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Hearing commenced at 10.35 am 
 
 
GOODALE, MR ROBERT  
Convener/Chairman, Preserve Point Peron, examined:  
 
TALLENTIRE, MR CHRIS  
Director, Conservation Council of WA, examined:  
 
 
The CHAIRMAN:  I welcome you to the meeting.  You will have signed a document entitled 
“Information For Witnesses”.  Have you read and understood that document?   
The Witnesses:  Yes.   
The CHAIRMAN:  These proceedings are being reported by Hansard.  A transcript of your 
evidence will be provided to you.  To assist the committee and Hansard, please quote the full title of 
any document to which you refer during the course of this hearing for the record.  Please also be 
aware of the microphones and try to talk into them.  Please ensure that you do not cover them with 
papers or make noises near them, and please also try to speak in turn.  I suppose that also applies to 
committee members.  I remind you that your transcript will be a matter for the public record.  If for 
some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during today’s proceedings, you should 
request that the evidence be taken in closed session.  If the committee grants your request, any 
media and public in attendance will be excluded from the hearing.  Please note that until such time 
as the transcript of your public evidence is finalised, it should not be made public.  I advise you that 
premature publication or disclosure of public evidence may constitute a contempt of Parliament and 
may mean that the material published or disclosed is not subject to parliamentary privilege.   
I invite you both to make an opening statement to the committee.   
Mr Tallentire:  From our point of view, this proposal raises some very serious concerns about the 
size of the construction that would be required, the potential for impacts on Lake Richmond and the 
problems that would occur with such a huge marina, but one that is not immediately accessible to 
ocean waters for flushing - this could result in serious problems with eutrophication - and that this 
proposal is planned to go over a Bush Forever site.  We have had a lot of debate and consideration 
about where Bush Forever sites should be located, yet it seems that it is perhaps being seen as a soft 
target, something that can be easily accessible to people with development projects.  With those key 
points in mind, the Conservation Council is very concerned about the head of steam that has built 
up behind this project so far, and that there be satisfactory consideration of alternatives.  We 
acknowledge that there may be need for better boating facilities in this area, which is undergoing a 
great deal of development.  However, it seems that the proponents behind this particular project 
have not wanted to consider other options.  An absolute priority for the Conservation Council is to 
ensure that the other options are properly considered.   
Mr Goodale:  I have a package here I put together.  All my background information is in it.  There 
is a copy for everybody and probably a spare copy or two.  I represent the Preserve Point Peron 
group.  I have written a few notes to talk to.  The information I have brought with me is in that little 
package I have given the committee.  I will hold up a couple of laminated photographs we put 
together.  This is the symbol for Preserve Point Peron, which represents the indigenous heritage of 
the area with the yellowfin whiting, the Aboriginal name for Point Peron, and the common Bobtail 
goanna, which is a very common animal in the area.  From day one, our community group said that 
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a marina in the right place, not at Point Peron, would be good for Rockingham.  Preserve Point 
Peron for the people.  From day one, our group took a vote; we raised our hands and unanimously 
decided that we were not opposed to a marina, so that is not what this group was formed for.  It was 
formed to create public awareness that this project is planned for the wrong place.  I am here 
representing that group.  The results of the petition the committee received is the reason for this 
hearing today, I believe.  Some of my background will explain why I am talking about Preserve 
Point Peron for the people.  I have co-researched, written and helped to publish a book on Point 
Peron titled “A Flora and Fauna guide to the Rockingham Offshore Islands and Point Peron”.  With 
my wife, I have filmed and produced a popular tourist video on the area and we have sold many 
thousands of copies of it.  I was awarded the Centenary Medal for my work on the environment, and 
in 2005 I was awarded the Department of Environment individual Environmentalist of the Year for 
WA.  I am on the board of the Cockburn Sound Management Committee; hence my interest in the 
Mangles Bay area in particular.  I am a community representative on the Garden Island Navy 
Environmental Advisory Committee, so I also have very close association with the causeway and 
the environmental impacts of the Navy’s presence on Garden Island.  I am a community 
representative on the Rockingham Lakes Regional Park Management Plan Committee; that is, an 
environment minister representative on that committee.  I am also on the City of Rockingham’s 
Environmental Advisory Committee.  I have managed Lake Richmond, the nearby conservation 
reserve, for more than 15 years, and I am a committee member of the Thrombolite recovery team, 
which is the CALM-managed federal recovery team that manages the critically endangered 
ecological community of thrombolites in Lake Richmond.  I am convenor of Naragebup, an 
educational and sustainability centre on Point Peron, which the standing committee visited, I think, 
last month.  By public demand, I was asked to be chairman of the group Preserve Point Peron Inc 
because of my background and involvement in the area.  The group comprises a huge cross-section 
of metropolitan and community members, including professors, business proprietors, doctors, 
professional fishermen, geologists, hydrologists, ecologists, members of the RSL and other 
community leaseholders of Point Peron, yacht club members, and, interestingly, authors, mums and 
dads, a freeman of the City of Rockingham and many other dedicated and wonderful community 
members.  At the first meeting, it was unanimously voted that no-one was opposed to a marina in 
the right place, but all were opposed to a marina and canal development at Point Peron.  The 
group’s preference is Wanliss Street, where a lease over the seabed has been issued to a proponent 
to build a Hillarys-style jetty in front of Rockingham into Cockburn Sound with restaurants, cafes 
and stuff.  It is in very deep water and will have absolutely no seagrass impacts.  We are suggesting 
a marina à la Hillarys on the side of that jetty would be ideal for a future marina in Rockingham.  In 
the deep waters of Cockburn Sound where there would be no impact on seagrasses, it would allow 
for easy access to existing infrastructure.  Point Peron, a globally significant geological site, is not 
like the Coogee marina development, which I am sure you are aware of.  Point Peron is already a 
regional park, and in the package I provided the committee is the front cover of the Rockingham 
Lakes Regional Park Draft Management Plan 2003 to 2013, which is an official government 
document.  We would be incredibly concerned if a precedent were set by a development occurring 
in what is already designated a regional park.  It begs the questions: would a jet ski area be 
acceptable at Herdsman Lake, and would peat mining be allowed at Beeliar Park so that we could 
be water-wise in our gardens, and would a high-wire gondola be acceptable in the Darling Ranges 
in which there are wonderful regional parks?  We are rather concerned that a regional park could be 
violated in this way to enable a development to be suddenly built on it.   
