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MANGLES BAY MARINA DEVELOPMENT 
Motion 

HON LYNN MacLAREN (South Metropolitan) [3.37 pm]: Thank you Mr Deputy President 
(Hon Stephen Dawson). This is the first time I have seen you in the role and I congratulate you on your 
ascension. I move — 

That the Council —  

(1) notes the mass opposition to the proposed Mangles Bay marina tourism precinct development 
as evidenced by the petition bearing more than 8 000 signatures; and  

(2) calls on the Barnett government to honour the original 1964 agreement under which the land at 
Point Peron, including the site of the proposed development, was transferred by the 
commonwealth to the state subject to the condition that its future use would be restricted to a 
reserve for recreation and/or park lands.  

I hope that today a few members will take the opportunity to contribute to the up to four hours of debate that is 
allowed. It is an opportunity to reflect on the history of an evolving city, the purpose of our city and how we are 
steering into the future. In the public gallery today we have representatives from the two sides of this debate; the 
people working to protect Point Peron and the developers from Cedar Woods. I thank the developers from Cedar 
Woods for providing me with a couple of briefings over the past few days and filling in some of the gaps I had in 
my knowledge of the proposal. However, today is really about the people. It is about the community that has 
fought for decades to keep this land in public hands. This is about the people of the Rockingham region, the 
people of the South Metropolitan Region and the people of Perth in general. In fact, I would say that there is 
quite a bit of attachment to this particular place throughout Australia, and amongst tourists who have visited the 
area from across the globe. 

For me, the issue of looking closely at the proposal is a study under the category of “opportunities forgone”, 
because this is going to be an extreme reconstruction of this peninsula, and it is going to be a major change in 
land use. That is why it is appropriate to debate this motion. This is not the end of the debate, because the 
proposal has only reached the environmental assessment stage. The public environmental review has been 
completed and right now the Environmental Protection Authority has given its conditional approval; I am one of 
the 20 or so people or groups who have appealed the EPA’s decision. Once the appeals process is complete, the 
minister will then make a decision on whether this will proceed to the planning stage. 

Over the four-plus years I have sat as a member of the Legislative Council and a representative for the South 
Metropolitan Region, I have asked dozens of questions about this proposal. It raises concerns for many people, 
and the opportunity we have today is to look at that opposition. Opposition to the proposal is not weakening; it is 
actually growing. A petition was tabled in this place in 2002, but the relevant petitions report did not come to 
this house until 2006. That report was a comprehensive report by the then Standing Committee on Environment 
and Public Affairs, and it carefully looked at a lot of the issues that I will canvass today, but I refer members to 
the good work of that committee at that time. Hon Louise Pratt, I believe, tabled that report on behalf of that 
committee as Chair of the committee. There were about 2 100 signatures on the petition to which I referred of 
people who wanted to save Point Peron at that time. When the current composition of members in the upper 
house began on 22 May, more than 8 000 petitioners were calling for the same thing. That is an indication that 
opposition is growing, but that is not the only indication. In fact, if members read the local papers in that 
region—I know Hon Simon O’Brien, Hon Kate Doust and Hon Sue Ellery do, as representatives of that region—
they would be aware that the Rockingham papers are full of letters on this matter, issue after issue. In fact, a look 
at media outside the region shows that there are also letters about this in the Post newspapers and in The West 
Australian. This is not a small, isolated development project; this is something that has touched the hearts of 
many people throughout Perth, and with good reason. Point Peron has, for generations, been a place where 
people have gone as children to recreate at school camps; it has an attachment for many retirees who may have 
spent time in one of the shacks that many different community groups have owned over the years. This is a place 
that has been of tremendous benefit to the people of Western Australia, whether they are schoolchildren, people 
working for the Department of Education or members of the RSL. Many community groups have made really 
good use of this public land. 

Hon Phil Edman: That shouldn’t change, either. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Indeed, it should not. 

