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Introduction to Metropolitan Region Scheme major amendments 
 
 
The Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) is responsible for keeping the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) under review and initiating changes where they are 
seen as necessary. 
 
The MRS sets out the broad pattern of land use for the whole Perth metropolitan region. The 
MRS is constantly under review to best reflect regional planning and development needs. 
 
A proposal to change land use reservations and zones in the MRS is regulated by the 
Planning and Development Act 2005. That legislation provides for public submissions to be 
made on proposed amendments. 
 
For a substantial amendment, often referred to as a major amendment (made under section 
41 of the Act), the WAPC considers all the submissions lodged, and publishes its 
recommendations in a report on submissions. This report is presented to the Minister for 
Planning and to the Governor for approval. Both Houses of Parliament must then scrutinise 
the amendment before it can take legal effect. 
 
In the process of making a substantial amendment to the MRS, information is published as a 
public record under the following titles: 
 
Amendment report 
This document is available from the start of the public advertising period of the proposed 
amendment. It sets out the purpose and scope of the proposal, explains why the 
amendment is considered necessary, and informs people how they can comment through 
the submission process. 
 
Environmental review report 
The Environmental Protection Authority must consider the environmental impact of an 
amendment to the MRS before it can be advertised. Should it require formal assessment, an 
environmental review is undertaken and made available for information and comment at the 
same time as the amendment report. 
 
Report on submissions 
The planning rationale, determination of submissions and the recommendations of the 
WAPC for final approval of the amendment, with or without modification, is documented in 
this report. 
 
Submissions 
This document contains a reproduction of all written submissions received by the WAPC on 
the proposed amendment. 
 
Transcript of hearings 
A person who has made a written submission may also choose to appear before a hearings 
committee to express their views. The hearings proceedings may be recorded and 
transcribed, and the minutes of all hearings will be published and made available. 
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Metropolitan Region Scheme Amendment 1270/41 

Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment 
 

Report on Submissions 
 
 
1 Introduction 

 
At its April 2014 meeting, the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC), resolved to 
proceed with this amendment to the Metropolitan Region Scheme (MRS) in accordance with 
the provisions of Section 41 of the Planning and Development Act 2005. 

 
 
2 The proposed amendment 
 
The purpose of the amendment is rationalise various zones, reserves and Bush Forever site 
325 in the MRS, to facilitate the redevelopment of the existing Ocean Reef Marina Boat 
Harbour, as shown on the amending Figure – Proposal 1.   
 
The proposed amendment seeks to expand and redevelop the existing Ocean Reef Boat 
Harbour to accommodate approximately: 

 
• 750 boat pens; 
• various water related landuses: 
• short-term accommodation; and 
• freehold residential and commercial uses (the sale of which will contribute to the 

financial viability of the proposed marina development). 
 
 
3 Environmental Protection Authority advice 
 
The amendment was referred to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) for advice on 
whether environmental assessment would be required.  The EPA determined that the 
proposed amendment does not require formal assessment under Division 3 Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 (EP Act), and advised as follows: 
 
Flora and Vegetation 
 
The EPA's objective for flora and vegetation is to maintain representation, diversity, viability 
and ecological function at the species, population and community level. 
 
Development consistent with amendment 1270/41 is within Bush Forever site 325. The 
proposal will impact approximately 27.5 ha of the Bush Forever site. Approximately 8 ha is 
degraded or completely degraded due to the existing marina and associated infrastructure. 
Approximately 19.5 ha of native vegetation is to be cleared and has the potential to indirectly 
impact other parts of Bush Forever site 325 through weed invasion, hydrological changes 
and increased pressure from human access. 

 
To compensate for these potential impacts, the City of Joondalup has identified a number of 
locations which may be suitable for rehabilitation and addition to the conservation estate, 
either in isolation or in combination.  The EPA advised that potential sites will be assessed 
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against the criteria outlined in State Planning Policy 2.8 - Bushland Policy for the Perth 
Metropolitan Region. 
 
The WAPC requires a Negotiated Planning Outcome (NPO) that secures an appropriate 
conservation outcome be agreed between the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(DPLH), Department Water and Environmental Conservation (DWER) and the Department 
of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions (DBCA), prior to a final determination being 
made on the amendment.  This process will ensure that the EPA's objective are met. 
 
Terrestrial Fauna 
 
The EPA's objective for Terrestrial Fauna is to maintain representation, diversity, viability 
and ecological function at the species, population and assemblage level. 
 
Development consistent with the amendment is likely to impact terrestrial fauna through the 
removal of habitat.  Surveys have observed six species as significant fauna in Bush Forever 
2000.  These species were the White Winged Fairy Wren, Brown Goshawk, Little Eagle, 
White-browed Scrubwren, New Holland Honeyeater and White-cheeked Honeyeater. 
Surveys indicate that the site may have a high diversity of reptiles.  A further 22 species of 
conservation significance are inferred as occurring in the habitat from historical observational 
data and WA museum specimens. 
 
The area is likely to provide feeding habitat for Carnaby's Black Cockatoo and Peregrine 
Falcon, as well as feeding and breeding habitat for the Rainbow Bee-eater.  To compensate 
for these potential impacts, the City of Joondalup has identified a number of locations which 
may be suitable for rehabilitation and addition to the conservation estate, either in isolation 
or in combination.   
 
The WAPC requires a NPO that secures an appropriate conservation outcome and that it be 
agreed to by the DPLH, DWER and the DBCA, prior to a final determination being made on 
the amendment.  This process will ensure that the EPA's objectives are met.  
 
Environmental Factors Associated with Marine Infrastructure Components 
 
The EPA formed the view that sufficient information is not available at this stage regarding 
the nature of the impacts on the environment arising from the implementation, operation and 
management of the marine infrastructure components associated with the scheme 
amendment.  
 
The EPA advises that all environmental impacts associated with the implementation, 
operation and management of the marine infrastructure components were not assessed as 
part of the EPA's determination to not assess amendment 1270/41. The EPA has 
determined to assess these environmental impacts under Division 2 Part IV of the EP Act at 
the level of Public Environmental Review (PER). 
 
A copy of the notice from the EPA was included in the previously published Amendment Report. 

 
Ministerial Statement No. 1107 – Ocean Reef Marina 

 
The EPA undertook a PER for the marine components of the Ocean Reef Marina, and on 
25 February 2019 recommended that the Ocean Reef Marina proposal is environmentally 
acceptable and could proceed with strict conditions.  
 
A number of appeals were lodged against the EPA’s Report No. 1629 – Ocean Reef Marina 
and on 10 July 2019 the Minister for Environment made a decision on the appeals.  
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On 7 August 2019, following consultation with relevant Ministerial decision-making 
authorities for the proposal, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and issued 
Ministerial Statement No. 1107. 

 
A copy of the Notice from the Minister for Environment, is included at Schedule 1. 

 
 

4 Call for submissions 
 
The amendment was advertised for public submissions from 22 November 2016 to 
24 February 2017. 
 
The amendment was made available for public inspection during ordinary business hours at the: 

 
i) Western Australian Planning Commission, Perth office 
ii) Offices of the Cities of Perth, Fremantle, Wanneroo and Joondalup 
iii) State Reference Library, Northbridge 
iv) Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (formally the Office of the 

Environmental Protection Authority). 
 

During the public inspection period, notice of the amendment was published in the West 
Australian and the Sunday Times newspapers and relevant local newspaper/s circulating in 
the locality of the amendment. 

 
 

5 Submissions 
 

Ninety-five submissions (includes three late submissions) were received on the amendment.  
An alphabetic index of all the persons and organisations lodging submissions is at Schedule 2.   
 
Thirty-seven submissions supported, 33 submissions objected and 25 submissions 
contained no comments, general comments or otherwise indicated no objection to the 
amendment.   
 
The main issues raised in the submissions are discussed further in Section 7 below.  A 
summary of each submission with WAPC comments and determinations is at Schedule 3.  A 
complete copy of all written submissions is published under separate cover titled 
Submissions. 

 
 

6 Hearings 
 
Section 46 of the Planning and Development Act 2005 provides that each person who 
makes a submission is to be offered the opportunity of being heard by a Committee formed 
by the WAPC for that purpose.   
 
All persons who made submissions were invited to present their submission to the Hearings 
Committee.  The WAPC considered the seven hearings (six of objection and one of 
comment) which were undertaken on 28 August 2018. 
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7 Main issues raised in submissions 
 

7.1 Supporting Submissions 
 

• There is the need for infrastructure along the coast to keep up with the ever 
growing population, and oppose any reduction in boat ramps or car and trailer 
parking bays.  

• It is a much needed development that would be beneficial to all residents and 
tourists.  Increase in local infrastructure, job creation and land capital gains.  

• The site in its current state is underutilised and provides for a unique 
development opportunity. The amendment makes way for development to 
happen in a considered and well thought out way. The mix of uses, with a strong 
focus on families is supported. 

• The topography of the land allows for development without major impacts on the 
views of those residents living adjacent to site.  

• There are few WA coastal sites that can cater for hotels, restaurants, shops, 
residential, commercial and maritime facilities without any detriment to existing 
residents.  

• Hillarys Boat Harbour is at capacity. Mindarie is largely a residential precinct. A 
third marina with deep water between Hillarys and Mindarie would alleviate the 
pressure placed on existing facilities but also create a unique area for water 
sports and maritime activities. 

• The potential for events such as boat shows, concerts, sailing regattas etc 
means that the development has the potential to deliver substantial economic 
and cultural benefits to the City of Joondalup.  

• The sea rescue group and sea sports club are long-term residents of the 
development site and it is reassuring that there is a firm commitment to protect 
the interests of both groups.  

• Whilst the estimated development costs are large, it will be delivered in stages 
over a 13 year timeframe (and largely self-funded via land sales, leases etc). 

• It results in an iconic asset that will remain for many generations and gives a 
strong indication that it will be an extremely successful investment of time and 
money by the City of Joondalup.  

• The fact that the marine component can be achieved with such a minimal 
environmental impact makes for an overwhelmingly compelling business case. 
To not seize this opportunity would constitute a failure of State and Local 
Government. 

• Provides a safe harbour and further pens for additional boats in the area. This 
will support local employment and business, as well as provide a more family 
orientated area that moves away from a nightclub precinct such as Hillarys. 

• The requirement for a marina of a modern, high standard has been well known 
for many years.  Hillarys Boat Harbor has been unable to fulfil community 
demand for wet pens, boat launch ramps and dry stacking facilities for some 
time, and the proper development of Ocean Reef Marina will assist in providing 
such capacity for the medium-long term.  Believe the amendment should be 
supported from the perspective of the Perth boating community alone.  
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• The inclusion of freehold residential sites is necessary to develop the marina with 
the appropriate amenity, and is a strong contributor to its financial viability. Whilst 
there are views against the inclusion of freehold residential, it is an essential 
component of a modern, state of the art marina development.  

• The development would provide a great opportunity for youth organisations such 
as Surf Life Saving, Cadets, ScoutsWA etc to have access to water-based 
activities, and consideration should be given to their needs, including storage 
and facilities. 
 

WAPC Response: The submissions of support have been noted by the WAPC. 
 
7.2 Objecting Submissions 
 

(a) Environmental and Coastal Impacts 
 

• There is a lack of environmental assessment of the proposed Ocean Reef Marina, 
and should not have been advertised as the EPA have not finalised the PER. 
 
WAPC Response: The amendment was referred to the EPA for a level of 
assessment.  On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined that the amendment should 
not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and Vegetation and Terrestrial 
Fauna.    
 
The EPA noted that a separate Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment PER was 
being undertaken for the marine component of the project, this was required to 
be determined by the Minister for the Environment, prior to a final determination 
being made on the amendment. 
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 

 
The EPA also noted that a NPO for the partial loss Bush Forever site 325 was 
required to be agreed to by the WAPC, DBCA and DWER, prior to a final 
determination being made on the amendment. The WAPC has since supported 
the Ocean Reef Marina NPO. 

 
• There are concerns regarding the impacts to the marine environment during 

construction and other marine environmental impacts. Erosion to coastal cliffs 
and dunes etc. could lead to cost implications after the marina is built.  

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process.  On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined 
that the amendment should not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and 
Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna.    
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 
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• There is no reference to impacts from: 
 
o Initial construction of the marina including water pipes, sewerage etc; 
o The change from dune and vegetation to urban development with impacts 

such as pesticides, fertiliser and introduced species and in particular feral 
species that prey on remaining native species; 

o Increased stormwater run-off and groundwater contamination risks; and 
o Increased human activity and impacts on the remaining vegetation. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process. On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined 
that the amendment should not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and 
Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna.    
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 

 
In relation to stormwater and drainage matters, the DWER has approved a 
District Water Management Strategy (DWMS) for the proposed Ocean Reef 
Marina Redevelopment. 