Point Peron is a regional park under draft management park by CALM.  It is also Bush Forever site 
355, which was previously known as the Perth Bush Plan.  A big percentage of the tourist complex 
attached to a marina would take over that Bush Forever site.  The major environmental impacts 
would be on the seagrass, particular in Mangles Bay.  The bay is already very stressed through 
eutrophication as a result of nutrients leaching into that area and because of past mismanagement of 
the Cockburn Sound seas.  At the southern end of Cockburn Sound there are important hatchery 
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sites for the whiting fish and blue manna crabs.  It is an incredibly important area for both 
recreational and food-type fish.  By the way, Point Peron is a Nyoongar site of significance as it is 
the home of the yellowfin whiting.   
With regard to dredged canals for the marina entrance - I believe you received the proponents’ plans 
of the marina site - you will notice a little trick that proponents of these sorts of developments sites 
play.  They include bright colours where there are positives, and where there are negatives they 
draw a very long dotted line into Cockburn Sound, which an old guy like me with very bad reading 
glasses can hardly see.  Those minute dotted lines shown in two places going into Cockburn Sound 
will leave great scars from digging out the seagrass where canals will be dug out to allow boats to 
go in.  The package contains a copy of these two coloured pictures that show that at low tide people 
can walk out up to sea up to their ankles for a long way into Cockburn Sound, and that is exactly 
where one of the marina entrances will be.  It is incredibly shadowy, dense seagrass.  That is what 
the proponents claim will have no impact on the marine environment.   
I refer now to the critically endangered ecological community of thrombolites.  I have a specimen 
here.  Thrombolites are extraordinary things.  I am sure most of you will be aware of the 
stromatolites from Shark Bay, the oldest life form on earth for which there are fossil records.  This 
is a thrombolite, which is found only in a few fresh or slightly saline lakes in Western Australia.  
One was found in Canada and one recently discovered in the past six to nine months in Mexico 
where these organisms live.  This sample I have shows a living rock; it does not get up and dance, 
and it is not soft and cuddly.  It is very heavy.  If I dropped it on my toe, it would break my toe.  For 
all intents and purposes, it is a rock - nonetheless, it is alive; it breathes and it grows.  From my 
fingertip at the bottom to the top there is about 1 200 to 1 400 years of growth.  It is made up by 
bacteria that precipitates calcium carbonate out of the water.  It is virtually living on its dead 
ancestors, and that is a slice of one of the thrombolites on Lake Richmond.  
[10.50 am ] 
As part of the recovery team management, we have to do that to prove they are alive.  I physically 
pulled out this one and had it cut with a diamond saw and set in perspex.  You can have a look at 
that afterwards or hand it around.  It is a fascinating organism.  This is only a kindergarten kid 
compared to stromatolites.  Thrombolites have been on earth for only 600 million years.  The 
individuals living on Lake Richmond are roughly 1 200, 1 500 or may be up to 2 000 years old.  
They are quite fascinating.  I have given the committee a pamphlet on both the critically endangered 
ecological community of thrombolites in Lake Richmond and the threatened sedges.  They are both 
officially listed as endangered and critically endangered communities. 
The sedgelands of Lake Richmond would be impacted by the dewatering during canal construction 
and salt water intrusion as seen in the Mandurah canal development.  The package I have provided 
contains a couple of photographs, unfortunately only black and white copies, which they very 
clearly show the impacts of the canal developments in Mandurah on nearby houses.  The second-
last sheet is double sided and contains a little mud map.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Can you go a bit slower.  It is good information and we have time.  
Let me find the paper.   
Mr Goodale:  Yes.  That sheet with the three photographs of the dead trees on the back and the 
mud map on the front was done for me by a Mr Vic Beacham from Mandurah.  I included it 
because it very clearly shows a region of 750 metres that is being heavily impacted on by the 
dewatering of a canal construction in Mandurah.  These mature trees that all 750 metres on past the 
canal development have all died through that dewatering process and the salt intrusion that followed 
in.  The critically endangered thrombolites and the threatened sedgelands would be heavily 
impacted on by the dewatering because one of the plans allows for it to occur 250 metres and 
another one allows for 350 metres from Lake Richmond.  That dewatering process and the 
subsequent salt intrusion could have enormous consequences to those two endangered communities.  
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I am very concerned about that situation.  That is why I put that crude little mud map I was given 
from Mandurah with the black and white photographs.  I hope that helps the committee understand 
our concerns about the dewatering and the salt coming in later to that area.   
Acid sulfate soils are known to be in the area and the EPA recently put out a hot spot map of acid 
sulfate soils in Western Australia.  Lake Richmond and Point Peron are one of those areas.  If you 
are not aware of acid sulfate soils, they are caused usually through some vegetation being trapped in 
the soil.  Peat-type materials or seaweeds commonly cause it.  Over thousands of years, they are 
covered by a layer of soil.  They are fine underneath but if they are lifted up and exposed to oxygen, 
they oxidise and that results in pure acid sulfates leaching into the surrounding countryside and 
poisoning the whole area.  That very possibly could happen and create similar and dangerous 
consequences for the two critically endangered communities.   