I want to think back about how Perth has evolved over the years. When I arrived in Perth, the Mitchell Freeway 
ended at Odin Road, which was where the market gardens started. The northern beaches, for example, were 
bushland on one side and there were sandy tracks to get to the beaches. I recall scrambling around in what was 
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then quite a remote area and is now Burns Beach. We are talking about tremendous change that has occurred 
within the time I have been here, over the last 20 to 25 years.  

The urban footprint has changed dramatically over the last 100 years of our settlement. I was privileged to attend 
a seminar at the University of Western Australia on urban transformations, which looked at urban history and 
how the footprint of Perth has changed. At that conference we were treated to some archival footage from the 
State Records Office—promotional films for migrants from England. The films showed the bushland down at 
Rockingham—which at that time was absolutely thick with balga; it was an amazingly biodiverse area—being 
completely destroyed by graders. This was a then new construction technique in which everything was cleared; 
we heard the narrator talking, in 1950s jargon, about how wonderful it was that they could just wipe out entire 
areas of bush to plonk these three-by-one houses into these tiny rows, with the post box out the front and a 
cement walkway, basically to create for these new migrants what must have been tremendously improved 
conditions for them, but at what looks like, for us today, a tremendous cost to the environment. This was 
promoted as good news for people. 

As we can see, when looking back in time, one uses the wisdom gained from living in different communities and 
in different environments. Now, for example, housing is surrounded by shade trees and people might have bush 
or even a little lake to enjoy near their house. We have actually embraced the environment much more and we 
have brought it into our cities to make them much more liveable and much more places of wellbeing and peace, 
whereas at that time it was all about controlling the environment. 

Looking back and reflecting on how this particular area of Rockingham has changed, it is easy to see that we 
have a long way to go. Rockingham is one of the fastest growing regions, as South Metropolitan members will 
well know. We have had a huge increase in population, and that increase brings with it a spreading out of the 
urban footprint; housing developments are spreading across the Rockingham region, and pressures on the 
environment are growing also, which is why people from that region have spoken up with these petitions. 

I want to bring the attention of members to the terms of a petition that more than 8 000 people have signed. It 
outlines the concerns that they have with the development. 

Hon Phil Edman interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I am sorry, I cannot hear Hon Phil Edman. If he would like to make his interjection a 
little louder, I will respond. The petition reads, in part — 

We, the undersigned residents of Western Australia, are opposed to the Mangles Bay Marina Based 
Tourist Precinct proposal at Point Peron (‘the Proposal’) to take 77 hectares of public land in the 
Rockingham Lakes Regional Park (“the Land”) and use it for private canal housing, marina and 
commercial development. 

The reasons they give include the terms of the agreement under which the land was transferred from the 
commonwealth to the state, and I want to go into detail on that matter a bit later in my speech. 
The second point in the petition reads — 

The Land includes 38 hectares of ‘Bush Forever’ which would be destroyed, thus causing loss of 
important habitat, restrictions on public access and permanently damaging valuable cultural and natural 
heritage elements of Point Peron. 