 
• The entrance to the marina is too small and will cause algal blooms and water 

stagnation. Recommend a much wider opening with a steel buffer at sea level 
which allows water movement under the buffer and boat access. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process. On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined 
that the amendment should not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and 
Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna.    
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 
 

• Marine mammals and their conservation status have been misidentified or 
ignored within the PER document, in particular New Zealand Fur Seals, sub-
Antarctic fur seal, southern elephant seal and the Australian sea lion.  

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process. On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined 
that the amendment should not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and 
Vegetation and Terrestrial Fauna.    
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 
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• There are concerns regarding the loss of Marmion Marine Park and its 
destruction.   

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that the Marmion Marine Park is an A class 
reserve, and it is the responsibility of the DBCA in regards to any potential 
modifications to the reserve.  
 
The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental acceptability and/or 
impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning scope of an MRS 
amendment process. On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined that the amendment 
should not be assessed and provided advice on Flora and Vegetation and 
Terrestrial Fauna.    
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 

 
• There are concerns regarding the impacts on Bush Forever and that the NPO 

will negatively impact the environment.   
 

WAPC response: The WAPC notes that the proposed Ocean Reef Marina 
Redevelopment will impact on Bush Forever site 325, and a NPO is required to 
be agreed to by the DPLH, DWER & DBCA, prior to a final determination being 
made on the amendment.  On 9 June 2014, the EPA determined to not assess 
the proposed amendment, and noted that a NPO was proposed given the impact 
on Bush Forever site 325. The WAPC has also since supported the Ocean Reef 
Marina NPO. 
 

(b) State and Local Policies 
 

• The proposed amendment is inconsistent with State Planning Policy 2.6 - State 
Coastal Planning (SPP 2.6). 

 
WAPC response: SPP 2.6 states that coastal development should consider the 
1 in 500 probability of being equalled or exceeded in any given year over the 
planning timeframe.  Also, the allowance for sea level rise should be based on a 
vertical sea level rise of 0.9 m over a 100-year planning timeframe to 2110.   
 
The WAPC notes that the proposed Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment area 
has been identified as a Marina Investigation Area in the North-West Sub-
regional Planning Framework.  A range of uses are proposed for the subject 
land, including a permanent residential area. 
 
A Coastal Hazard and Risk Management Adaptation Plan (CHRMAP) and 
associated information has been prepared for the proposed amendment, and 
was advertised for three months as part of the MRS amendment and associated 
documentation. 
 
The CHRMAP has taken into consideration coastal inundation risk from ocean 
storm surge and climate change and proposes a protect option.  The CHRMAP 
proposes marina breakwaters, seawalls and internal edge treatments as a 
defendable barrier and to protect the area on the eastern side of the 
breakwaters.   
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The WAPC and Department of Transport (DoT) raise no objections to the 
CHRMAP to support the proposed MRS amendment.  As detailed engineering 
evolves in the subsequent planning stages, the level of detail to respond to 
SPP 2.6 will need to match the level of planning and the CHRMAP may need 
further updating as planning progresses. 

 
• The proposed amendment is inconsistent with State Planning Policy 2.8 - 

Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region (SPP 2.8). 
 

WAPC response: The proposed amendment has been assessed against the 
policy objectives and offset guidance of SPP 2.8.  In regards to the existing 
bushland within the proposed development area that is to be excluded from Bush 
Forever site 325 and potential adverse impacts on the remaining Bush Forever 
site.  
 
The WAPC in consultation with DWER, DBCA and LandCorp (proponent) have 
agreed to a NPO, which comprises approximately 22.7 ha of land which is being 
acquired in Carabooda, this is to be included into the conservation estate as part 
of the Yanchep National Park.  The subject land is to be reserved as Parks and 
Recreation in a future MRS amendment.    
 
The NPO requires a conservation area management plan to be developed and 
implemented for the land acquired for the conservation estate, and a 
rehabilitation strategy prepared and implemented for at least 5 ha of land within 
Bush Forever site 325 abutting the proposed development site.   
 
Therefore, given an offset site is being purchased for the Ocean Reef Marina 
Redevelopment, and LandCorp raises no objections to the conservation area 
management plan, rehabilitation area management plan and associated 
requirements, there is no longer a need for a legal agreement. 
 
The WAPC notes that as planning progresses, the implementation of the above 
requirements may require management strategies and actions to address 
potential impacts on the environment and long-term conservation outcomes. This 
may include specific provisions in the City of Joondalup’s local planning scheme 
(including EPA consideration) and local structure plan, both of which are subject 
to separate public consultation periods and subsequent subdivision and 
development approval conditions. 
 

• The proposed amendment is inconsistent with Development Control Policy 1.8 - 
Canal Estates & Artificial Waterway Developments (DC 1.8). 

 
WAPC response: DC 1.8 states that the identification of a waterways manager 
would occur prior to the local planning scheme amendment being finalised. 
However, the WAPC resolved that confirmation of a waterways manager for this 
marina is required, prior to a final decision being made on the amendment.   
 
The DoT raises no objections to being the asset owner/marina operator of the 
Ocean Reef Marina given this is a State Government project.  As planning 
progresses, regard will need to be given to State Planning and Development 
Control Policies as required. 

 
• The Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment would be in conflict with the City of 

Joondalup’s environmental protection policies and commitments. 
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WAPC response: The WAPC notes that the proposal seeks to amend the MRS 
to facilitate the Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment in accordance with the Perth 
and Peel@3.5 Million strategic planning document and associated North-West 
Sub-regional Planning Framework.   
 

 In future planning stages, the City of Joondalup will need to consider a separate 
local planning scheme amendment and local structure plan, which are subject to 
assessment by government agencies (e.g. EPA, DWER, DBCA etc) and the 
WAPC having regard to the State Planning Framework, and subject to separate 
public consultation periods.  

 
(c) Social and Economic Impacts 

 
• The proposal will destroy and/or affect a number of natural surf breaks.  Mullaloo 

Point could be affected by sand movements and south running currents. The surf 
breaks lost should be replaced. The promised artificial reef should be for 
fishermen. 

 
WAPC response: The proponent notes the impacts on existing surf breaks in the 
locality and advises that further consideration will be given to this matter in the 
subsequent planning stages.  It is also noted that the State Government has 
committed to the creation of artificial reef off the coast from the Ocean Reef 
Marina for recreational divers and fishers. 
 

• Mullaloo Beach will be negatively impacted from ecological damage and impacts 
on future water resources. The costs of mitigation would be borne by future 
ratepayers and taxpayers if there are impacts to Mullaloo Beach.  

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process.  
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 
 

• The amendment will impact the economic, social and biological importance of 
the Ocean Reef area to the abalone industry.  The removal of the Ocean Reef 
quota is likely to collapse the Roei abalone market, compensation will be sought 
should financial reparation not be sufficient.  The loss of 40% of Burns Beach 
Reef will result in a significant loss of recreational activity for abalone fishers. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the environmental 
acceptability and/or impacts of the proposed marina is outside the planning 
scope of an MRS amendment process.  
 
On 7 August 2019, the Minister for Environment determined that the Ocean Reef 
Marina (marine components) could be implemented subject to conditions, and 
issued Ministerial Statement No. 1107. The proponent is responsible in 
complying with these conditions to the satisfaction of the EPA. 
 
In relation to the impacts on the abalone, the Department of Primary Industry and 
Regional Development, as manager of the abalone fishery, is responsible for 

mailto:Peel@3.5
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such matters including any arrangements for compensation and/or relocation 
strategies. 
 

• There is no business case or cost benefit analysis for the community to consider.  
Rates would be impacted. The project needs to be costed and not left to 
ratepayers / taxpayers to fund. 

 
  WAPC response: The WAPC notes that issues relating to a business case, cost 

benefit analysis and impacts on rates is not within the planning scope of an MRS 
amendment process.   

 
  The WAPC assesses all MRS amendments on their merits having regard to the 

planning framework, advice from government agencies, local government and the 
community. 

 
• The marina should maximise the use of the water area for club facilities and 

public pens and sufficient land space provided for viable boat stacking and lifter 
operations.  A transition plan should be formulated for the Whitfords Volunteer 
Sea Rescue and Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club to minimise disruption.   
 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that the proposal is to amend the MRS to 
facilitate the Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment.   
 
In future more detailed planning stages, such as the local planning scheme 
amendment and local structure plan, matters relating to the appropriate location 
and area of future and existing landuses will be given further consideration by the 
City of Joondalup and LandCorp. 
 

(d) Traffic and Transport Impacts 
 

• Car bays need to be provided close to the water for loading and unloading surf 
skis without fear of infringement. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to allocation of car 
parking bays within the proposed marina redevelopment will be further considered 
in the subsequent local structure planning stage by the City of Joondalup and the 
WAPC, and is subject to a separate public consultation process. 

 
• No consideration has been given to traffic management matters.  Widening of 

Ocean Reef Road north of Hodges Drive is not supported as it would be 
detrimental to neighbourhood safety.  The locality will be negatively impacted by 
the proposed marina.  
 
WAPC Response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to traffic management 
arrangements within the proposed marina redevelopment will be further 
considered in the subsequent local structure planning stage by the City of 
Joondalup and the WAPC, and is subject to a separate public consultation 
process. 
 
Minor road widening of the Ocean Reef Road/Hodges Drive Other Regional 
Roads reservation is proposed in order to accommodate a four way, two lane 
roundabout providing a new entry into the Ocean Reef Marina. 
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• The use of Resolute Way and other residential streets needs to be discouraged. 
Resolute Way has the potential to turn into a ‘rat run’. The amenity for cyclists 
using Resolute Way should be maintained. 
 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to the local road network 
and cycling lanes within and surrounding the proposed marina redevelopment will 
be further considered in the subsequent local structure planning stage by the City 
of Joondalup and the WAPC, and is subject to a separate public consultation 
process. 
 

• The City of Joondalup advised the main entry/exit point is Hodges Drive and 
Shenton Avenue.  Ocean Reef Road and Shenton Avenue are missing in the 
advertised MRS amendment figure. 
 
WAPC Response: The proponent has advised that the main entry point into the 
proposed Ocean Reef Marina is via the extension of Hodges Drive from Ocean 
Reef Road. 
 
In relation to the MRS amendment figure, the WAPC notes that only the zones, 
reserves and bushforever areas that are being modified by the amendment are 
shown in ‘colour’, the remaining areas are not shown and are ‘white’. 
 

• Construction involves significant amounts of earth and heavy vehicle 
movements. This will generate noise and dust and it is requested that limited 
working hours and dust suppression measures be considered. 

 
WAPC Response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to heavy vehicle 
movements, noise and associated dust impacts are routinely considered in the 
subsequent more detailed local structure planning stage by the City of Joondalup 
and the WAPC, and subject to a separate public consultation process.  
Subdivision and development approval conditions may also be imposed. 

 
(e) Other Matters 

 
• There are concerns there wasn’t enough time to lodge submissions, there were 

too many documents to read and the advertising period took place over the 
holiday period. 

 
WAPC response: The amendment was advertised for a minimum of 90 days 
from 22 November 2016 - 24 February 2017 in accordance with the 
requirements of the Planning and Development Act 2005.  The submission 
period commenced well before the Christmas/New Year period and concluded 
on 24 February 2017.  All documents were clearly displayed on the WAPC’s 
website and other display locations, including the Cities of Joondalup, Perth and 
Fremantle and the WAPC and DWER offices.  
 
All submissions have been considered and hearings have been undertaken.  If 
the amendment is finalised, further separate public consultation will occur in the 
subsequent local scheme amendment and structure planning stages. 
 

• The advertised Amendment Report did not include reference to land matters, 
transportation and boating facilities and coordination of local and region scheme 
amendments.  
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WAPC response: The WAPC notes that the advertised Amendment Report 
included reference to transportation and co-ordination of local and region 
scheme amendments.  In relation to land matters, standard planning assessment 
information was included in the advertised Amendment Report. The WAPC notes 
that land tenure arrangements are not a relevant planning matter when 
assessing MRS amendments. 

 
• Submitters raise concern regarding the lack of information on the water plan, 

wastewater plan and placement of a new pump station and there is 
uncertainty regarding funding for water works. 

 
  WAPC response: A DWMS was approved by the DWER for the proposed 

amendment area and the Water Corporation confirmed the provision of water and 
wastewater services to the land subject to extension and associated upgrades.  
This information was available in the advertised Amendment Report.  

 
As planning progresses further detailed information will be required at the local 
planning scheme amendment and structure plan stages, subdivision and 
development approval conditions may also be imposed. 