The fourth issue in the package entitled “Major Environmental Impacts” is that the Bush Forever 
site and its plant community would suffer again from that dewatering process.  They will be even 
closer.  The really extraordinary aspect on Point Peron is that you may have seen what looked like 
fairly degraded plant life out there, but it is bouncing back brilliantly since CALM has managed it 
as a regional park.  Keeping cars and fires out and cleaning up litter and those sorts of things has 
transformed the vegetation in that area.  It was already classed by Bush Forever as a significant site 
in the metropolitan area.  Interestingly, for some unknown reason, the Rottnest Island pine on Point 
Peron is regrowing on a regular basis, whereas on Rottnest and Garden Island and Woodman Point, 
the only other strongholds for it, it has not regenerated for a very long time, other than by man-
made plantings of seedlings.  It is growing itself quite happily on Point Peron.  My group has done 
plant surveys of the area.  We have a herbarium of the plants, and we are keeping regular lists of 
birds that are found in the area.  It is also worth noting - I have put this in the package - the 
commonwealth sold Point Peron to the state government for a fraction of its value in 1963.  A copy 
of a DOLA document is in the package and shows the price of, I think, about £60 000,with a written 
agreement that the area would remain a park and recreational area with no development.  We 
assume that meant forever and that when it became a regional park, that tied it up as a regional park.  
When the Bush Forever site was recommended and accepted by the government, we presumed also 
that that meant it was protected.  Despite all these interesting government documents saying that it 
is protected, it is vulnerable to being violated by this proponents’ proposal, which, by the way, is 
another government agency given it is LandCorp and the Rockingham development office, 
established by the state government.  Thousands of Western Australians - possibly some of whom 
are on the committee - had their first taste of nature by attending school camps and holiday camps 
on Point Peron.  Two thousand of those people signed the petition that instigated our meeting this 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs.   Preserve Point Peron’s submission to the 
EPA has much more detail than I can give you here, but I am happy to answer any questions.  That 
is roughly what I have to give you.  I hope it is clear.  I am happy to clarify any of the papers in 
front of you.  Chris Tallentire is reasonably knowledgeable on the subject as well.   
The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you for your extensive local knowledge that you have shared with us 
today.  Chris, you said that the Bush Forever area appears to make it a soft target.  
[10.59 am] 
In a sense the structure of the proposal neatly fits into the Bush Forever site.  At face value the 
shape of the map indicates that Bush Forever site has been hived off as a soft target.  Clearly, for 
example, it is not a residential area that is being resumed in which to create a marina.  In that sense 
it appears to be the case.  Do you have any knowledge of any proposed offsets or any other 
commentary on how Bush Forever sites are managed?  What are your concerns about them being 
targeted in this way? 
Mr Tallentire:  We are extremely concerned about the Bush Forever site being targeted in that 
way.  As far as offsets go, it is very hard to recreate an ecological system.  The only options 
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available to proponents are things such as buying land that might be privately owned elsewhere that 
happens to be of the same ecological type as this one.  One would think that that would be a very 
expensive option.  If there happens to be another bit of coastal land with these same qualities and 
values, there is no doubt it would attract a very high price tag.  The potential for an offset here 
seems unlikely.  Even if there were some buying of privately-owned land, that would not 
necessarily lead to an overall increase in the amount of the particular vegetation type in question.  
Offsets in this case do seem extremely problematic.  I refer the committee to the Environmental 
Protection Authority’s position statement No 9 on offsets, which specifically states that proponents 
must first look to “avoid” - avoidance is the first thing.  When proponents are contemplating an 
offset, they must seek to avoid the environmental asset they are contemplating destroying.  If that 
does not work and there is absolutely no way they can avoid the environmental asset, there is a 
procedure through which to determine the best environmental offset.  The next stage would be to 
look for other sites that could be secured.  As I said, those could be very costly options.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The proponents argue that the bushland is deteriorating because it is not well 
managed at the moment and there are no boardwalks.  Although the proposal will affect a 
substantial portion of the bushland, it will set aside areas and allow them to be better managed 
through greater protection in the future.  You on the other hand have highlighted that the area is 
improving now that a better management regime is in place to protect it.  Clearly they are not 
mutually exclusive in that sense.  Do you have further comment on that? 
Mr Goodale:  I have worked on the Point Peron site now for 10 years and I have lived in the area 
for 35 years.  The past 10 years has seen dramatic regrowth and upgrading of the vegetation in that 
area.  CALM has done an enormous amount of preparation even though it is under draft 
management plan through which it does not have a lot of funds.  As soon as it become as regional 
park, more funds are provided.  For instance, with the help of the City of Rockingham, CALM has 
tightened up car parking, closed down access for motorbikes and four-wheel-drives to avoid the 
bush area being trashed.  That made a dramatic impact on the area.  I have been involved in public 
meetings held by the proponents to make sure they were honest and reported correctly what was 
going on.  I noted in one instance its mitigation was to wave its hand and say all that green grass on 
the other side would be revegetated.  I know that it cannot be revegetated because it is an easement 
for the largest sewerage pipe in Western Australia owned by the Water Corporation, and it is about 
to put a second sewerage pipe in.  Of course, sewerage pipes and trees do not go together, so the 
Water Corporation has not allowed me to plant anything on it for the past 15 years.  No doubt the 
Water Corporation will not allow the proponents to wave their arm and say they will mitigate and 
plant all that horrible green grass into bush.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The proponents argue that, from a recreational point of view, the area has 
disintegrated and this proposal creates a renewed opportunity for public access and the like and to 
enhance public use of the area.  Should such a large proposal not proceed, would there be some 
other limited opportunity for rearranging the area in a way that you could get some public return to 
reinvest money into the area to tidy it up, so to speak?   