The petitioners also make the point that canal developments of this type have actually been ruled out in other 
states. Victoria, for example, has very strict laws; one cannot build canal estates there. Tasmania has a ban on 
canals and New South Wales has restrictions, yet here we are, looking at building a new one. A marina site has 
already been proposed for Rockingham. I have looked at the need for boating facilities. I encouraged 
Hon Rick Mazza to look at the issue the other day when he asked me about this proposal. The former 
Department for Planning and Infrastructure put out a recreational boating study that identifies recreational 
boating needs. I draw the attention of members to the report. If they would like to look it up, it is technical report 
444 from February 2009. One of the recommendations in the report is that it be updated and reviewed, but it has 
not been updated and reviewed. So we do not know what the current needs are. At the time of this report, the 
projection was that there would be 55 956 boats in Perth in 2012. I would like to know whether that is the current 
number of boats in WA. Are we on target to meet the projection in this report, which goes to 2025, of 84 857 
boats? I would like to know the updated needs analysis. Do we really need this marina? The report states that we 
will have to develop a marina in Mangles Bay, develop a public boat-launching facility in Fremantle, develop a 
new public harbour near Alkimos, expand the boat pens in Two Rocks, reorganise the pen capacity of yacht 
clubs, expand another section at Port Coogee, and expand the Fremantle Sailing Club. Quite a lot of things have 
to happen to continue to meet the growing needs of boaters. 
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This report does not refer to the Wanliss Street jetty or port Rockingham as meeting any of those needs; it 
acknowledges that there is a proposal for 500 pens at Wanliss Street, Rockingham, but it weighs down on the 
side of the Mangles Bay marina. It states that the Mangles Bay marina will need to be expanded. It also states 
that the long-term initiatives to 2025 include expanding the number of ramps within the Point Peron boat-
launching harbour. That is why I said at the beginning of my comments that it is an opportunity forgone. If we 
go down this road and build the Mangles Bay marina, will we miss that opportunity to save this land for parkland 
for the growing population and perhaps forgo an opportunity to build a jetty at Wanliss Street that could deliver 
500 pens, or will we have both? Will we have 500 pens at Wanliss Street and 500 pens at Mangles Bay? I do not 
think it is fair for the public of Western Australia to make a decision about letting go of our precious land at 
Point Peron if this is just the thin end of the wedge and it will not solve the recreational boating needs anyway. 

What I found really fascinating about the report of the Department for Planning and Infrastructure, which had a 
unit to deal with coastal boating facilities, is that it does not include Mandurah. We know that Mandurah has a 
massive marina. Is it full? What is the vacancy rate at Mandurah? The train line goes to Mandurah, and the city 
is spreading north and south. We very much think of Mandurah as a place to go for the afternoon. It is not an 
isolated country town; it is part of the Perth southern metropolitan area. So why are the boating and marina 
facilities at Mandurah not included in Perth’s boating needs? Why is the line drawn at Rockingham? A bit more 
of a comprehensive approach to planning our city would not go astray; I think the Greens have said that several 
times. 

The petitioners go on to state that the proposal also threatens the ecological stability of nearby Lake Richmond 
and puts the groundwater, seagrass meadows, marine water quality and precious thrombolites at risk. The final 
two points state that constructing an artificial inland canal system would require ongoing maintenance at high 
cost to taxpayers and that the proposal would deprive Western Australians of the opportunity to develop a world-
class coastal conservation and recreation park. 

As I have indicated, this issue is bigger than Ben-Hur. It takes several files in my office to keep up with all the 
reports on this proposal that have been done over the years. I know that this will not be the last time that the 
Legislative Council debates the merits of the proposal, so I want to focus on the opposition of the community 
and also the 1964 agreement made by the government. 

As I have said, the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs looked into this issue and reported in 
2006. Among its recommendations, it recommended that the government clarify by way of relevant 
documentation whether or not the commonwealth released the state from its obligations that the future use of the 
transferred Point Peron land be restricted to a reserve for recreation and/or park lands under the 1964 agreement. 
The petitioners requested that studies of the impact on the natural environment and any developments be 
assessed as part of the metropolitan region scheme, which, as I have said, will be the next stage of the proposal. 
The petitioners pointed out that the land that is currently zoned parks and recreation and port installations does 
not become privately owned or leased for commercial development for 99 years and that access remains for the 
public for the purpose of recreation and holiday accommodation. I concur with the petitioners’ request. 

The report tabled in this house contains a copy of the committee meeting notes between the commonwealth and 
the state to determine whether the commonwealth could have an interest in the land and whether it could say that 
it needed to be preserved for parks and recreation. The minutes from that committee meeting are included in an 
appendix to the report. The minutes state —  

Negotiations have been completed between the Commonwealth and State Governments to transfer 
approximately 443½ acres, at Point Peron, to the State. 