 
• Aspects of the proposed marina redevelopment should be reconsidered, such as: 

the number of boat pens, retention of coastal paths, inclusion of an ocean-fed 
pool, provision of a dog beach, the scale and size of the proposal, lack of parking 
facilities etc. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to allocation of landuses, 
parking arrangements etc. within the proposed marina redevelopment will be 
further considered in the subsequent more detailed local structure planning stage 
by the City of Joondalup and the WAPC, and is subject to a separate public 
consultation process. Subdivision and development approval conditions may also 
be imposed. 
 

• Alternative values should be considered such as passive recreation, mental and 
physical health, environmental education, research and ecotourism should be 
considered. 

 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating to allocation of landuses 
and associated investigations within the proposed marina redevelopment will be 
further considered in the subsequent local structure planning stage by the City of 
Joondalup and the WAPC, and is subject to a separate public consultation process. 
 

• It is unacceptable that local Noongar elders have not been involved in the proposal 
and Aboriginal Heritage hasn’t been considered. 

 
WAPC response: The former Department of Aboriginal Affairs advised that part of 
the amendment area covers coastal dunes which appear undisturbed and may 
have the potential to contain Aboriginal cultural material.  
 
The WAPC notes that what sites are required to be protected from specific 
development is decided by way of Section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 
1972, accompanied by detailed heritage archaeological/ethnographic studies by 
the proponent in the subsequent detailed structure planning stage. The 
amendment was also referred to the South West Aboriginal Land and Sea Council 
who provided no comment on the amendment.  



13  

• There are concerns regarding development over four storeys along the 
Joondalup coastline.  The proposal will not fit in with the surrounding 
development and will set an undesirable precedent for high-rise development. 
Building heights should be restricted to three storeys. Large, high buildings 
would decrease property values and views. 
 
WAPC response: The WAPC notes that matters relating heights and density of 
development are routinely considered in the subsequent more detailed local 
structure planning stage by the City of Joondalup and the WAPC, and subject to a 
separate public consultation process. 

 
 
8 Modifications 
 
The amendment is modified by reserving the northern breakwater area and environs as 
Parks and Recreation.  The DoT advises that the Parks and Recreation reservation will 
provide appropriate land management and future leasing arrangements for the marina.   
 
Readvertising of the amendment is not required as the modification does not alter the intent 
of the advertised amendment, does not include any additional land and is minor in nature.  
 
 
9 Responses and determinations  
 
The responses to all submissions are detailed in this report.  The submissions of objection are 
recommended to be dismissed.  The amendment has been modified as discussed above. 
 
 
10 Coordination of region and local scheme amendments 

 
Under section 126(3) of the Planning and Development Act 2005 the WAPC has the option 
of concurrently rezoning land that is being zoned Urban under the MRS, to an "Urban 
Development" zone (or similar) in the Local Planning Scheme (LPS).  As specific provisions 
are required in the City of Joondalup LPS 2 to guide the proposed development, the 
concurrent amendment of the land cannot be undertaken. 
 
 
11 Conclusion and recommendation 
 
This report summarises the background to major amendment 1270/41 and examines the 
various submissions made on it. 
 
The WAPC, after considering the submissions, is satisfied that the modified amendment as 
shown generally on amending Figure – Proposal 1 in Schedule 5 (as modified), and in detail 
on the MRS Amendment Plans listed in Appendix 2 (as modified) should be approved and 
finalised. 
 
The WAPC recommends that the Minister for Planning presents the modified amendment to 
His Excellency the Governor for his consideration and approval and subsequently commend 
the amendment to both Houses of Parliament. 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 1 
 
 

Notice from the Minister for Environment 











































 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 2 
 
 

Alphabetical listing of submissions 



 
 

Alphabetical Listing of Submissions 
 

MRS Amendment 1270/41 
 

Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment 
 
 
Submission Number Name 

2 Aboriginal Affairs, Department of 
64 Adams, Robert & Sharon 
78 Allen, Kim 
88 Apthorpe, Dr Marjorie (Friends of North Ocean Reef - Iluka Foreshore) 
4 ATCO Gas Australia 

77 Axford, Jane 
10 Barnard, Karen & Chris 
47 Barton, Janice 
80 Blackburn, Dave 
9 Blue Water Australian Wild Abalone 

46 Boylan, Susan 
59 Brennan, Alan 
60 Bryan, Clint 
21 Burke, Shabhan 
61 Buzza, Wes 
20 Cass, Andrew 
40 Clarke, Hayley 
35 Cooksey, Oliver 
44 Dangar, Nicky 
63 Evans, Mike 
30 Forde, Chris 
23 Frame, Janet 
22 Frame, John 
37 Gallagher, Jan 
36 Gallagher, Phil 
6 Gibbs, Helena 

69 Greene, W 
24 Hawker, Peter 
38 Hawker, Ros 
71 Health, Department of 
31 Irwin, Carmen 
32 Irwin, Shane 
11 Jahn, Mark 
56 James, Geoffrey 
92 Joondalup Community Coast Care Forum Inc.  
66 Joondalup, City of (collaboration with Taylor Burrel Barnett) 
17 Keogh, R 
28 Kidd, Ian 
26 Klimcke, Stan 
14 La Spada, Amy 
68 Leather, Melanie 
84 Macauley, Brian 
73 MacDonald, Doris M 
39 MacDonald, Robyn 
72 MacKerron, Alasdair 
58 Macpherson, Nicola 
1 Main Roads Western Australia 

62 Manning, Ian 



 
 

Submission Number Name 
25 Marchetti, Virginia 
29 Martin, Kaz 
13 Matthews, Lance 
70 McArthur, Sharon 
7 McCormick, Gary 

50 McIntosh, Caroline 
49 McIntosh, Stewart 
43 Melbourne, Craig 
83 Michelides, Phil 
3 Mines and Petroleum, Department of 

74 Mullaloo Beach Community Goup Inc. 
15 Mullaloo Longboard Club  
42 Nichols, Kerry 
57 Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club 
85 Page, Dale 
76 Parker, Terrance 
81 Poulter, Phil 
65 Repke, Rainer 
89 Richards, Dr Janet 
79 Scafidas, Nick & Wendy 
34 Scott, Darcie 
33 Scott, Shannon 
48 Seebach, Rubi 
87 Shaw, G 
27 Shergold, W 
91 Sideris, Mitchell 
54 Solly, Lesley 
82 Speak, Russel 
55 Sport and Recreation, Department of 
90 Tetlow, Sylvia 
86 Tilbrook, Linda 
67 Unknown  
53 (Unknown surname), An 
41 (Unknown surname), Jane 
16 (Unknown surname), Mat 
12 (Unknown surname), Michael 
75 Urban Bushland Council WA Inc. 
45 Van Staden, Karen 
51 Water Corporation 
5 Water, Department of 

19 Western Power  
8 Williams, Brett 

18 Wood, Brian 
52 Woodard, Antony 

 
Late Submission Name 

93 Environment Regulation, Department of 
94 Landcorp 
95 Transport, Department of (Coastal Infrastructure Business Unit) 

 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 3 
 
 

Summary of submissions and determinations 



  

  
 
REFER TO THE SUBMISSIONS SECTION FOR A FULL COPY OF EACH WRITTEN 
SUBMISSION AND SUPPORTING INFORMATION 
 
 
Submission: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 19, 71, 93 (late) 
 
Submitted by: Main Roads WA, (former) Department of Aboriginal Affairs, 

(former) Department of Mines & Petroleum ATCO Gas 
Australia, (former) Department of Water, Western Power, 
Department of Health, (former) Department of Environment 
Regulation 

 
Summary of Submission:  COMMENT 
 
The above State Government agencies and infrastructure organisations raise no objections, 
no comment or provide general comments that relate to the subsequent more detailed stages 
of the planning and development process.  Where applicable, the proponent has been 
advised of the above comments. 
 
Planning Comment: Comments noted. 
 
Determination: Submissions noted. 
 
 
Submission: 6 
 
Submitted by: Helena Gibbs (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submitter objects to the proposed amendment, and advises as follows: 
 
• The amendment does not represent current economic conditions. 
• The information was received from the Shire with not a lot of time to lodge a submission. 
• The proposal will affect rates which should be reduced.  Where will ratepayers’ money 

be coming from? 
• There are only a limited number of LG residents who will benefit from this project. 
• There will be more environmental issues. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 



  

Submission: 7 
 
Submitted by: Gary McCormick (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submitter objects to the proposed amendment, and advises as follows: 
 
• The proposal will destroy or affect a number of natural surf breaks. 
• Two natural surfing breaks called mozzies and pylons are to be destroyed. 
• A natural reef surf break called race trails will be in the shadow of the new north wall. 
• Mullaloo Point on the south side of the wall could be affected by sand movements and 

south running currents. 
• The Government spends money on recreational sporting grounds.  Surfing in the City of 

Joondalup should be protected and cannot lose any natural surf breaks. 
• Surfers are concerned at the loss and destruction form the proposed development. 
• Surfing is an important recreation and business within the City of Joondalup and should 

not be overlooked. 
• Future state and national surfing champions need surfing reserves to continue their 

sport and lifestyle. 
• A campaign has started to save mozzies, however prefer a working outcome. 
• The power of local, state, national and international social media is not a positive 

outcome to the situation. 
 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 8 
 
Submitted by: Brett Williams (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submitter objects the proposed amendment, and advises as follows: 
 
• It appears that the new marina will impact an existing surfing reef located just north of 

the existing marina. Would it be possible when planning the new northern side of the 
marina, that consideration could be given to a setup that is conducive to a new surf 
break that could replace the one that will be lost? 

• Not proposing anything that is costly or fancy, just the reconfiguration of the rock groin 
and sea floor. 

• With an increasing surfing population in this area it would be a tragedy to see a 
decrease in the amount of surf breaks available. 

• If additional recreational ocean sports such as a surf break were added to the proposal, 
it would increase the viability and public acceptance of the development. 

 



  

Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 9 
 
Submitted by: Blue Water Australian Wild Abalone (affected business) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submitter objects the proposed amendment as the site is considered the prime fishing 
area for Roei abalone in Western Australia.  
 
The submitter has dived the WA coast for abalone from Kalbarri to the South Australian 
border, and no reef system is as productive as the Ocean Reef area. Between 24 - 36 tons 
of Roei abalone is fished by quota in the Perth metropolitan area per year, with around 60% 
of that catch coming from Ocean Reef alone. Removing this area from the Perth 
metropolitan region will have detrimental flow on effects to the whole industry.  
 
High daily catches and low access costs at Ocean Reef offset the high access costs of 
fishing outside of the metropolitan area. As such, Ocean Reef provides a funding base to 
allow Roei fishing for the whole industry in areas that would ordinarily not be commercially 
viable without it. If the marina is developed, the current industry is likely to crash. 
 
The financial implications of the loss of access to Ocean Reef from the marina development 
to my business and my financial situation are significant. Over the last 27 years of fishing the 
Ocean Reef area, my quota has expanded and my current quota for Roei abalone is ~ 9 
tons of which 60% is fished out of Ocean Reef. While the direct cost of the loss of this large 
component of their fishing quota this does not reflect its true value.  
 
Since 2015, the submitter has worked to develop a unique live market, with custom built 
tanks they have designed and fabricate.  This patented design has grown the live market 
demand for Roei abalone by 5 tons in the first year. The business is expected to grow 
exponentially because the public can buy live abalone from seafood outlets in Perth.  
 
They have also developed an export market for canned abalone into China with the product 
marketed as a high-end luxury item in boutique stores. Loss of the quota of Roei abalone 
would have a catastrophic impact on these markets. 
 
Submit that you acknowledge the economic, social and biological importance of the Ocean 
Reef area to the abalone industry in making any planning decision for marina development. 
Compensation should be commensurate to existing and emerging markets and based on fair 
forecasts of compounding growth. 
 
As removal of the Ocean Reef quota through the development of the marina is likely to 
collapse the Western Australian Roei abalone market, divers will be seeking compensation 
through a class action should financial reparation not be sufficient. 
 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 



  

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 10 
 
Submitted by: Karen Barnard (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission states they have been a resident of Ocean Reef for over 20 years and 
frequented the bush area between the north end of Mullaloo beach to lluka. Exercising, 
walking dogs and enjoying the coastal environment. Regularly observe the bird life, reptiles 
and small mammals. 
 
Understand the development of the Marina has been included in planning for over thirty 
years, do not believe the original plans included large residential areas, more so short-stay 
and possibly hotel accommodation.  There is no benefit to the general public or the 
environment of the current plans.  The only winners we see would be the developers, the 
Council and those wealthy enough to purchase and build a house or pen a large boat. 
  