Mr Goodale:  This regional park draft management plan already contains what will go into that 
regional park zone. It has maps, diagrams, pathways, car parks and lookouts. CALM has already 
built a cliff lookout.  It is a magnificent new venue that has opened in the past few weeks.  CALM 
has also organised a snorkel trail, which has been opened in the past few weeks.  That sort of 
community usage will be available.  I am on that advisory committee, and we have talked about the 
possibility of facilities other than just the environment being available to the community.  The 
subtitle to regional parks is “parks for the people”.  CALM is certainly not closing it off to the 
public; it is opening it up to the public and making more and more facilities available.  There is a 
great opportunity in an area like that with its classic views and wonderful limestone outcrops to 
have a small cafe-restaurant-toilet block to facilitate further community use of that area; whereas 
the other parts of the Rockingham Lakes Regional Park, Cooloongup, Walyunga Regional Park and 
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Port Kennedy scientific parks may not lend themselves to that because their value is more in just 
conservation.  Point Peron has had human impact, so one of these facilities would be ideal.  Many 
members of the community do not realise that it is already under a draft management plan that has 
been the subject of public comment, and a community advisory committee has been established that 
the City of Rockingham has backed.  There has been a huge impact on the Peninsula already as part 
of the regional park in its future planning.   
The CHAIRMAN:  You argued in relation to seagrass and there would be substantial seagrass 
impacts.  The proponents have informally told us that, in their view, this marina proposal would 
have less seagrass impacts.  I think that is because, largely, it will be inbuilt into the land form as 
opposed to out to the ocean bed.  What is your opinion?   
Mr Goodale:  What is less impact?  If a marina is built over the ocean in Wanliss Street, there 
would be no impact on the seagrass whatsoever.  It would mean there was deep water and quick 
access to both land and sea-based facilities.  If it is built in Mangles Bay, it would totally destroy 
the seagrass.  The inland version has merit because it will have less impact on the seagrass in that 
location.  As I said, my frail older eyes find it very difficult to see the proponents’ very clever 
manipulation of drawing very faint dotted lines on the map in an enormously long line through the 
seagrass.  That will constantly need to be dredged and will get wider and wider and the silt from out 
of the area shown by the dotted line will have an impact on the surrounding seagrass and the silt 
will drift out over it. These photographs show how very shallow the area is and how people can 
walk out for hundreds of metres without getting their knees wet.  An enormous channel will have to 
be dug to get through that seagrass. 
[11.10 am] 
Then the proponents’ wonderful statement of mitigation and the very bright yellow section in the 
plan showing where they will grow seagrass is unproved as a viable alternative.  A couple of 
doctors in the local universities will very happily take their million dollars and plant seagrass, but 
will it be viable, will it survive, will it reproduce?  They are all ifs.  The proponents have not proved 
to us that that will be the case, but they have put the big bright, yellow blob in its plan as opposed to 
the very fine dotted line showing where they will take out the seagrass and destroy it.  Currently 
seagrass costs $22 000 a square foot to transplant.  The professor who is the specialist seagrass 
planter has designed and invented weird and wonderful underwater tractors on which three or four 
divers sit and transplant seagrass, but they also must destroy it to transplant it in another area.  That 
is the sort of system they would use.  As I say it is an unproved project that will not necessarily 
work and will take many years to prove to the conservation community that that transplanting is 
successful.  It will take at least five to 10 years to be established and reseeded and then to  see 
whether it can grow.   
The CHAIRMAN:  The proponents also said that no adverse impact on Lake Richmond is 
considered acceptable. How much faith and confidence do you place in that statement?  Do you 
argue very strongly about the potential of dewatering etc to affect Lake Richmond?   
Mr Goodale:  The project is fatally flawed because of that one subject alone.  It will impact on 
Lake Richmond. Another interesting side issue is a dotted line on another map that the proponents 
are not showing to anyone.  On a government map, there was a proposal in the 1950s and 1960s to 
build a Fremantle Rous Head in Mangles Bay, and that was knocked back in the 1970s.  A railway 
line was to run down one side of Lake Richmond and a freeway on the other side into Point Peron 
to a big sea container terminal.  That is no longer feasible and will not be accepted by the 
government or the EPA.  The railway line has been removed but the freeway, which has been 
through an MRS and downgraded to a major road, is still shown as a dotted line.  The proponents 
and certain staff members within the City of Rockingham are keeping that issue alive.  Through the 
current housing estate, it has also set that land aside, because it proposes to bring that very large 
road down to impact heavily on Lake Richmond to bring traffic through a different route from the 



Environment and Public Affairs Wednesday, 28 June 2006 Page 7 

 

proposed marina canal development.  I note also that many people say it is a marina development; it 
is not - it is a tourist complex, canal development with a little marina attached.  The marina is no 
longer the important issue with the proponents as far as I am concerned; it wants to develop public 
land.  In a public meeting, they referred to it as a land bank to them, so they can see squillions.  
They want our public land.  I have shown you the government document that says it was sold by the 
commonwealth to the state so that it was never to be developed.  It was a park and recreational area.  
That road would heavily impact on Lake Richmond and its thrombolites in particular and the 
dewatering and possible salt intrusion into Lake Richmond would be catastrophic.  Therefore, I 
consider the project is fatally flawed because of that one issue alone.   