The minutes are dated 25 June 1964 at 2.30 pm, to be precise. They continue — 

The transfer of the property was on condition that existing leases be protected and also the area was 
restricted to “a reserve for recreation and/or park lands”. 

I had an opportunity to look at the commonwealth electronic archives. If members are interested in history, it is 
fascinating to look at who was who in the zoo and what they said about this particular piece of land. I do not 
have time to go too far into the history, but it is probably something that I can write about later. The minutes 
continue —  

It was evident that the Point Peron area benefited a lot of people through the various organisations 
established there since 1958. 

In order to preserve the conditions under which the State acquired the land from the Commonwealth … 
“subject to existing leases and future use of the area being restricted to a reserve for Recreation and/or 
Park Lands”, it was considered that the following conclusions would satisfy both Commonwealth and 
State requirements …  
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One of those conclusions was that it was most important to guarantee access to the area by the public to preserve 
that public access. The history of protecting the public interest in this peninsula is long. When I have asked in 
this chamber repeatedly for details about whether the state is bound by those requirements, I have had less than 
forthright answers. The last time, the Attorney General replied that it was with the State Solicitor’s Office, which 
was looking into it. Then it went into this big dark hole and did not come out until the public environmental 
review was released. We had a protest outside Cedar Woods Properties Ltd. There were 65 people representing 
five of the community groups that are opposed to this proposal at the protest outside Cedar Woods in the middle 
of a working day. Because of that protest, I received a letter from Cedar Woods to tell me that the issue of the 
commonwealth interests in the state land had been resolved and it was all hunky-dory. That was the first time 
that I had that information even though I am a member of Parliament in this state who has been asking those 
questions. One of my frustrations and the frustrations of the community is that this seems to be something that 
has been signed behind closed doors. People have decided that we will do this regardless of what the community 
says. We will push on with this development in spite of its environmental constraints, the community’s 
attachment to this place, and the community’s will and express desire to keep this land as a public conservation 
park. As members can hear in my voice, I find that incredibly frustrating. I find that to be abhorrent to the 
democracy created here in Western Australia. As I have said, we have a right to public land, as recreational 
boaters have a right to their boating facilities. All we are saying is, “Not here.” In fact, the commonwealth said in 
1964 that this would not be sold to private developers. If this was a public marina or a jetty sticking out into 
Mangles Bay that created better beach access and better boat facilities, members would hear a lot less from me 
on this. However, presumably, it is a LandCorp co-development with the private developer Cedar Woods to 
develop 500 boating pens, an unknown number of luxury houses and an undefined amount of community 
infrastructure and commercial development. We do not know what they are selling our public land to do. We do 
not know what will be developed there. It will not be until we see the structured plan that we will find out the 
details and whether it will have a pub or a casino. We have no idea what the intention is. This is something in 
which the public has a deep interest. As long-term landowners, they have standing in knowing exactly what the 
purpose of this land will be. That is why it has created unprecedented community opposition in Rockingham.  

Hon Phil Edman: Which community groups oppose it?  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: The community groups that oppose it include: Preserve Point Peron for the People 
Group, Friends of Point Peron, Hands Off Point Peron group, the Conservation Council of Western Australia and 
the Urban Bushland Council of Western Australia. As Hon Phil Edman would have seen from the submissions to 
the public environmental review, community groups that have long had an interest in this area are also deeply 
concerned and distressed by this proposal. I personally had conversations with Aboriginal community members 
who feel as though they have been cut out of the loop and not acknowledged for the values in that area. I have 
received correspondence from the Rockingham District Historical Society Inc that says, “Hey, we’re left out; and 
what about the important historical values in this area?” I know it is widespread because of the tremendous use 
that the community makes of this area.  

