles and the like by provision of a dual use path only. This is the intention for 
Concept B. In the case of Concept A larger vehicles would have full road access along 
the foreshore right to the channel. This would have a more intrusive effect and greater 
possibility of damage than a dual use path. 

Dust Control (During Construction) 

It is highly likely that the marina earthworks will be undertaken by dredge. The material 
will be saturated during handling and placement and therefore dust generation will be 
minimal. Other site works such as filling and preparation at the car parking areas will be 
relatively short in duration and over a small area. The car park will be sealed and verges 
and drainage basins will be grassed a11d vegetated as winter rains allow. 

Overall, dust nuisance due to marina construction activities will be minimal. 

Points Raised by the City of Mandurah 

Several points relate to ongoing management. The Department will provide:-

* 

* 
* 
* 
* 
* 

an emergency strategy for large oil and petrol spillso Fire fighting facilities will be 
a requirement of any refuelling installation; 
a maintenance program for cleaning of the marina as required; 
a maintenance program for grassed and planted areas; 
security for pens; 
drainage for a 1 in 10 year rainfall event; and 
deterence of the use of certain anti-fouli11g paints by exclusion from th.c ~v1a.t-ina. 

After consultation with the community and the City of Mandurah the Department has 
decided to increase the size of the boat ramp from two to four la.rJ.es. 

Advice from Main Roads incH cates that the existing Estuary Road junction will be adequate 
for up to 1000 vpd along Estuary Road even allowing for growth in traffic along Old 

- - - . - -
Coast Road. 

Maintenance on boats in the Marina will be restricted to minor repairs. 

Public consultation has been undertaken by the Department both through the CER process 
and in the form of door k_nocking of neaiby residents. 

Public parking and a dinghy launching ramp will be provided at the end of Estuary Place. 

Road upgradings associated with the Old Coast Road intersections will be undertaken as 
required by the Main Roads of Western Australia. It is not envisaged that iocai road 
works will be required other than minor treatments such as s1gnmg and a tie-in at the 
actual marina entrance. 

The foreshore created by the reclamation process will be landscaped as per drawings 
prepared by consultants for D!vlli, copies of which have been given to the City of 
Mandurah and the Shire of Murray. Management of the foreshore is dependent on an 
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"owner" being identified. This will be possible once the issue of the local authority 
boundary relocation is resolved. DMH has initiated this process. 

Points raised by the Peel Inlet Management Authority 

PIMA's request that compensating basins be installed to collect the run off from naved 
~ ~ ...... ~ 

areas is well made. The capacity suggested, being retention of water from the 1 in 10 year 
storm for a period of 5 days, is very stringent however. The Department is designing the 
car park as a large basin with ail unlined sump in its centre to collect run off. The 
retention period will depend on the permeability of the underlying soil. The basin 
geometry is such that it will hold a 1 in 10 year event, although this will reduce the 
amenity of the car park until the water level recedes. This is considered to be a cost 
effective and appropriate measure for complying with the Authority's drainage 
requirement. Responsibility for the compensating basin as described will rest with the 
manager of the facility. 

It should be noted that design and construction of the canals is not part of this marina 
proposal. 

Dewatering into the estuary has been the subject of PIMA and DMH correspondence and 
was resolved at the PIMA meeting of 28 May 1993. The Authority approved a dewatering 
operation provided certain water quality levels were met. 

As stated in the CER the water quality monitoring program will be designed m 
consultation with PIMA and the EPA. 

information or clarification of this response. 

Yours faithfully 

/;:;,~ 
JillCK~ 

!/ ~XECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
DEPARTMENT OF l\1ARil'rE Ai';'D HARBOURS 

29 June 1993 
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APPENDIX A 

TRAFFIC MODELS FOR MARINA CONCEPTS A AND B 
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Appendix 3 
Proponent's list of commitments 



20-AUG-93 FR! 19:11 D. M. H. TECHNICAL SERVICE FAX NO. 61 9 3350869 P. 02 

DAWESVILLE CHANNEL 

PUBLIC MARINA AND BOAT LAUNCHING FACILITY 

COMMITMENTS MADE BY THE PROPONENT 

The following commitments are divided into pre-construction, construction 
and post construction tasks, as appropriate. 

Pre-construction 

1 Estuary Reclamation 

A portion of the marina site will be formE>d by reclaiming some of the 
Harvey Estuary. The site wlll be contained within the area approved 
for reclamation by the Minister for Environment. 

2 Licences 

A dredging licence will be sought from the Peel Inlet Management 
Authority. 