The CHAIRMAN:  How does one get on top of the science in relation to the likely impact of 
dewatering and acid sulfate soils?   
Mr Goodale:  There are specialist hydrologists around.  Professor Vic Sumenic is the guru of 
geology and hydrology in the Western Australian area.  I have not included a document with his 
name in the package I gave you.  He has done all the work over 30 years throughout the 
metropolitan area of wetland swamps, damp lands and build-up of geology and how it was formed 
and why it was formed.  He is a specialist in the Rockingham area and is probably partly the reason 
the scientific part of the Rockingham Lakes Regional Park was saved.  There are only two places in 
the world like it - one in France and one in Western Australia - where there is the very young 
wetlands going through to a 7 000-year-old wetland all in one area jutting out into the ocean.  He 
also finds Point Peron globally significant because of its build-up by holocaine dunes rolling over 
across Cockburn Sound forming the Lake Richmond area and building up the peninsula.  People 
like that and Professor David Treloar, an extraordinary man, whose document I have here, has been 
on every government committee going such as environment, EPA, CALM and all those others as an 
adviser.  He is a retired gentleman who lives a few metres from Point Peron and has done some 
stunning detailed work on the impacts on that area.  There are some wonderful people involved in 
the project and advising the EPA.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I want to look past the proposal we have in front of us.  You were 
saying there are some viable alternatives, but I cannot remember the name of the street. 
Mr Goodale:  Wanliss Street.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  The photograph shows a lot of informal use of the Point Peron area 
that needs to some extent to be formalised if it is to become part of a regional park system.  What 
capacity is there to formalise the informal use of all those boats and moorings that are damaging the 
area?   
Mr Goodale:  As part of the other hat I wear, on the board of the Cockburn Sound Management 
Committee and adviser to the Navy, we have been looking at that situation in-depth over the past 
few months.  I am a board member of the Cockburn Sound Council, although I cannot officially talk 
for it.  It is currently negotiating with the Department for Planning and Infrastructure to have that 
area designated a special mooring zone.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Which area?   
Mr Goodale:  Mangles Bay, where you can see all those little holes in the seagrass and all the 
informal mooring there.  They will form a group to oversee that implementation of this type of 
management.  It already takes place in Safety Bay under CALM and at Rottnest under the Rottnest 
Island Authority.  Over a settling in period, the group will be given the right to establish a non-
swing mooring that does not destroy seagrasses and allows it to recover slowly.  That is in its final 
planning stages at the moment.  I cannot officially say it will happen but it is going through 
Planning and Infrastructure at this very moment.   
[11.20 am] 
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  There is historical development of a lot of informal use of the area 
and semi-formal use of the area.  The argument from the developers is that they will clean-up the 
whole show and formalise it.  That is attractive because it will formalise some uses and protect 
other areas more vigorously.  We need to unpack what we know to see whether that is possible.  
What do you think about that?   
Mr Goodale:  It obviously will do the opposite.  It will bring nightclubbers, late-night revellers and 
that element of tourism into the area that does not necessarily conform to that idea or help with that 
sort of idea.  There would be a large area of the peninsula totally destroyed and reformed into man-
made concrete edges and waterways.  There would be lots of green grass with more fertilizer going 
into Mangles Bay because that is the direction in which it would flow because that would have 
more impact on the seagrasses.  I cannot see that argument working out when I have worked very 
hard on the regional park plan, which formalises the structures on there, gives public facilities, puts 
in pathways, lookouts, snorkel trails and educational facilities for the community.  All the mums 
and dads who now take their children there because they went there as children are very upset at the 
idea of their Rockingham “Kings Park” being destroyed.  A gentleman came up to me a couple of 
weeks ago with his nine-year-old son and said he had just sold his house in Fremantle because his 
boy is missing out on life.  He said that he had just bought a house in Shoalwater so that they can go 
for a walk everyday on Point Peron as he did when he was a boy.  That is a very common attitude of 
people who used the school camp and camping areas in their youth and who are now middle-aged 
or younger than that bringing up a family.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  There is a scenario in which you could take this historical, informal 
use and formalise it in a way that is softer on the environment and on the community.  I am trying to 
establish what kind of vision you have.  You are beginning to unpack that.   
Mr Goodale:  In the proponents’ map, you will see on the northern side - the Mangles Bay side - a 
narrow strip of land that is not part of the regional park.  That is owned by the Fremantle Port 
Authority and the Alfred Hines Children’s Home.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Yes.   
Mr Goodale:  The intriguing thing is that that will never be part of the regional park.  At this stage, 
it is not in the planning.  On the northern side of that narrow strip where the yacht club has a hard 
stand, the RSL has a camping area and the Alfred Hines Children’s Home exists.  That area is 
where we believe the city will try to formalise some of that housing use of the area at a future date.  
However, we have not been told any of that and I have not bought into that argument at this stage.  
It is not part of the regional park; it is state land of a different sort.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  With regard to housing a marina, you are saying it could happen at 
another place further around the bay.  Can you be specific?   
Mr Goodale:  It is only a few hundred metres around.  In the Bush Forever plan, there is the point, 
and Wanliss Street is just there.  It is metres away, but dramatically different.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  There is a way of establishing some hard points where the boating 
community could be accommodated and a soft pathway for the development of the Point Peron 
peninsula and get both of the outcomes you want; namely, management of the boating use.  Could 
you incorporate some high-end tourist development around the bay a bit as well?   
Mr Goodale:  If the marina is moved, the high-end associated development would go right there.  