I have good news because hundreds of people in the community have worked together to develop the “Cape 
Peron Coastal Park”. This is the community’s vision. As a result of a consultation strategy and many public 
meetings—I was fortunate enough to go to one—this document lays out the community’s vision and what its 
wants at that park, including honouring the social and heritage values. It includes — 

• IMPROVE ACCESS FOR PEOPLE OF ALL AGES 

• BUILD INTEGRATED WALKING TRACKS AND CYCLE PATHS TO SHOALWATER 
BAY AND ROCKINGHAM BEACH 

• … FOUNTAINS, REST AREAS AND ABLUTIONS 

It also includes — 

ENHANCE THE LAND FOR: 

• NATURE AND WILDLIFE 

I learned yesterday that over 5000 seedlings have been have been planted in this area by a small number of 
volunteers from the local Landcare group, which has worked for years to try to revegetate this area — 

SEASIDE ACTIVITIES 
… 

• DEVELOP USER FRIENDLY FACILITIES FOR DAY VISITORS 
Anyone who has been down there—Hon Rick Mazza was down there recently—knows that there is a need for 
increased facilities for day visitors and increased use of the marine environment. The community wants to — 
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• IMPROVE PUBLIC ACCESS TO AND ALONG THE FORESHORE 
The community wants — 

… BARBECUES AND PICNIC AREAS AT SUITABLE LOCATIONS … 
• DEVELOP FACILITIES SUCH AS PLAYGROUNDS, CAFÉ … ABLUTIONS etc. 

It does not want to carve into the peninsula to do this or dredge out the seagrass to do this. It does not want to 
carve up our precious Point Peron to do this. It wants to do this in the existing public space. It wants to — 

• IMPLEMENT THE DEC MANAGEMENT PLAN TO ENSURE ONGOING PROTECTION 
OF FAUNA, FLORA AND HABITAT 

• INCREASE PUBLIC AWARENESS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL VALUES … 
… 
AFFORDABLE HOLIDAY FACILITIES 

It wants to retain access to the holiday areas that people have known for generations. Most of all it wants the 
future management of this to be — 

… BY DEC, WITH ONGOING COMMUNITY INPUT 

• ANY LEASES / LICENCES TO COMPLY WITH OVERALL VISION AND 
MANAGEMENT STANDARDS 

Preserve Point Peron Inc and Hands Off Point Peron have spent hundreds of hours in developing this with 
community support. This should be the vision for that area. The seventh report of the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs indicates that in 1968 the state government made an undertaking to have such a 
community consultation whereby the whole community became involved in how it wanted to use that region. 
The community does not want LandCorp to sit around a board table with some creative developers at Cedar 
Woods to work out exactly how it can push through its vision for the area.  

I want to cover what is so precious about Point Peron; how the process failed the community; and whether the 
1964 transfer of land agreement still holds. Perhaps I have weaved in some of those messages up to this point. I 
want to make sure that I do not miss out on talking about the graceful sun moth.  

Hon Phil Edman: Is it still on the endangered list?  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I think it is a threatened species. The graceful sun moth is a rare moth.  

Hon Phil Edman: Has it been taken off the endangered list?  

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: I believe it is on the threatened list, Hon Phil Edman. I can look that up for the 
honourable member. I know the “Cape Peron Graceful Sun Moth Survey” has been done for many years. It is 
interesting to note that the graceful sun moth was located in that area and there was vegetation in the area to 
support it until the most recent survey. The most recent survey did not contain the graceful sun moth, Hon Phil 
Edman. In fact, they could not locate it. The conclusion was not that it no longer exists there. I will read from the 
“Cape Peron 2011: Graceful Sun Moth Survey” — 

During the 2010 GSM survey Lomandra maritima was recorded in a number of parcels of vegetation 
and three GSM were recorded in the project area … These areas were the focus of the current survey in 
an effort to provide additional information on GSM distribution and abundance within the project area.  