As a small boat user there is an increasing amount of days year whereby it is impossible to 
use the boat for lack of parking. Any development should take into account the growing 
number of boat users and therefore facilities. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 15 
 
Submitted by: Kim Johnson (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission:   OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment and advises as follows: 
 
• The proposed Marina destroys two natural surfing breaks with no replacement by an artificial 

surfing reef. 
• This is blatant disregard for the many surfers who use this natural recreational asset, the 

previously promised artificial reef should be part of the development. 
 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 



  

 
Submission: 25 
 
Submitted by: Virginia Marchetti (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submitter objects the proposed amendment and advises as follows: 
 
• Destroying the pristine coastline of the Ocean Reef area; and 
• The destruction of surf breaks Mozzies and Pylons with no compromise of a definite 

artificial reef. 
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17, 18, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 26, 28, 30, 31, 

32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, 42, 43, 49, 50, 58, 59, 61, 62, 65, 
68, 82, 83, 84, 85 

 
Submitted by: Mark Jahn, Michael (unknown surname), Lance Mathews, 

Amy La Spada, Mat (unknown surname), R Keogh, Brian 
Wood, Andrew Cass, Shabhan Burke, John Frame, Janet 
Frame, Peter Hawker, Stan Klimcke, Ian Kidd, Chris Forde, 
Carmen Irwin, Shane Irwin, Shannon Scott, Darcie Scott, 
Oliver Cooksey, Phil Gallagher, Jan Gallagher, Ros Hawker, 
Kerry Nichols, Craig Melbourne, Stewart McIntosh, Caroline 
Ann McIntosh, Nicola Macpherson, Alan Brennan, Wes Buzza, 
Ian Manning, Rainer Repke, Melanie Leather, Russel Speak, 
Phil Michelides, Brian Macauley, Dale Page 

 
Summary of Submission:   SUPPORT 
 
The submissions support the proposed amendment as follows:  
 
• There is the need for infrastructure along the coast line to keep up with the ever 

growing population, and oppose any reduction in boat ramps or car and trailer parking 
bays.  

• It is a much needed development that would be beneficial to all residents and tourists.  
Increase in local infrastructure, job creation, land capital gains.  

• The site in its current state is underutilised and provides for a unique development 
opportunity. The amendment makes way for development to happen and in a very 
considered and well thought out way. The mix of uses but with a strong focus on 
families is highly appealing.  

• The topography of the land allows for development to take place without any major 
impact on the views of those residents living adjacent to site.  

• There are few WA coastal sites that can cater for hotels, restaurants, shops, 
residential, commercial and maritime facilities without any detriment to existing 
residents.  



  

• Hillarys Boat Harbour is at capacity. Mindarie is largely a residential precinct. A third 
marina with deep water between Hillary and Mindarie would alleviate the pressure 
placed on existing facilities but also create a unique area for water sports and maritime 
activities.  

• The potential for events such as boat shows, concerts, sailing regattas etc means that 
the development has the potential to deliver substantial economic and cultural benefits 
to the City.  

• The sea rescue group and sea sports club are long-term residents of the development 
site and it is reassuring that they there is firm commitment to protect the interests of 
both groups.  

• Whilst the estimated costs of development are large, the fact that it will be delivered in 
stages over a 13 year timeframe (and largely self-funded via land sales, leases etc).  

• It results in an iconic asset that will remain for many generations and gives a strong 
indication that it will be an extremely successful investment of time and money by the 
City of Joondalup.  

• The fact that the marine component can be achieved with such a minimal 
environmental impact makes for an overwhelmingly compelling business case. To not 
seize this opportunity would constitute a failure of State and Local Government. 

• Provides a safe harbour and further pens for the additional boats in the area. This will 
also support local employment and business as well as provide a more family 
orientated area (based on submission details) that moves away from a nightclub 
precinct such as Hillarys.  

• The requirement for a marina development of a modern, high standard, has been well 
known for many years. Hillarys Boat Harbor has been unable to fulfil community 
demand for wet pens, boat launch ramps and dry stacking facilities for some time, and 
the proper development of Ocean Reef Marina will assist in providing such capacity for 
the medium-long term. Believe the amendment ought to be supported from the 
perspective of the Perth boating community alone.  

• The inclusion of freehold residential sites is necessary to develop the marina with the 
appropriate amenity, and of course is a strong contributor to its financial viability. 
Whilst there are views against the inclusion of freehold residential, it is surely an 
essential component of a modern, state of the art marina development.  

• The development would provide a great opportunity for youth organisations such as 
SLS, Cadets, ScoutsWA etc to have access to water-based activities, and consideration 
should be given to their needs, including storage and facilities. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.1 - Supporting Submissions. 
 
 Determination: Submissions noted. 
 
 
Submission: 27 
 
Submitted by: W Shergold (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION  
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• WA is not running at a profit, the money would be better spent on roads, hospitals and 

schools;  



  

• This proposal is a waste of money, boat pens at Hillarys, Mindarie and Two Rocks are 
vacant;  

• We don't need another Hillarys Boat Harbour, it will ruin the coastline and the 
environment;  

• The infrastructure is not adequate for the upgrade of this marina; and 
• The upgrade of the Mitchell Freeway to three lanes south from Burns Beach Road 

should be the priority.  
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 29 
 
Submitted by: Kaz Martin (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION  
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• Where can you walk the dog?  
• Can you still launch your boat if you usually take the dog?  
• Are the public open areas dog friendly?  

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 39 
 
Submitted by: Robyn MacDonald (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission:   COMMENT 
 
The submission advises that the new marina will improve the area.   
 
However, there are concerns about the planning of the marina. For the past 10 years many 
ocean paddlers have used the marina as part of their paddle - usually a one way downwind 
paddle from Hillarys to Ocean Reef. Car bays need to be provided in the new plans close to 
the water for loading and unloading surf skis and equipment without fear of infringement.  At 
Ocean Reef Marina there are limited car bays near the water and it is impractical to load and 
unload surf skis. 

 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 



  

Determination: Submission noted 
 
 
Submission: 40 
 
Submitted by: Hayley Clarke (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission does not support the amendment and requests no change to the coast. 
There will be consequences for destroying the delicate natural ecosystem, both financially 
and environmentally.  Does not wish for the coastline to become the Gold Coast. Tourists 
come to our beaches for its natural beauty, not man-made amenities. 
 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 41 
 
Submitted by: Jane (unknown surname) (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submission advises as follows: 
 
• The proposal is good for local jobs, good for tourism (needs to actively link to other 

facilities in Joondalup and north on the coast), takes some pressure off Hillarys Marina, 
encourages social activities linked to coastal views, coastal path and environment 
(winter and summer); 

• Concerns regarding coastal longshore drift (i.e. the marina shape changes local sea 
currents) which may denude or alter the beaches north and south of the marina 
speeding up of the erosion on the fragile coastal cliffs and dunes and quality of the sand 
on the beaches.  This could lead to cost implications to make good and compensate for 
damage north and south of the marina over the next ten years after the marina is built 
and needs to be costed as a provision (trust) into the project and not left to ratepayers 
and taxpayers to fund (after lengthy costly arbitration) at some later date; and 

• Local policing needs to be considered in the planning stage so that aspects to 
discourage anti-social behaviour and can be included throughout the building phase. 

 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
 
Submission: 44 
 
Submitted by: Nicky Dangar (nearby resident) 



  

Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• The amendment could have been a word document in order to edit. 
• The plans on the Councils website cannot be understood to determine boundaries. 
• No consideration given to traffic management matters. 
• What measures will be undertaken to preserve Mullaloo Beach from degradation or 

ecological damage from the development and impacts on future water resources. 
• The information was not easy to read and hard to understand. 
• Support the proposed development but concerned the public have not been involved 

from the start, only businesses and stakeholders. Matters such as: water, traffic, 
sewerage and impacts on beaches would have been raised. 

 
Planning Comment:   Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – 
State and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport 
Impacts and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 45, 47 
 
Submitted by: Karen Van Staden, Janice Barton (nearby residents) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submissions state that Hillarys dog beach is crowded and there should be another dog 
beach between Hillarys and Quinns beach.  
 
Planning Comment: Comments noted. Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal 
Impacts, (b) – State and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and 
Transport Impacts and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submissions noted. 
 
 
Submission: 46 
 
Submitted by: Susan Boylan (nearby resident)  
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission is concerned about the lack of assessment, in regards to the land 
acquisition of a significant Bush Forever site, which will be lost if this development is 
approved.  
 
In the draft plans and amendment reports there is acknowledgment that the surrounding 
coastal area where the marina is proposed will be significantly impacted by this 
development.  However, the EPA has assessed the MRS as not requiring environmental 
assessment because the environmental impacts on the bush forever site will be dealt with 
via a Negotiated Planning Outcome (NPO), while admitting that they do not know what the 
impacts of building this marina will be and how significant on the vegetation in this area. 



  

These admissions highlight the lack of environmental assessment of the entire Ocean Reef 
proposal. The land area should be assessed in the context of the marina development. The 
following matters should support an assessment of the assessment of the MRS and changes 
to the current MRS amendment. 
 
There will be a loss of a Bush Forever site with significant flora and fauna species. The 
proponents believe that no threatened species will be impacted by the development. The 
EPA disputes this and advise: The proponent has advised that no threatened species will be 
impacted by the development, however two Priority 3 species and a number of species 
considered to be significant in Bush Forever have the potential to be impacted. The site may 
also support three Priority Ecological Communities. 
 
Six species of birds that are of conservation significance have been seen at the site and the 
habitat could support up to 22 additional species from historical data. The proponents 
suggest an offset of like for like and advise that they have a number of possible sites but do 
not identify these sites. These sites should be identified and publicised to assure that they fit 
the criteria as an offset for the loss of the Bush Forever area. 
 
The proposed impacts of developing this area around Bush Forever are not being assessed. 
The City of Joondalup acknowledges that there will be impacts but as no assessment is 
being done by the EPA, the significance of those impacts remain unknown.  There is no 
reference to impacts from: 
 
• Initial construction of the marina including water pipes, sewage etc. 
• The change from dune and vegetation to urban development with impacts such as 

pesticides, fertilizer and introduced species and in particular feral species that may 
prey on any remaining native species. 

• Increased human activity in the area and impacts on the remaining vegetation. 
• Increased traffic. 
 
A rehabilitation strategy is to be prepared for the sites subject to clearing which includes 
monitoring and reporting. There is no assessment of the impact on this land, as monitoring 
of the effects does not offer protection. If the area is significantly affected by this 
development, any monitoring will be too late. There needs to be contingency planning to act 
on possible impacts and those impacts need to be assessed and documented before any 
approvals. 
 
The traffic assessment requested by the City of Joondalup only relates to parking, heavy 
vehicle and public transport impacts. The size of the Ocean Reef Marina would involve a 
significant increase of traffic and noise on neighbouring roads both north and south of the 
Marina. Areas either side such as Mullaloo and Ocean Reef North need to be considered as 
they are already dealing with significant traffic issues, particularly along the beach front and 
suburban roads that lead onto the main arterial roads. 
 
The Water Corporation have no water to the site. This means there will be a need for 
easements for pipes and mains which will require clearing. It is not clear whether this 
clearing would be additional. 
 
This scale of development on the coast will significantly impact this area. The Bush Forever 
site was originally classified given its significance to the maintenance of a healthy coastal 
strip. This has not changed and the responsible planning agencies should undertake 
extensive assessments before allowing such an amendment and development to proceed. 
 



  

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 48 
 
Submitted by: Rudi Seebach (nearby residents) 
 
Summary of Submission:  OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows:  
 
• Concerns regarding any development over four stories in height along the Joondalup 

coastline; and 
• The proposal will not fit in with the surrounding development and will set an undesirable 

precedent for high-rise development along the coast. 
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 51 
 
Submitted by: Water Corporation 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The Water Corporation advises as follows: 
 
Water: Reticulated water of a sufficient capacity to serve the proposal is currently not 
available and a revision of the current water planning is being undertaken.  The proposed 
new development may require headworks size water mains to be constructed, and a route 
for any headworks mains required should be in the form of a road reserve.   
 
Wastewater: Reticulated wastewater is currently not available and a revision of the current 
wastwater planning is being undertaken.  Headworks infrastructure may be required to be 
constructed as part of the development process.  A new pump station may be an option to 
serve a portion of the area.  The extent of the pump station buffer should be determined at 
the subsequent planning/design stage to ensure that only compatible land uses are located 
within the buffer.  A route for the headworks pressure main will also be required.  The 
existing Ocean Reef Road Wastewater Pump Station is located near the subject land and 
will need to be protected. 
 
Land Matters: The Beenyup Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) ocean outfall affects the 
subject land.  The Water Corporation has met with the City of Joondalup, and raises no 
objections to the concept plan.  The Corporation is assisting the City with the proposal. 
 