J Water Quality Management Plan 

The proponent will prepare a water quality monitodng programme to 
the satisf&ction of the EPA prior to completion of the marina. The 
Management Plan will outline strategies necessary to maintain water to 
a standard compatible with the following range of beneficial uses:-

.occasional human immersion; 

.boating; 

.adjacent residential development; and 

.passive recreation. 

Parnmete:rs to be :monitored are as follows: 

.suspended solids 

.chemieal constituents 

.pH 

.dissolved oxygen 

.nutrients 

During Con:;truction 

4 Dust and Noise 

Activities on site necessary for construction wlll be managed so as to 
minimise nuisance arising from dust and noise. Finished earthworks 
within the Marina precinct will be stabilised to the satisfaction of the 
Environmental Protection Authority with a biodegrttdable emulsion o~ 
vegetation cover. 
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5 Dredge Spoil Management 

Excavation Will be carried out in accordance with the Spoll Disposal 
and Land Management Plan prepared In compliance \o1ith 
Recommendation 7 of EPA Bulletin No. 363 (1988). 

The marina basin will be excavated by dredge. The excavated 
material will be depositied on the surrounding land and reclaimed 
estuary to a height suitable for landscaping. It will be contained 
within bunds. This wlll aid settlement and compaction and facilitate 
control of run-off water quality to a standard acceptable to EPA and 
the Peel Inlet ManagementAuthorlty. 

Post Construction 

6 Water Quality Management 

The Proponent will monitor the water quality within the marina and 
entrance channel. The results will be forwarded to the EPA as soon 
as possible after testing. In the event that water quality is found to 
be inadequate the Proponent will undertake whatever steps necessary 
to achieve the .eequired standard~ 

Results of monitoring of the adjoining canals, carried out by others, 
will be included in any analysis of problems with the water quality. 

The Proponent will deter the use of TBT anti-fouling paints on 
vessels within the Marina. 

7 Revetment Walls, Pens, Walkways and Other Marine Structures. 

The condition of the marina revetment walls, pens, walkways and 
other marine structures will be maintained by the proponent, 
Inspections wi11 be carried_ out on at .least an annual basis. 

The proponent wlll provide a dinghy launching ramp at the end of 
Estuary Place. 

8 Maintenance Dredging 

Although it is anticipated that maintenance d:eedging requirements wBl 
be minimal, maintenance dredging will be carried out if necessary. 

Maintenance of the depths of the marina basin wlll be undertaken by 
the Proponent. Any plans for dredging and disposal of dredged 
material will be referred to the EPA prior to implementation. Water 
depths will be monitored by the Proponent staff on a regular basis. 

Maintenance dredging of the Entrance Chf-'!nn.e! l•!ill be undertaken in 
consultation with the t..Jat~rway Manager for the proposed Eastport 
Canal development. 
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9 Drainage 

All stormwater will be disposed of in a manner consistent with the 
principles set down in the "Statement of Planning Policy No. 2 for the 
Peei Harvey coastal plain Catchment" (DPtrD 5AA Polley), 

10 Rubbish Collection, Effluent Disposal 

Rubbish collection will be undertaken on a regular basis under 
contract with the City of Mandurah. 

Effluent from the sewerage pump out facility will be removed as use 
dictates and disposed of in accordance with common practice of the 
City of Mandurah or as required by the Health Department of Western 
Australia and the Water Authority of Western Australia. 

11 Cil Splll Contingency 

The Department of Marine and Harbours (DMH) is the premier oil spill 
management authority in the State. DMH will maintain ready access to 
equipment suitable for minimising the effects of an oil spill in the 
marina. An action plan will be prepared prior to the marina becoming 
operational. 

12 Fuel Facilities 

If fuel facilities are provided then they will be situated on a land 
backed berth within the marina. Fire fighting equipment w!IJ be 
installed. Drainage will be provided to catch any spillage on the 
deck areas. Spillage over the water in the act of filling vessel tanks 
will be minimised by allowing only trained operators to carry out the 
refueling activity. 

A fuel spill contingency plan will be prepared to the satisfaction of 
the Enviro:nrnental Protection Authority prior to the construction of 
q.ny fuelling facility. 

13 Implementation of the Water Quality Management Plan and Shore 
F acilitles Management. 

The water quality management plan and shore facilities management 
wlll be implemented by the proponent at the conclusion of the 
construction phase. 

14 Long Term Management 

The Marina wlll be vested with the Minister for Transport. DMH will 
be solely responsible for the marina in the short term, say during 
the first five years. In the longer term it is possible that St!C.h 
responsibility will be passed on to another authority. It would be a 
conditi.on of any such transfer that all existing commitments were 
undertaken by the new owner. 