There are currently some large multistorey buildings being built on that foreshore.  Restaurant 
development, short-term accommodation and all that sort of thing is already being built close to 
Wanliss Street.  That could be extended and added to.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I wanted to see how those uses could be re-organised so that you 
could have your cake and eat it, too.  That has answered it.  What time frame is involved in 
planning and approvals?   
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Mr Goodale:  The regional park plan is 2003-2013.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  I am talking about the development approvals.  At what stage is the 
approvals process?   
Mr Goodale:  Approval process now is section 16 with the EPA, which is advice to the proponents.  
It usually takes six weeks, but we have been advised by the EPA that, due to the amount of 
information we bombarded it with, it has had to extend that deadline.  Because our information was 
very scientific and in-depth, it has given itself an extension, so it might be the end of August or 
even later before it comes up with that.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  It is imminent.  Is it going to set a level of assessment?   
Mr Goodale:  All it does is advise the proponents that it is fatally flawed, and that they should not 
go ahead with it or that they can go to the next stage, which is a five to 10-year period of scientific 
study and research so see whether the proposal is possible.  It is a long way off happening.  We are 
talking about the proponents’ proposal, not the regional park.   
Mr Tallentire:  A strategic environmental review is being undertaken at the moment, and that 
could be followed by the proponent putting forward a section 38 formal assessment to the EPA.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Okay, thank you. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  Does that shorten the time frame for when they could speed up the process if 
they desired?   
Mr Tallentire:  I think the EPA was keen to do a strategic environmental review in this case was so 
that it could look at it in a regional context.  In some cases that could have the effect of helping 
things could go more quickly when an actual formal assessment is underway.  However, I think its 
real desire was to make sure a broader perspective was taken.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  If this alternative site at Wanliss Street is your preferred option, which I 
gather to be the case from the way you were talking, has council been lobbied to that effect? 
Mr Goodale:  Yes.  Because this proposal is not really a marina proposal, it is an overall 
development, the council can see that it will not make so much money or have so much in returns 
for ratepayers etc because that free land bank - that public land - is not readily available, which they 
would like to have.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Has that been a formal response or are you assuming that? 
[11.30 am] 
Mr Goodale:  No.  That is the formal response; it does not think it is a suitable site. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  Has your group formally in writing put that to the council as an alternative 
option? 
Mr Goodale:  Yes.    
Hon KATE DOUST:  I refer to your comments about the lack of desire to have nightclubers 
bouncing around the Mangles Bay area at night.  From when this was first raised, some dramatic 
amendments have been made to the initial proposals for the amount of channel cut out.  The 
proponents seem to have been amenable to increasing buffer areas between the lake and the 
proposal.    
Mr Goodale:  Can I clarify why that happened? 
Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand there has been fairly intensive lobbying to do that.   
Mr Goodale:  No; as part of public consultation, 800 people wrote in.  Sixty per cent of them 
objected to the project on environmental grounds.  In football, for example, if a team scores higher 
than 50 per cent it wins the game.  In any democracy, a vote of more than 50 per cent would knock 
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a project over.  The proponents said they would alter it and make it look a little more 
environmentally friendly because 60 per cent of the public were opposed to it. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  Is the current proposal any more environmentally friendly than the first 
option? 
Mr Goodale:  No.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Not even a scintilla better?   
Mr Goodale:  No.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  If the proposal were not as is shown in option 2.4 on the map, where there 
are moorings, housing developments and all the other things listed, and had not proposed to cut into 
the land and perhaps proposed something akin to that at Port Coogee where the marina and some of 
the residential areas will be built out into the ocean, would there have been the same degree of 
opposition from your group?   
Mr Goodale:  If it was in the Wanliss Street area, there would be no opposition.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  No.  I am talking about Mangles Bay.  Would it be for the same reasons? 
Mr Goodale:  Mangles Bay is totally unacceptable as a development site.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand that federal money has been set aside to realign the causeway 
and to improve the flushing effect.   
Mr Goodale:  No.  That is not correct.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  That is what I was told.   
Mr Goodale:  The federal government has not set any money aside to realign the causeway at all.   
The Navy has an $8 million current -  
Hon KATE DOUST:  Bob, I understand that LandCorp has informed the committee that that is 
indeed the case.   
Mr Goodale:  No. 
Hon KATE DOUST:  I recall reading articles myself that the federal government was successfully 
lobbied by council and that the federal government has committed to providing money to realign 
the causeway.   
Mr Goodale:  Not at all.  I disagree; I am sorry.  You can ask the proponents to provide you with 
that information.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  If the causeway were to be altered in some way that would assist with the 
flushing of the water in that area, would that assist with your concerns?   
Mr Goodale:  No, because being on the board of the Cockburn Sound Management Committee I 
have access to an enormous amount of research that has been done on that, and the top professionals 
in the world on seagrass and sea currents have modelled that.   The causeway does impact on 
Mangles Bay obviously.  The difference between that current impact and the lifting of the causeway 
into bridges to allow the sea current to move might have disastrous consequences for a start because 
it would alter the current stable situation that has been there now for 25 years since the causeway 
was built there.  It  could have dire consequences on the seagrass.  The modelling by the top 
specialists in the world indicates that it would have very little impact because that is a natural 
shallow.  The aerial photograph shows very clearly that it is shallow throughout that area, so where 
the seagrass is growing and via that pretty blue photograph I showed you, it is high and near the 
surface.  It is like a big barrier to that current moving through to the Mangles Bay area.  No; my 
understanding is that their modelling shows it would have very little impact.   
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By the way, who would pay for the causeway to be altered?  The figure I have heard is $50 million.  