  

Reserve area 36732 is currently vested in the Corporation but is subject to an agreement to 
transfer the reserve to the City of Joondalup.  The Corporation will retain an easement to 
maintain ongoing access rights to the outfall pipe. 
 
The freehold area of Lot 1033 is under consideration for car parking.  There are to be no 
permanent structures over the pipeline, agreement should also include planned and 
emergency maintenance.  The area south of the Beenyup WWTP ocean outfall will need to 
be assessed when a development proposal is known.  Detailed commercial arrangements 
for the use of the Corporation’s freehold land, and any transfer of the reserve area will need 
to be negotiated.   
 
General Comments: The Corporation advises that the funding of the subdivision and/or 
development is one of user pays.  The developer is expected to provide all water and 
sewerage reticulation.  A contribution for water and sewerage headworks may also be 
required.  The developer may also be required to fund new works or the upgrading of 
existing works and protection of all works.  Any temporary works needed are required to be 
fully funded by the developer.  The Corporation may also require land being ceded free of 
cost for works. 
 
Planning Comment: The proponent has been advised of the above information, which requires 
consideration as part of the subsequent more detailed stages of the planning and development 
process. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 52 
 
Submitted by: Antony Woodard (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• The north-west corridor already has two marinas at Hillarys and Mindarie.  The Ocean 

Reef Marina is only 8 km from these existing marinas. 
• There are enough marinas in this region. 
• The money could be better spent improving existing services such as: underground 

power to reduce the burden on ratepayers. 
 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 



  

Submission: 53 
 
Submitted by: An (unknown surname) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the proposed amendment as the proposed exclusion area of 
Bush Forever be reduced to a more conservative size, given the adverse and irreversible 
impacts on the remaining Bush Forever area, and that it is proposed to develop the 
Alkimos/Eglinton marina and upgrade the facility at Two Rocks. 
 
The proposed amendment footprint is not conservative and will have significant direct and 
indirect impacts on the remaining Bush Forever. The remaining Bush Forever will not 
provide an uninterrupted green link corridor for wildlife to move freely. 
 
Flora and Vegetation 
 
• Of the proposed 27.5 hectares of Bush Forever to be excluded, 19.5 hectares is to be 

cleared. This land comprises native vegetation, including high sand dunes, which is 
considered to be good to excellent. 

• Development of the 27.5 hectares will facilitate the introduction of weeds and pests (that 
do not currently occur) in the remaining Bush Forever. 

• Increased bush fires on the remaining Bush Forever due to the NPO will not benefit the 
flora and vegetation on the remaining Bush Forever. The loss of an important area of 
quality vegetation, which is in good condition to excellent condition, and the inevitable 
changes in the remaining Bush Forever caused by weed invasion, plant disease, fire 
and hydrological issues will have a significant adverse environmental impact and is 
unacceptable. 

 
Terrestrial Fauna 
 
• Loss of nesting habitat for birds that frequent Bush Forever. 
• The proposed amendment will destroy the feeding habitat of the Carnaby's Black 

Cockatoo, the Peregrine Falcon and other birdlife which regularly feed at Bush Forever 
and surrounding road verge areas. 

• Clearing of the feeding habitat for the Carnaby Black Cockatoo is irresponsible and 
unacceptable, particularly as it is a threatened species. The feeding cockatoos are a 
delight to behold when using the dual pathways along the foreshore. An NPO will not 
mitigate or compensate the loss of feeding habitat, for the cockatoos or any of the other 
identified and threatened species. 

 
Environmental Factors Associated with Marine Infrastructure Components 
 
The adverse impact on the remaining Bush Forever brought about by the construction phase 
of the marina: 
 
• Earthworks;  
• Dumping of rocks; 
• Hydraulic rock breaker used to excavate rocks; 
• Noise and vibration brought about by the earthworks such as driving piles into the ocean 

bed;  
• Dust; 



  

• Diesel emissions/pollutants from increased heavy vehicle traffic and trucks used to 
dump core material every six minutes, 10 hours per day and 5½ days per week during 
the breakwater construction; 

• The service infrastructure required to establish the marina; 
• Road-kill of native fauna by the large industrial trucks and vehicles entering and exiting 

the remaining Bush Forever site; 
• The impact that the construction of 700 residential dwellings and associated services, a 

nine-story hotel, and retail facilities will have on the remaining Bush Forever; 
• The litter and rubbish that will invariably be discarded, and blown onto, the remaining 

Bush Forever by people working onsite and those who visit development; and 
• The impact that noise and pollution a facility such as a working marina, servicing 

commercial and marine industrial uses, will have on the environment and wildlife which 
inhabits the remaining Bush Forever. 

 
The proposed size of the Ocean Reef Marina to cater for 750+ boat pens (which is twice the 
number of boat pens at Hillarys Boat Harbour and three times that at Mindarie Boat Marina 
and Two Rocks Marina) is too big. The implementation, operation and management of the 
Ocean Reef Marina will adversely impact on the remaining Bush Forever. 
 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 54 
 
Submitted by: Lesly Solly (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submission advises as follows:  
 
• Supports the development and believe it to be an exciting opportunity for the City, the 

region and WA. 
• Would like to see the proposed ocean-fed swimming pool catering for both the competitive 

and leisure swimmers, returned to the Concept Plan as a priority. It was removed from 
Concept Plan Version 7.2A, and placed as “optional" for future consideration. The current 
business plan presented to the State Government by the City of Joondalup is based on 
the Concept Plan version 7.2A. 

• The ocean-fed pool would be the first of its kind in WA. In terms of the cost to build and 
operate aquatic facilities, it is the cheapest option. There is significant demand for 
another competitive and leisure aquatic facility to service the northern region. The 
uniqueness of an ocean-fed pool would meet the requirements of a regional and state 
'attractor' adding to the Ocean Reef Marina being a state of the art iconic facility that 
meets both current and future demand for public amenities for local, regional, state and 
tourist visitors. Such a facility would complement the proposed residential and 
commercial amenities. The pool would have minimal impact on the environment. 

• An ocean-fed pool would contribute in a positive manner bringing social, economic and 
environmental benefits to the City of Joondalup, the region and it will be one of essential 
catalysts for regional tourism development.  It's inclusion strategically aligns with the 



  

major objectives and targets of numerous Local, State, Regional and Federal 
Government planning documents focused on sustainability. 

• Would like to see an ocean-fed pool returned to the Concept Plan currently under 
consideration and not simply listed as a 'potential future additional facility. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 55 
 
Submitted by: Department of Sport and Recreation 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT  
 
The Department of Sport and Recreation advises as follows: 
 
• The Department wishes to ensure that recreational outcomes are considered in any 

future redevelopment of the Marina. Managing improved and safe access to the beach 
should be considered, as should enhanced infrastructure to foster recreational fishing, 
diving and possibly surfing within Marina design. The Department encourages future 
planning to consider multiple opportunities for recreational outcomes. 

• Kayak/canoe launching infrastructure and associated car parking away from the boat 
ramp should be considered to reduce conflicts with power boats and other users 
launching water craft. 

• There is an existing duel use path adjoining the marina which should be maintained and 
enhanced. In this context pedestrian/cycling connectivity through any future 
redevelopment to enable safe and efficient commuting from north to south should be an 
important consideration. 

• The Department is planning to undertake research into coastal usage within the Perth 
metropolitan area. The purpose of the project will be to better understand the coastline, 
where complementary or conflicting uses may exist, and consider future requirements 
for recreation. From there a beach classification framework could be developed to help 
guide development and assist Local and State Governments in considering growth and 
usage. Coastal hazard risks will be an important consideration. The Department intends 
to liaise with Local Governments with a coastal boundary as part of the project. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: The proponent has been advised of the Departments comments, which 
relate to the subsequent more detailed planning and development stages. 
 
 
Submission: 56 
 
Submitted by: Geoffrey Austin James (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 



  

The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• There is the possibility of erosion at Mullaloo Beach which has been described at one of 

the 10 best beaches in the world.  Most marinas that alter the natural coastline cause 
severe erosion from current and winter storms. 

• The entrance to the marina is too small and will cause algal blooms and water 
stagnation like Mindarie.  Recommend a much wider opening with a steel buffer at sea 
level which allows water movement under the buffer and boast access. 

 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 57, 69 
 
Submitted by: Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club, W Greene (sports club, 

nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submissions advise as follows: 
 
• An iconic world class marina is a necessity in the north; 
• A marina on the metropolitan coast and that anything less than iconic would waste a 

rare opportunity for our state to rectify serious shortcomings in the core areas of 
Maritime facilities. Tourism infrastructure and public amenity; 

• Planning should be forward looking to obviate the premature need for the next marina 
to pick up the shortfall in core needs of maritime and tourism infrastructure and public 
amenity; 

• Note that the study shows the site proven to be most suited for such a development; 
• Support such MRS amendments as will facilitate progression of this project; 
• It is most likely that properly planned, the deeper draft, location and infrastructure of 

the Ocean Reef marina will set it apart such that it would be capable of hosting 
prestigious national and international maritime and tourist events yet to be attracted to 
WA; 

• Wish to see all land and water area within the marina precinct allocated to core uses. 
These are maritime, tourism (including short-term accommodation) and public 
recreational and leisure amenity; 

• It is essential for the maximum use of water area for both club and public pens, 
sufficient land space to operate a viable boat stacking operation to relieve pressures 
on boat storage and ample space for a boat lifter with all associated trades that it may 
address the shortfall in these services; and 

• For the marina to be truly iconic and world class, it requires a Sea Sports Club of 
appropriate standing that it may host prestigious events. Such club must be allocated 
sufficient area that it can service a considerable portion of the expected strong 
community enquiry for membership, be of benefit and service to the greater marina 
and continue to serve juniors, disadvantaged and disabled in the community. 

 
Submission 57 was supported by a Hearing. 



  

Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submissions noted. 
 
 
Submission: 60 
 
Submitted by: Clint Bryan (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• The proposed marina will destroy a surf spot on the northern side of the current marina; 
• Concerned that the new marina will change the flow of ocean currents and also affect 

Mullaloo point and destroy that surf spot, just as Hillarys Marina has changed the 
beaches to the south; and 

• The plan should include protecting and/or enhance these spots not destroy and degrade 
them. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 63 
 
Submitted by: Mike Evans 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT  
 
The submission advises as follows: 
 
• Need to discourage use of Resolute Way as entrance to new marina;  
• Understand the primary entrance will be via Hodges Avenue, it appears that an entrance 

from the intersection of Ocean Reef Road and Resolute Way will also be created - this 
is a safety hazard.  Resolute Way is a fairly steep hill, and traffic already goes too fast.  
The roundabout at the intersection of Ocean Reef Road and Resolute Way is likely to be 
a major safety issue.  The use of highly residential streets to access the facilities should 
not be encouraged;  

• There is the need to confirm that the creation of the breakwater will not negatively 
impact the beaches and seaweed conditions either north or south of the proposed 
breakwater.  Poor engineering and design leads to unwanted seaweed accumulation 
and/or to erosion of beaches on the north side of developments;  

• Height restrictions on development at the new marina.  Marina development is 
supported, however it is important that height restrictions (such as no development over 
three storeys) is included as part of the planning.   It is not fair to local residents to have 
large, very high apartment or other towers which would decrease their views and 
property values; and 



  

• Do not support widening of Ocean Reef Road north of Hodges Drive as it would be 
detrimental to neighbourhood safety. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 64 
 
Submitted by: Robert & Sharon Adams 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT  
 
The submission advises as follows: 
 
• The marina is a necessity on the north metropolitan to rectify serious shortcomings in 

the core areas of maritime facilities, tourism infrastructure and public amenity;  
• The study shows the site proven to be most suited for such a development. Wish to see 

all land and water area within the marina precinct allocated most judiciously to core 
uses. Maritime, Tourism, accommodation and public recreational and leisure amenity;  

• The benefits of including residential high density and low-rise sites within the 
development. We would like to see the expanding Sea Sports Club, a maximum use of 
water area for club and public pens, sufficient land space to operate a viable boat 
stacking operation to relieve pressures on boat storage and ample space for a boat lifter 
with all associated trades that it may address the shortfall in these services; 

• It requires a Sea Sports Club of appropriate standing that it may host prestigious events. 
Such club must be allocated sufficient area that it can serve the expected strong 
community enquiry for membership, hold events to benefit the greater marina and 
continue to serve juniors, disadvantaged and disabled in the community. All this with a 
view to the future;  

• The area allocated to a club on the concept plan does not appear near sufficient for 
normal club activities or a stacking operation (the planner’s recommendation was 4 ha.). 
This requires further consideration; and 

• We would like a thoughtful and considerate transition plan formulated for Whitfords 
Volunteer Sea Rescue and Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club, such that both organisations 
may move to their new marina site with minimal disruption. We wish the project a 
speedy passage. 
 