The existing tracks within the project area were the focus … 

As it was more likely that they were located there — 

The current survey did not contain any Lomandra density surveys as this information has been obtained 
during previous surveys …  

They were found very consistently across the project area. The survey concluded — 

No Graceful Sun Moths were observed or caught during the current survey. The lack of records during 
the current survey has not allowed the species distribution and abundance to be further delineated from 
that of the 2010 GSM survey. Based on current knowledge of the species no conclusion can be drawn 
regarding the continued existence (or otherwise) or viability of a population at any particular site. The 
site will still be considered to constitute habitat for the Graceful Sun Moth. 

The answer to the last question I asked the minister about the graceful sun moth was that it does not exist in the 
area anymore. This report says that the survey was inconclusive about whether the sun moth exists there, but the 
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first time I brought up this matter, they found it there. A member made a disparaging comment about the 
graceful sun moth and said that the best place for a graceful sun moth was in the grill of a certain member’s car. 

Hon Phil Edman: You are twisting that. That is not what I said at all. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: That does make one wonder whether that member spent time at Point Peron with his 
headlights on trying to capture the sneaky creature! 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT (Hon Stephen Dawson): Order! I am listening to Hon Lynn MacLaren, who has 
the call and has seven minutes left. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Thank you, Mr Deputy President. I believe that is enough said about the graceful sun 
moth. It remains to be seen whether or not we can find it again and whether it is appropriate to look for it in the 
Point Peron reserve; it might be somewhere else. 

Other major issues are associated with the Point Peron proposal. There is the loss of public access to Mangles 
Bay Beach and the Bush Forever site. The developers are trying to establish a way to allow public access in that 
area but, as I said, the structure plan is yet to be seen so we do not know whether that will eventuate. We hope 
that putting the light of public pressure on this development will go some way towards the developer providing 
public access. There is opposition to the privatisation of the cape and the risk to the thrombolites in Lake 
Richmond is a 30-minute speech in itself. I will not go into detail about the risk to the thrombolites, but there is a 
risk and I hope that other members can focus on it. 

My submission to the Environmental Protection Authority—as I said, the Appeals Convenor is looking into this 
project—was concerned with several issues of the conditional approval. One of them was the planting of 
seagrass. This has been an issue in Western Australia and the Western Australian Parliament for years. Will 
seagrass viably regrow after an area has been dredged? That is the million-dollar question. Cedar Woods is 
saying that it will try to regrow it and that it will, in fact, increase the seagrass patch! It also says that if it cannot 
do it in the first 10 years, it would like more time to do it until it can. That shows a tremendous commitment. 
However, there is nothing that requires that to occur. There is no mechanism to enforce the environmental 
conditions, as Hon Adele Farina is acknowledging from her long experience in this place. We can only hope that 
Cedar Woods will do that. There have been no scientifically proven transplantations of seagrass, and scientists 
have been doing trials for a long time. If Cedar Woods can do it, I will be very happy. Most Western Australians 
will love that, especially people who dive and fish, because seagrass is a great place for breeding for our 
fisheries. Seagrass is a fish nursery. If Cedar Woods can successfully achieve the transplantation of seagrass, 
which scientists have not been able to achieve over decades, we will be forever grateful. This remains a problem 
that has not been resolved. Cedar Woods has merely given a good-faith promise that it will do the best it can to 
replace the seagrass that it will completely destroy. 

There is also the issue of ongoing costs for dredging, cleaning the polluted water, storm damage and insurance. 
Over many years, I have contacted the City of Rockingham for information about who will bear this cost. The 
latest story, for members who do not follow this as closely as me, is that the rates that the people who will live in 
the development will pay will be quarantined for the maintenance of that development. 

Hon Adele Farina interjected. 

Hon LYNN MacLAREN: Yes, Port Geographe. I hope that someone focuses on Port Geographe in their 
contribution because $28.5 million was handed out in a pre-election promise to solve the problems that were 
created by the development at Port Geographe. This is a different coastal area. Point Peron is a low-energy area 
and is not similar to Point Geographe in that way. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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