Who would pay for the sewerage pipe to be moved that runs through the development?  That would 
probably be another $25 million.  Who pays for all that infrastructure changes that will be necessary 
for a development of this nature?  I would be very interested if you chase up LandCorp and ask it to 
prove to the committee that that statement is correct.  I understand that the commonwealth 
government has not allocated that funding.  It has said that it will look at it if the EPA agrees to the 
project.   There is a big difference between putting the cash in the bank account and saying it will 
approve it from saying it will look at it.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  I understand the proponents are keen to do something.  There has been talk 
for many years about upgrading both access and facilities in the Mangles Bay area not just for 
people who have boats down there.  If this was reduced to a similar set up to the boardwalk in 
Rockingham where there are multiple restaurants, coffee shops etc along the area with some sort of 
mooring extended into the area without the cut into the area, would that be a difficulty?  
Mr Goodale:  We would definitely look at that in a favourable light.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Given that these days it is very attractive for people to be able to go down 
along the coast, sit there and have a meal, enjoy time with their families and enjoy the vista, there 
seems to be quite a high demand for that sort of thing.  I do not know whether that is one of the 
reasons behind these proposed changes.  I am thinking of that as an alternative.   
Mr Goodale:  We would consider that favourably, I am sure.  However, it is not a proposal on the 
table anywhere that I know of.  I know certain people who have mooted that idea, and I said if that 
proposal is made later on, let us look at it.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  I note that one of the concerns raised was that the project would force up 
land values and probably cause long-term residents to move out.  Where do you rate that in terms of 
your concerns to this proposal?   
Mr Goodale:  I am an environmental person and I have a keen interest in social issues wearing 
another hat.  I have not looked into that in any detail.  I have listened to arguments for and against.  
I am here as an environmental adviser.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Does your group not rate that as a major concern?   
Mr Goodale:  Some within my group do, but they are in the group basically to see that the 
environmental impacts on our beautiful Point Peron do not happen.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I am very interested in the social aspects.  You probably realise 
that growth in population down there is out of control at the moment.  We cannot afford to have 
what is in front of us there in another 10 years.  I believe there is room for cooperation.  I do not 
think the Conservation Council or your group can say that development cannot occur.  In this world, 
we all compromise.  If there is a compromise, we need to find it.  I understand your concerns about 
increased population creating places such as nightclubs.  We have a beach house in Windy Harbour 
down the other end of the south coast.  It does not even have electricity, and the area is beautiful.  
There are people who want electricity there and there are people who do not.  I understand where 
you are coming from; you love this place.  I congratulate you for all the work you are doing down 
there.  It seems as though it is your life-long passion.  Your CV is very impressive.   There needs to 
be a compromise.  Hon Kate Doust can probably influence that compromise or do something in that 
way because we cannot afford to have that sitting there in another 10 years with thousands more 
people moving into Point Peron, as they will.   
[11:40 am] 
Mr Goodale:  We can afford to because we have 1 000 hectares in the middle of Perth called Kings 
Park.  You would be crucified as an honourable member if you said that you were going to 
redevelop that because we could not afford to allow Kings Park to be here in another 10 years.  It is 
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exactly the same argument.  This prominent area jutting out into the ocean is so rare, with one at 
Woodman Point, one at Point Peron and the scientific park in Port Kennedy left in the outer 
metropolitan area.  They are extremely valuable to the community.  I have done some market 
research because of my passion for the area.  A few weeks ago, while my wife and I were sitting on 
the lookout eating sandwiches, a couple of young lads on pushbikes puffed their way up to the top.  
I said, “You sound like you’re not very fit.”  They said, “We’ve have just bike from Perth.  We 
come here at least once a month; this is the most stunning place left in Western Australia and this is 
where we come to get our fresh air and have our bit of soul.”  Those kids were about 25 years old.  
This is just such an important asset for the growing Rockingham area, the population of which will 
be 250 000 people by 2025.  The regional park, which goes right out through the central part of 
Rockingham, is an invaluable set of lungs for the city.  The Shoalwater Island Marine Park is on 
one side, which will possibly be extended into Garden Island, and then this beautiful regional park 
wanders through the middle of it.  In London or Wellington, where I came from as a boy, there are 
green belts throughout the middle of those major cities throughout the world.  They are worth 
fighting for.  Those are the lungs, the soul and the heart of that city.  You must see that as being too 
valuable to leave in 10 years’ time.  It is too valuable to destroy.   
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  I did not say destroy.  I said there was room for compromise 
because there will be more people and more toys there.  This proposal seems to have legs.  It seems 
to be underway.  Would it not be better to - it is not that you have not been trying - say this is a 
beautiful part of the world but have it developed sensibly, have coffee shops etc. 
Mr Goodale:  The proponents are not interested in doing it sensibly; they are interested in making 
lots of money and developing it into this enormous canal development.  They are not interested in 
putting in facilities for the community.  The community wants a marina; it does not want a canal 
development.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Have you checked out the legal standing of this 1964 document and 
whether the proposal would be in breach of contract?   
Mr Goodale:  I have.  I have given it to the Environmental Defender’s Office and received advice.  
That office suggested I also take it to the commonwealth.  I did that and the commonwealth has 
handed it around to a few ministers’ officers, and it is currently with Hon Nick Minchin.  We are 
looking at its legal implications.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Obviously LandCorp gets it hands on public land.  Have you 
examined the legal issues of LandCorp having legitimate access to that land?   
Mr Goodale:  It does not have; it is a regional park.  It would require approval from both houses of 
Parliament.  There are all sorts of huge issues for the land issue to come.  This is only a proposal on 
paper.  It does not have any land to put it on yet.  That land is not available to them.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  How much money has been spent on developing the proposal to 
date?   