The land area allocated to the Sea Sports Club has been reduced from 4 ha, to 3.022 ha 
then to 1.912 ha, seriously limiting the clubs viability and losing its parking area. There now 
appears insufficient room to run a viable boat stacking operation, so essential to overcome 
the increasing shortage of boat storage and denying the club funds that may remain. 
 
The club has historically been the only club to fully cater for trailer boats and in a new marina 
will have ramps included for launching, yet the 50-55 parking bays for trailers required by 
regulation for each public ramp does not appear to be factored in. No other clubs can cater 
for these boat users and they would have to use the public ramp one kilometre away from 
the club. If they are away overnight on a club event, this creates a major security problem 
with their vehicle and trailer. 
 



  

The planned new public boat ramp is shown as only eight lanes, no change from the current 
situation. The club ramps if they had trailer parking would take pressure off the public ramps 
and parking. 
 
Membership enquiry in a club at the new marina is expected to be most substantial and 
numbers to or beyond 3,000 families could well be expected. The club area as shown could, 
with difficulty, cope with possibly half of that number. 
 
If the marina is to be 'iconic' it must require a resident club of appropriate stature and 
capability. The current plan show less than 2 ha of club grounds. Refer back to the planner’s 
recommendation of 4 ha land area for the club and request the matter be reconsidered in 
future planning. 
 
Support the marina being planned as an 'icon' for tourism, maritime and public leisure and 
recreational activities. Any lesser status would fail to meet requirements in many fields and 
render the project far less successful in all aspects.  A truly 'iconic' attraction on our coast 
would ensure the commercial success of the development. 
 
The submitter agrees with the points made under this heading in the PER and advises as 
follows: 
 
• Western Australia desperately needs an 'iconic marina' with a wow factor to complement 

its beautiful coast and spectacular sunsets. It could well become the number one tourist 
attraction in our state. 

• Link transport is easily arranged from Joondalup centre. Joondalup is served by heavy rail. 
• The site is an accessible distance from the popular boating destinations of Rottnest, 

Fremantle, Swan River, Cockburn Sound and bountiful fishing grounds. 
• It can cater for deeper draft vessels incapable of using other marinas. 
• This opens up for the first time in WA great potential for hosting prestigious national and 

international sailing events ever looking for new destinations. 
• Given suitable facilities, it would alone be capable of accepting super yachts to our state 

with their fat wallets and ability to draw local tourists. They too are always seeking new 
destinations. 

• The potential for employment would be most significant for the district which currently 
has very limited employment opportunities. 

• The Ocean Reef site would expand to full potential far earlier than any other marina site 
being considered for development. 

• Marinas proposed further north are not a practical distance from popular boating 
destinations and would possibly only offer service to smaller craft on day fishing trips etc. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 66 
 
Submitted by: City of Joondalup 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 



  

To determine if the project site was suitable for a marina development, over 32 preliminary 
investigations were undertaken by the City from 2000-2009. 
 
In 2004, the State Government provided a grant of $700,000 to assist the City to prepare a 
concept plan and structure plan for the project.  
 
Throughout the development of the concept plan extensive consultation was undertaken with 
the community, State Government and other key stakeholders. The Ocean Reef Marina 
Community Reference Group (established in 2008) and the Ocean Reef Marina Government 
Steering Committee (established in 2007) made substantial contributions to the development 
of the concept plan. 
 
In 2009, the Joondalup Council endorsed the release of the concept plan for community 
consultation and a survey was distributed to approximately 60,000 properties within 
Joondalup. The City received 11,728 survey responses and 95.6% of people ‘strongly 
supported’ or ‘supported’ the proposal to develop the marina. 
 
A financial feasibility analysis of the concept plan was undertaken in 2011 (supported by a 
grant from the Recreational Boating Facilities Scheme) which resulted in amendments to the 
concept plan.  The amended plan was subsequently endorsed by the Joondalup Council as 
the basis for the preparation of a structure plan for the project. 
 
In 2012, the City executed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the State 
Government. Co-signed by the Ministers for Transport and Planning, the MOU 
acknowledged the strategic alliance and shared commitment of the City and the State 
Government, as joint landowners of the site, in bringing the project to fruition. In recognition 
of this shared commitment, the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage (DPLH) was 
identified as the lead agency for the project through the State Government’s Lead Agency 
Framework. 
 
Throughout the life of the project, the City and the Project Team have undertaken substantial 
engagement with the DPLH and other Departments and agencies. In consultation with State 
and Federal Government agencies and other significant stakeholders, an environmental and 
planning approval strategy was agreed culminating in a concurrent approval process for the 
marine and terrestrial components of the project. 
 
The WAPC initiated amendment in April 2014 and referred the amendment to the EPA in 
May 2014. In June 2014, the EPA determined that the terrestrial components of the project 
did not require formal environmental assessment and could be adequately managed through 
the relevant planning processes. 
 
Following referral of the marine based components to the EPA in April 2014, the 
determination was made for a PER, the highest level of assessment. 
 
Advertising of amendment 
 
Following negotiations between the WAPC and former OEPA, it was agreed that concurrent 
advertising would be undertaken for amendment and the PER. 
 
During the concurrent advertising period, the City has been active in updating the local 
community and stakeholders about the project, explaining the approvals process and how 
the community can have their say. 
 
Extensive advertising was undertaken together with a City-wide mail out providing detailed 
project information. The City also invited stakeholder groups to meet with City officers and 



  

the Project Team to be briefed on the contents of the PER, amendment, draft NPO and the 
draft preliminary Ocean Reef Marina Structure Plan. 
 
Approximately 250 people attended three community forums held during the concurrent 
advertising period. 
 
Amendment  
 
The City is supportive of the advertised amendment which proposes to appropriately 
reclassify the project area from Parks and Recreation, Waterways and Public Purposes to: 
 
• Urban zone: 29.71 hectares 
• Parks and Recreation reservation: 4.03 hectares 
• Waterways’ reservation:  0.9324 hectares 
• Other Regional Roads reservation: 0.1715 hectares 
• Public Purposes (Special Uses) reservation:  0.0538 hectares 
• Bush Forever (site 325) removal: 25.95 hectares (of which only 16.79 ha is identified as 

vegetation for clearing). 
 
The City’s support for the zones and reserves is outlined as follows: 
 
Urban Zone 
 
The Urban zoning is critical to the successful delivery of the project. The concept plan 
proposes a “working marina”, mixed use development to deliver a recreational, residential, 
boating and tourism development. To do this, the concept plan identifies land requirements 
to enable: 
 
• Club, service commercial and marine industrial uses in the north of the project, 

consistent with the DoT’s Perth Recreational Boating Facilities Study 2008 and its 
recommendation to develop a new harbour with boat pens at the existing Ocean Reef 
Boat Harbour.  The northern precinct will integrate existing club facilities as part of the 
long-term planning for the project.  

• A central retail, tourism and residential precinct, consistent with the City’s Expanding 
Horizons economic development strategy which recognises the project as an attractor 
for the City and a driver for the local economy. It is also consistent with the City’s draft 
Local Planning Strategy which identifies the project as a ‘Future Strategic Tourism Site’ 
and a ‘Future Development Site for Housing’.  

• Joondalup 2022 – Strategic Community Plan 2012-2022 identifies the project as an 
essential catalyst for regional tourism development and the provision of diverse housing 
and accommodation options across the City into the future.  

• A southern boating precinct inclusive of ramps, coastal amenities and parking. The 
southern boating precinct will replace the existing ramps and trailer parking with larger 
and more robust facilities. 

 
The Urban zoning correctly refers to the areas of the concept plan identified for future 
residential, retail, community facilities, mixed use, hotel, food and beverage and the marina 
industry, chandlery and club facilities. It is intended that, through the Ocean Reef Structure 
Plan, building design will respond to the coastal setting and environment and integrate with 
the public domain to provide high amenity. 
 



  

Parks and Recreation reservation 
 
The Parks and Recreation reservation will appropriately reflect the: 
 
• northern and southern breakwaters; 
• foreshore boardwalks; 
• internal swimming beach; and 
• some of the proposed open space identified in the concept plan. 
 
This reservation classification is considered appropriate and reinforces the vision for the 
project to deliver social and economic benefits to all residents, with a balance of public, 
residential and commercial amenities and an equitable facility for visitors and residents alike. 
It also strengthens the values of SPP 2.6 with the provision of public access to the full extent 
of the waterfront, with a public interface being retained within the Parks and Recreation 
reservation. 
 
The open space network and landscaping will play a significant role in creating a strong 
visual setting and identity for the project. This will be established against a vegetated 
backdrop and will draw on the relationship of the project with the coastal landscape and the 
Indian Ocean. 
 
Waterways reservation 
 
The Waterways reservation reflects the removal of the existing groyne and the proposed 
earthworks to create a larger waterbody edge. The ‘Waterways’ reservation reflects the 
intention to create an internal boardwalk that maintains public access to the internal 
waterbody and provides a discernible edge to the development. 
 
Other Regional Roads reservation 
 
The Other Regional Roads reservation reflects the future construction of the central marina 
access road which is the main access point into the project from Hodges Drive.  The 
reservation takes into account design requirements for an intersection at Ocean Reef Road 
and Hodges Drive.   
 
The central marina access road will be classified as a Neighbourhood Connector A road and 
will provide a safe environment for all road users and pedestrians. The Traffic and Transport 
Micro-simulation report prepared for the draft preliminary Ocean Reef Marina Structure Plan 
confirms that the proposed intersection is suitable to accommodate forecasted traffic 
volumes. 
 
Public Purposes - Special Uses reservation 
 
The Public Purposes - Special Uses reservation relates to the proposed southern access 
road for access to the boat ramps and trailer parking.  The southern access road primarily 
runs within Lots 1029 and 1032 both of which are currently owned in fee simple by the City. 
 
Bush Forever (site325) and NPO  
 
The removal of 25.95 ha of Bush Forever from the MRS does not translate to the clearing of 
25.95 ha of vegetation. In the draft NPO, the extent of vegetation clearing has been 
calculated 16.79 ha ranging in vegetation quality from ‘Degraded’ to ‘Excellent’. 
 



  

The City addresses the offset requirements outlined in SPP 2.8 through the preparation of 
the draft NPO.  A ratio of 1:1.5 has been applied and in accordance with SPP 2.8, it was 
negotiated with DPLH and former Department of Parks and Wildlife (DPaW) that offsets be 
provided in the form of 90% land acquisition and 10% through land rehabilitation within Bush 
Forever site 325. 
 
The conservation area management plan relates to the land to be purchased with the funds 
agreed through the NPO.  This management plan will inform how the purchased land 
parcel/s for the conservation estate are managed to achieve the appropriate conservation 
outcomes. The management actions to be included in the management plan will be 
dependent on the land parcel/s to be purchased. 
 
The overall high level rehabilitation strategy is outlined in the draft NPO.  Depending on 
feedback from the community and stakeholders, minor modification to this high level strategy 
may be required. It is intended that a detailed rehabilitation strategy be prepared that would 
specify which portions of Bush Forever site 325 will be rehabilitated with measurable targets 
identified to demonstrate when rehabilitation milestones are achieved.  
 
The required legal agreement to ensure the enforceability of the NPO will include a 
commitment to the rehabilitation strategy and payment of funds by the ultimate proponent for 
both the rehabilitation and land purchase. 
 
Coastal Hazard Risk Management and Adaptation Planning 
 
The City considers that the Coastal Hazard Risk Management and Adaptation Planning 
(CHRMAP) is substantially progressed and is capable of being finalised. The prepared 
CHRMAP has been extensively peer reviewed with the reviewer’s comments incorporated 
into the plan and final endorsement of the CHRMAP was received from the peer reviewer in 
June 2016. 
 
The CHRMAP has been rigorously assessed and is considered to be complete to the extent 
that any review comments received from the DPLH would be considered for inclusion prior to 
final approval by the relevant agencies. It is important to note that the CHRMAP is 
essentially a ‘living document’ and should be updated in response to additional data and 
policy requirements as considered appropriate. 
 
The City has demonstrated how development of the project can be undertaken in 
accordance with SPP 2.6.  Following submission of the CHRMAP to the DPLH the plan was 
referred to the DoT for review and the following commentary was received: 
 

We understand the (former) DoP has reviewed the land use planning aspects 
including coastal vulnerability and CHRMAP related documents. We are 
supportive of their comments and recommendations. 

 
As any minor technical edits to the plan will not require substantial changes to the zones, 
reserves or other physical details relevant to amendment, the City considers that the 
CHRMAP is sufficiently progressed to be approved. 
 