Mr Goodale:  It is $650 000.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Who has paid for it  
Mr Goodale:  The commonwealth, state and local governments.  Local put $100 000 of ratepayers’ 
money in without a referendum or asking whether the issue was wanted by the community.  Part of 
the reason 2 000 people signed our petition was that the irate community is upset that $100 000 of 
their rates went into this proposal.  I think $250 000 came from the state government and the rest 
was commonwealth money.  I believe the proponents were asked by the EPA to iron out a few more 
issues in their documents, and they had run out of money so they asked the City of Rockingham for 
some more and they were given another $25 000.  When the mayor was asked in question time by 
one of our members what the limit was, he said that there was no limit - it was an open cheque 
book.   
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Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  How much money has been spent on the CALM management plan 
for the regional park?  They are two conflicting plans.   
Mr Goodale:  I am not sure of the amount.  CALM regional parks would have to inform you of 
that.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  Why do you think the proponents are so fixed on this area and not prepared 
to address Wanliss Street?   
Mr Goodale:  The proponents see the land bank - free public land - at Mangles Bay.  I do not see it 
as free public land or a land bank.  I see that as our public land.   
Hon KATE DOUST:  If Mangles Bay went ahead, would funds from the sale of property go back 
into refurbishing, if you like, some of those old campsites on the other side near the Shoalwater Bay 
area?   
Mr Goodale:  They try to soften up their opposition by saying they will mitigate - they will put in 
an Aboriginal centre etc.  The proponents have no access to that land; it is already a regional park 
under a draft management plan.  The proponents keep saying they will develop something over 
there and somewhere else.  I am sorry, but it is not a development area into which it can put money; 
it is a regional park under a draft management plan.  The proponents say they have money to give 
the environment centre because we are in Point Peron, and, “Bob, you’ll get lots of goodies if you 
support our project.  We will put money into your environment centre.”  I mean to say!   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  Are you saying that the alternative vision for this place is laid out in 
the proposal for Wanliss Street? 
Mr Goodale:  It is the draft regional management plan for the regional park.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  If you offered an alternative proposal for the marina at Wanliss Street 
and a well-organised regional park plan with all the soft infrastructure and the hard points needed, is 
that the scenario you envisage will deal with the population growth and with accommodating the 
various competing needs?   
Mr Goodale:  Yes.   
Hon PAUL LLEWELLYN:  How much money has been put into the Wanliss Street proposal?   
Mr Goodale:  Very little at the moment.  There is a proponent, who has been given several 
extensions of time.  He is one of the developers of the multistorey building opposite on the 
waterfront in Rockingham.  I have the name of the company somewhere but not with me.  I 
understand also that another local builder, Mr Paul Ogilvy, who previously had a partnership 
arrangement with the jetty proposal, sold out, and has bought back into it.  What can be read into 
that I am not sure.  I hope he understands that a marina will not go ahead in the proponents’ form, 
so he should get his investment money into the jetty area because that may be a sensible alternative.  
He is just a local businessman who was a councillor at one stage.  I believe a Sydney company or 
something like that owns it.  It has an official lease from the state government over a number of 
hectares of the seabed to come up with a proposal.   
The CHAIRMAN:  We have had some discussion about the fact that there are two conflicting 
plans for the same area, both of which seem to have the City of Rockingham’s logo.  I assume the 
City of Rockingham is endorsing both to some extent.  Is there a perception that, because of the 
development proposal that is creating a lack of momentum in implementing the Rockingham Lakes 
Regional Park draft management plan.  What are the consequences of that ?   
Mr Goodale:  My understanding of the regional park time frame, because I went to the very first 
meeting when the then Mayor of Rockingham said, “We’ll crack this in 12 months,” and I fell about 
laughing.  I said I had been on these committees many times and that was not the way regional park 
committees work and that it would take at least three or four years.  We are roughly at that stage.  I 
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understand that Rockingham’s local member of Parliament is the Minister for the Environment.  It 
seems politically sensible for this regional park to be officially announced rather than under a draft 
management plan - that is, sooner rather than later.  I understand that the marine park is to be 
announced as an official marine park in the next few weeks and, hopefully, the regional park will 
come shortly after that.  Given that part of the regional park is already an A-grade reserve; that is, 
the Port Kennedy scientific park area.  It is within the regional park, but it is managed slightly 
differently in that it is already an official A-grade reserve under the CALM Act. 
Hon ROBYN McSWEENEY:  There is a marina marked for Port Kennedy on the map.   
Mr Goodale:  That has been disallowed.  That area will probably be reverted to the marine park.  
That is because the developer of the Port Kennedy scientific park went into liquidation.  The 
government looked around for some other developer.  Mirvac Fini offered its services and it did the 
sums and said there was no way a marina would pay - the company would be liable for hundreds of 
millions of dollars, and that it would not take on that project if it was compelled to build a marina.  
The state government agreed so there is no longer a marina proposal for Port Kennedy; it is 
unviable and it would be in most other places.   
The CHAIRMAN:  Thank you both very much for your time this morning  and for coming up to 
Perth.  I am sorry we missed the opportunity to talk to you, Bob, when we went down to 
Rockingham.  We understand some concerns were raised because we were meeting down there with 
the proponents and had not had the chance to check in at a local level with people who had 
expressed community concern about the issue.  We want to acknowledge that we were very 
cognisant of that fact and it was only a timing issue because we could not get there any earlier and 
you were not available later in the afternoon.  That sort of thing is a fact of life sometimes.   
Mr Goodale:  I have enjoyed coming to see the process, so thank you.   

Hearing concluded at 11.54 am 
______________ 