Identification of the Waterways Manager 
 
The WAPC is aware that the City will require the preparation of a Local Planning Scheme 
amendment for the project. The Minister for Planning and the WAPC will be in a position to 
ensure that a waterways manager is identified prior to the final approval of the local planning 
scheme amendment. 
 



  

The WAPC may also be aware that the City has long held the position that it will not be the 
developer of the Ocean Reef Marina. Discussions are on-going with the State Government 
regarding the City’s involvement and role in the implementation and future management of 
the project. Until there is certainty in the planning framework it is difficult for these 
discussions to be finalised. The identification of a waterways manager prior to the 
establishment of the ultimate developer is also problematic. 
 
It is considered premature to require confirmation of the management entity and to seek 
long-term management commitments prior to a final decision on the PER and amendment. 
The project can only proceed if the amendment is finalised and can then only proceed once 
the local scheme amendment in finalised and approved in order to allow structure planning, 
subdivision and development to take place. Development Control Policy 1.8 (DC 1.8) states 
that at the local planning scheme amendment stage, identification of a waterways manager 
is necessary in order for a deed of agreement to be entered into, addressing potential 
environmental impacts and contingency management strategies.  
 
It is the City’s preference that negotiations commence following gazettal of the MRS 
amendment, which will provide some certainty at a state and regional planning level that the 
project will be able to proceed to the next stage of planning and approval. 
 
Given the above, the City considers that identification of a waterways manager is not a 
critical step in the decision making process for the amendment. The amendment simply 
allows the City to proceed with further work, including amendments to its district boundary 
and local planning scheme and the preparation of the Ocean Reef Marina Structure Plan to 
guide future subdivision and development.   
 
The City respectfully requests that the WAPC accept that other processes will ensure 
compliance with the provisions of DC 1.8, and allows the amendment to be finalised prior to 
the identification of the waterways manager.  
 
Bushfire Management Plan 

 
Amendments to the Bushfire Management Plan (BMP) are being undertaken in accordance 
with comments received from the DFES following which the BMP will be resubmitted for 
approval.  The City anticipates DFES approval of the BMP will be relatively prompt and is not 
expected to prevent a final decision being made on the amendment.   
 
Coordinated finalisation of processes 
 
The City appreciates the integrated process in relation to the concurrent advertising of 
the PER and amendment.  The City took advantage of this process by making the draft 
NPO and preliminary draft Ocean Reef Marina Structure Plan available to the community 
at the same time and invited comments on these documents. 
 
As lead agency for the project the assistance provided by the DPLH has been a valuable 
contribution to the current approval processes. The City respectively requests that this 
assistance be extended to coordinating the relevant state government agencies to secure 
approval for: 
 
• Public Environmental Review; 
• NPO for Bush Forever site 325 and associated legal agreement; 
• CHRMAP; 
• agreement for the identification of the waterways manager to be determined prior 

gazettal of the local planning scheme amendment; and 
• BMP. 



  

The City welcomes the proactive role DPLH can play in progressing aspects of the 
project as far as possible.  
 
Review of submissions 
 
As the current proponent for the project, the City recognises its responsibilities in 
assisting DPLH in reviewing amendment submissions and preparing responses for 
consideration by WAPC. The City is supportive of this process and is appropriately 
resourced to respond in a timely manner. 
 
Other processes 
 
The gazettal of amendment will enable the City to apply for an amendment to its district 
boundary and progress a local planning scheme amendment. The scheme amendment 
will propose a boundary change to expand the scheme area to include the entire project 
and to zone the project area to Urban Development.   
 
The district and scheme boundary amendments would be cognisant of the comments 
from DoT ensuring sufficient flexibility for detailed design modifications and future 
maintenance requirements for the proposed breakwaters. The Urban Development zone 
properly establishes the requirement for the Ocean Reef Marina Structure Plan to guide 
subdivision and development. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The City remains committed to the development of the Ocean Reef Marina and is 
supportive of amendment.  The City requests that the WAPC reconsiders its position on 
the identification of a waterways manager prior to finalisation of amendment.  The City 
requests that identification of the waterways manager occurs following the completion of 
the MRS amendment process. 

 
The submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment: Comments noted. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 67 
 
Submitted by: Unknown  
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the proposed amendment as Hillarys and Mindarie Marinas is 
sufficient.  Scarborough is also proposed to be developed. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 



  

Submission: 70 
 
Submitted by: Sharon McArthur (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as it will facilitate a high-rise, high density urban 
and marina infill development to be built predominantly on what is currently Bush Forever 
site 325 and the “A” Class Reserve (Marmion Marine Park). 
 
The submission opposes the proposed development due to many damaging environmental 
and social impacts detailed in this submission. In my opinion the proposed development is 
far larger than anything required and would cause irreversible damage to the conservation 
and social values of Bush Forever site 325 and Marmion Marine Park. 
 
The submitter states that they have been the Coastcare Coordinator for Mullaloo Beach 
Community Group, a Committee Member of Joondalup Community Coastcare Forum and an 
active member of Friends of North Ocean Reef lluka since 2009. They have developed 
knowledge of and appreciation for the biodiversity of the coastal zone during successive 
Coastwest and State Natural Resource Management (NRM) funded projects at Mullaloo and 
South Ocean Reef within Bush Forever site 325 that have engaged hundreds of people in 
thousands of hours of practical biodiversity protection activities.  
 
The submitter attend numerous training workshops, seminars, public lectures and 
conferences related to biodiversity conservation and coastal management offered by 
organisations such as the City of Joondalup, City of Wanneroo, Perth NRM, Urban Bushland 
Council, EWAN, Conservation Council, Kwongan Foundation, Wildflower Society, WA 
Naturalist Club, Tangaroa Blue, University of Western Australia, Curtin University, Murdoch 
University, Edith Cowan University, WA Museum, DRAW, ORRCA, Perth Zoo, CREEC, 
AQWA, Herdsman Wildlife Centre and others. 
 
The proposed development is too large and socially inequitable. It exceeds the increase in 
the number of boat pens recommended in the Perth Recreational Boating Facility Study 
2008 by 300%, and would concentrate boating facilities in the Marmion Marine Park. 
 
It would also divert resources from developing facilities where they are needed in the rapidly 
growing suburbs in the City of Wanneroo and add to already significant traffic congestion in 
the northern suburbs.  Many of the proposed recreational facilities could be provided in less 
environmentally sensitive areas, for example, the water playground would provide for more 
benefit to the communities of isolated, poorly serviced new suburbs on the urban fringes. 
 
Most of the proposed facilities could be provided within the developed areas at Hillary’s Boat 
harbour (9 km to the south), Mindarie Marina (12 km to the north), the Joondalup CBD (6 km 
to the east) and more efficient use of the land already cleared within Bush Forever site 325 
at the existing Ocean Reef Boat Harbour. High-rise, high density development is not 
consistent with character of current coastal developments on the Perth coast. The existing 
facilities at the existing Ocean Reef Boat Harbour could be upgraded and public facilities 
provided within the currently cleared footprint within Bush Forever site 325 at a much lower 
cost without the damaging environmental impacts. 
 
It is not appropriate for the conservation estate to be lost to provide mainly private benefits in 
the forms of private housing and boating facilities of primary benefit to a small portion of the 
population. Strongly opposed to greenfield development in areas long recognised for their 
conservation values in the southwest global biodiversity hotspot. This proposed development 
at the widest part of Bush Forever site 325 would overshadow the entire Joondalup coastline 



  

and irreversibly damage coastal amenity, seascapes, biodiversity, ecological linkages and 
natural heritage. 
 
Indigenous Heritage 
 
It is unacceptable local Noongar elders have not been involved in the development of this 
proposal. The government is still proposing developments that perpetuate the "sense of loss, 
powerlessness and anger” identified during community consultation as part of development of 
the Perth Coastal Planning Strategy as summarised in the Perth Coastal Planning Strategy. 
 
The coast is a culturally significant place for Noongar people and the proposal area is still 
used for traditional practices. The proposal area contains abundant terrestrial and marine 
fauna, fresh water close to the surface, caves for shelter and numerous "bush tucker" plants 
with various medicinal, nutritional and practical uses. 
 
Social Impacts 
 
There would be irreversible loss of recreational amenity and opportunities for a number of 
groups including surfers, abalone fishers, bird watchers, photographers, walkers and other 
nature lovers who currently value this much-loved stretch of coastline. The current coastal 
shared path would be diverted to the rear of the development with views of the ocean lost. 
 
It would also divert limited resources from developing facilities where they are needed in the 
poorly serviced, remote, rapidly growing suburbs in the City of Wanneroo and other areas on 
the fringes of urban development. It would also further add to traffic congestion problems in 
the northern suburbs. 
 
Destruction of the "Mozzies" surf break will deprive current and future generations of a 
popular surfing spot and increase congestion at remaining surf breaks. 
 
The loss of 40% of Burns Beach Reef would result in a significant loss of an important 
recreational activity for current and future generations of abalone fishers and exacerbate 
damaging environmental impacts of the activity on the reefs and dunes as it would be further 
concentrated on remaining reefs throughout the metropolitan area. 
 
The enormous size of the project means it will dominate the coast and realise the 
community's fear for the area of over-development that was identified in community 
consultation undertaken in the development of the Perth Coastal Planning Strategy. 
 
I have been an active conservation volunteer in the city of Joondalup since 2009 and have 
frequently felt insulted at public meetings discussing the marina development where my 
values and beliefs in the importance of protecting biodiversity and natural heritage have 
been ridiculed and dismissed. It is disappointing that minority opinions have been ignored, 
even excluded completely from reports, e.g. in the 2009 Community Survey 95.6% of 
responded the significantly different Concept Plan presents, the views of the 4.4%, 496 
people, who didn’t support the Concept plan where excluded from the analysis. 
 
Environmental Impacts 
 
The proposal is on the Quindalup/Spearwood dunes of Bush Forever site 325 and Burns 
Reef of Marmion Marine Park. The conservation values of the marine and terrestrial 
environment have been long recognised. The proposed 80.5292 ha (from Draft Structure 
Plan) development would substantially increase threats to biodiversity and diminish linkage 
values of the 195.3 ha Bush Forever site 325. It would require the excision of approximately 
13% of Bush Forever site 325, along approximately 1 km of the area described as the “best 



  

remaining example of a “limestone ridge forming cliffs” in the north-west corridor of the Perth 
metropolitan region in the Bush Forever site 325.  The long-term detrimental impact of the 
proposal includes: 
 
• degradation of ecological linkages and processes, 
• significant increase in edge effect degradation, 
• fragmentation of Bush Forever site 325, 
• loss of habitat for both threatened and other indigenous fauna species, 
• changes to topography and hydrology that could impact microclimates and soil 

conditions that would threaten the long-term viability of the vegetation of the fragmented 
remnants Bush Forever site 325, 

• interruption of coastal processes and impacts on beaches to the north and south, 
• light pollution that could negatively impact nocturnal pollinators and hence viability of the 

remnant vegetation of Bush Forever site 325 and associated food webs, 
• spread of weeds and pathogens, 
• predation of native fauna by pets resident in the development and feral animals (such as 

foxes and especially cats as unwanted kittens are often dumped at marinas e.g. Hillarys 
Boat Harbour where Kings Skinks have been observed in cat’s mouths), pose a 
significant risk to native fauna, 

• increased terrestrial and marine litter pollution, 
• risks of ground water contamination, 
• increased stormwater run-off and the pollutants it contains, 
• increased traffic and the associated higher risk of injury and death to fauna caused by 

vehicle collisions, 
• introduction of marine pests and diseases. The reports indicate that there are currently 

no marine pests recorded at the Ocean Reef boat launching facility but they are present 
at the marinas at Hillarys and Mindarie, 

• Marine mammals and their conservation status have been misidentified. This large 
development in an area of the coast known for pinniped haul outs has a PER document 
that refers to Australian Fur Seals and ignores pinnipeds found in WA such as New 
Zealand Fur Seals, and the threatened species sub-Antarctic fur seal (Arctocephalus 
tropicalis), the southern elephant seal (Mirounga leonina) and the Australian sea lion 
(Neophoca cinerea), 

• loss of irreplaceable marine habitat, 
• release of large quantities of marine debris into the marine environment that is currently 

wedged in the sea walls of the existing boat harbour during construction, 
• Impacts on marine fauna and water quality associated with increased boating activities, 
• and other consequences associated with the changed land use to a high-rise, high 

density, high use development not seen anywhere else on the Perth coast make the 
proposal unacceptable. 

 
The loss of foraging habitat for Carnabys Cockatoos, destruction of Graceful Sun Moth 
habitat and haul out sites for Australian Sea Lions alone makes the development 
unconscionable. 
 
Concerned that the opportunity cost of the potential loss of alternative values of the site such 
as its important role in passive recreation, human mental and physical health, environmental 
education, research and ecotourism potential of the area have not been considered. 
 



  

Concerned that historic scientific advice that this area is not suited to such a development 
has been ignored. Wonders why a proposal to develop a privately funded smaller marina at 
Burns Beach, outside of Marmion Marine Park, did not proceed. 
 
This development at the widest part of Bush Forever site 325 would overshadow the 
Joondalup coastline and irreversibly damage coastal amenity, seascapes, biodiversity and 
natural heritage. The lost intergenerational equity is concerning, future generations should 
be able to enjoy at least a small part of their natural heritage.  Sadly so much has largely 
been lost already in the metropolitan area. 
 
Terrestrial Environmental Impacts 
 
Vegetation 
 
The proposal contains a complex and unusual mosaic of Quindalup and Cottesloe Central 
and South vegetation communities that supports a bio-diverse assemblage of invertebrate 
and vertebrate fauna. 
 
More than 3 ha of what the City of Joondalup described as its Number 1 reserve for both 
conservation and management is considered to be in degraded condition.  More than 30% of 
the vegetation communities rated as in excellent condition will be cleared. I am concerned 
that a number of important regional flora species were not identified. 
 
The proposal would greatly increase the threatening processes already faced by Bush 
Forever site 325 and the Marmion Marine Park with negative consequences for both 
terrestrial and marine fauna. 
 
Fauna 
 
Terrestrial Fauna 
 
Surprised at the diversity of fauna during Coastcare projects in the Quindalup dunes of the 
much narrower and more disturbed section of Bush Forever site 325 south of the proposal 
area at Mullaloo. Friends of group have compiled a list of 13 reptile species, 19 bird species, 
three mammals, one frog as well as diverse invertebrates including centipedes, spiders, 
scorpions, crabs, molluscs, ants, weevils, beetles, butterflies, moths, native bees, flies, 
wasps and dragonflies that we are only just beginning to try and identify to species level with 
the assistance of the Spineless Wonders lluka Foreshore Macrofauna (macroinvertebrate 
and herpetofauna) Inventory Survey 2015-16. 
 
The proposal is at the widest point of Bush Forever site 325 and due to the largely 
undisturbed mosaic of Quindalup/Spearwood dune habitats available I believe the fauna 
diversity would most likely be higher than at Mullaloo and include more mammal species 
such as bats and the Ash Grey Mouse.  In its assessment of the Burns Beach residential 
development, the EPA stated that in: zoogeographic terms, the Quindalup/Spearwood dune 
system has a richer bird and reptile fauna than other dune systems on the Swan Coastal 
Plain. 
 
Distressed by the proposed destruction of important bird habitat for numerous marine and 
migratory birds and bush birds and uncommon birds of prey.  Heartbreaking to see the 
Eastern Osprey perched on cliffs watching for prey in the ocean in the same spot for 
decades knowing the plans to turn those cliffs into breakwater rubble.  
 
The callous destruction of Carnabys Black Cockatoo foraging habitat is distressing. The 
foreshore reserve is an important link in the local flocks ever diminishing foraging mosaic, it 



  

will jeopardise the viability of successful breeding program at ECU just a few kilometres 
away through increasing the risk of vehicle strikes and reducing available food. 
 
The lack of surveys of the largely unstudied diverse invertebrate species of Bush Forever 
site 325 disturbs me. Light pollution from the development would have negative impacts on 
the diverse nocturnal pollinators of Bush Forever site 325. The Environmental Assessment 
and Management Strategy report identified that Karstic formations such as solution channels 
and caverns may occur in the area, yet no surveys of troglobitic fauna appear to have been 
undertaken.  The proposed NPO for the losses in Bush Forever site 325 does not provide a 
satisfactory conservation outcome. 
 
Marine Fauna 
 
The development is proposed to be partially built on a large area of the ocean with a variety 
of habitat types and will result in the destruction of the natural ecosystem of an unspecified 
amount of the “A” Class Reserve.  The loss of marine habitat that cannot be replaced. 
 
This relatively inaccessible stretch of coastline provides foraging habitat for Australian Sea 
Lions, New Zealand Fur Seals and Sub-Antarctic Fur Seals. I find it astounding that the PER 
states Australian fur seals do not have specific conservation significance but are an iconic 
species that would also be likely to occur within the Development Envelope. The potential 
impact of habitat loss for dolphins and fur seals are not considered significant as the area 
around the Development Envelope is not an important habitat (i.e. not used for breeding or 
important foraging habitat) and the species and their habitats are widespread in the region.  
 
According to the Australian Museum: 
 
"The Australian Fur Seal has a relatively restricted distribution around the islands of Bass 
Strait, parts of Tasmania and southern Victoria. They can be seen hauling out (coming 
ashore) on islands off South Australia and areas of southern New South Wales such as 
Montague Island with the occasional animal appearing as far north as the mid north coast of 
New South Wales".  
 
The Australian Sea Lion is protected by Australian State and Federal government legislation 
and listed as rare. Australian Sea Lion numbers are relatively small compared to other seals 
in the area, and like most it suffered heavily during the 19th century sealing period with many 
colonies wiped out.  The potential release during construction of debris wedged into the sea 
walls of the current boat harbour poses serious risks to marine fauna. 
 
General 
 
The existing landuses include extensive car and boat trailer parking, boat ramps, coastal 
recreation and amenities, club facilities for the Whitfords Volunteer Sea Rescue Group and 
the Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club and are low intensity in nature and have allowed the 
surrounding tracts of coastal reserve to continue to function as relatively intact ecosystems 
and provide an important sense of place to the local community and visitors from overseas, 
interstate and other parts of Western Australia. The proposed development would 
irreversibly destroy this. 
 
The site is located on the Swan Coastal Plain that forms part the South West Australia 
Global Biodiversity Hotspot. The proposal would result in clearing and fragmentation of 
native vegetation, one of the most significant threatening processes in this globally 
significant landscape. 
 
The following attachments were included in this submission: 



  

Attachment 1: Indigenous Heritage 
Attachment 2: Bush Forever NPO 
Attachment 3: Ocean Reef Marina PER 
Attachment 4: General Comments on the amendment Report 
 
Planning Comment:   Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – 
State and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport 
Impacts and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 72 
 
Submitted by: Alasdair MacKerron (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The submission advises as follows: 
 
Metropolitan Region Scheme amendment 1270/41 
 
Generally supportive of the proposed marina development, but have a few concerns 
regarding the construction phase, the period between infrastructure and building 
construction and then in the operational phase. 
 
The submitter is a homeowner on Resolute Way which adjoins the northern end of the 
proposed development. 
 
Infrastructure Construction Phase 
 
The first phase of this proposed development will be to establish the land and marine based 
infrastructure to support the delivery of the new precinct. The likely construction programme 
for this will be lengthy and as such, it is important that the welfare and amenity of local 
residents is protected during this period. The works will involve significant amounts of earth 
movement, and heavy vehicle movement, potentially removing huge volumes of material 
from the site. There will inevitably be noise and dust generated and planning conditions 
should be enforced to ensure limited working hours and dust suppression measures are 
maintained.  
 
Any construction traffic should enter and exit through Hodges Drive. Construction vehicle 
movement through the north end of the site, and in particular up Resolute Way, would 
significantly impact the residential properties which front directly onto affected roads. 
 
This stretch of coast line forms part of the coastal path network and request that the 
continuity of this path be maintained throughout the construction phase in an appropriate 
and safe manner. 
 
Between the infrastructure and buildings phase 
 
The method of delivering this project is that the government funds the land based 
infrastructure and creation of the marine based facilities (breakwater, pontoons etc). Once 
these are complete, it is hoped that the private sector will then build the land based facilities. 
While it will probably be a few years before the buildings are in a position to be developed, 
there is a potential, given the current economic factors, that a developer is not found and as 



  

such a particularly large area of what is currently coastal bush land is left bare. This has the 
potential to blight the area, leave a dust bowl and attract anti-social behaviour.  Would like to 
see some mitigation strategies for dealing with the situation where there is a gap of several 
years between developing the infrastructure and developing the buildings. Will the current 
bush land be left in place as much as possible? 
 
Construction of the buildings phase 
 
Construction traffic should be controlled and the integrity of the coastal path should be 
maintained as with the infrastructure phase. 
 
Operational Phase 
 
Once the construction is complete and the marina open to the public, there will be a 
considerable increase in traffic volume to the area. It is relatively easy to control construction 
traffic movement through the construction phase by means of planning conditions. However, 
it is much harder to compel the general public to use certain routes.  
 
While Hodges Drive is the preferred access route to the new marina, it occurs to me that the 
northern entry to the marina is located at the roundabout at the bottom of Resolute Way and 
therefore it is likely that marina traffic exiting the north end of the site will proceed directly up 
Resolute Way rather than turning down the coast road and on to Hodges Drive. Resolute 
Way has the potential to turn onto a ‘rat run’ for cars often pulling boats on trailers and as 
this is an entirely residential street, with houses facing directly on to the road and several 
young families, this outcome would be a significant detriment to the quality of life for the 
residents.  These vehicles will then continue on through the suburb before reaching Marmion 
Avenue. 
 
There are a number of changes to the current proposal which would address this concern: 
 
• Moving the junction south or north of Resolute Way would remove the temptation to 

drive directly up it. 
• The junction could be arranged in such a way as to encourage cars to turn south 

towards Hodges. 
• In the extreme case, the bottom of Resolute Way could be restricted to access only with 

traffic calming measures such as speed bumps or chicanes to deter non-local drivers. 
 
It is noted that Resolute Way is a much used facility by the cycling fraternity as it provides a 
significant uphill stretch on a relatively quiet road. It is important to maintain this amenity in 
whatever happens with the marina and significant increase in traffic on Resolute Way would 
put cyclists at risk. 
 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 73 
 
Submitted by: Doris Marina MacDonald (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 



  

The submission objects to the amendment and advises as follows: 
 
Metropolitan Region Scheme amendment  
 
The amendment states that: “Perth has a reputation as one of the world’s cleanest and 
greenest cities. This is largely due to good planning. It is a city anticipated to grow. As it 
grows, change must be well planned and well managed.” 
 
The proposal is contrary to this statement as the Government made a statement regarding 
this area which proposed that a small 250 boat pen was suitable for this area. What is 
proposed is a huge marina, canal development which removes 16.79 ha of Bush Forever 
land and invades the marine environment. 
 
The City of Joondalup has been working on the proposal this for 10 years. The original 
proposal was for three plans to be drawn for Council. Instead the CEO brought four plans to 
be discussed. Each one growing in size. The fourth plan was similar to the plan currently 
proposed. Only the first plan met with the requirements of Perth Recreational Boating Facility 
Study - Technical Report No.44. 
 
Some of the public were allowed access to some information initially but as the process 
progressed most of the reports on the marina proposal have been hidden from public view 
and made confidential. This meant that the reports were not available for public scrutiny as 
they progressed.  
 
These reports are too extensive to be read concurrently with the MRS amendment during 
the advertised period of two months. This could have been avoided if the City of Joondalup 
had been open and accountable as the process progressed. This advertising period is taking 
place over the holiday season which again restricts time available for scrutiny and is 
unreasonable. It appears the Ocean Reef Marina is resurrected at election time for political 
reasons. I do not believe that this development meets the criteria of a well-planned 
development. 
 
Purpose and Background 
 
The scale and uses have no bearing on demand for pens. The only document which 
discusses demand recommended 250 pens be considered. One of the reasons why Hillarys 
was chosen for a marina instead of this site in the 1980’s was because the water is too deep 
at Ocean Reef and would require granite faced breakwaters deemed too expensive. 
 
The proposal is for a small suburb in the Bush Forever land and is a canal development. It 
ignores government policies aimed at preserving our coastline and natural heritage. The 
report states that there is nothing there which is endangered. This is disputable. The reason 
for a suburb in Bush Forever is to try to recoup the cost. 
 
Community Consultation 
 
The City has hidden the reports it has produced in order that it could continue without 
scrutiny. FOI process has been used.  A previous one was commenced in 2009 and 
completed in 2011 for documents was not allowed to have and/or show to anyone else. I do 
not believe this has been an open and accountable community consultation process. 
 



  

Structure Plan 
 
There is a Draft available on the city’s website. As this is not a final document it is not worth 
spending time on it.  The accuracy of the City’s data is questioned as it states that Mullaloo 
has two restaurants and no bars. 
 
Marmion Marine Park and “A” class Reservation 
 
The Government pays little attention to the losses to its so called preserved areas. This is a 
significant marine park and any loss should not be contemplated. The loss in this proposal is 
significant. The Management Plan discourages marinas in the Marine Park. We should not 
be considering this huge destruction of the Marine Park and marine animals. The loss of 
abalone areas is large and unacceptable. 
 
Scope and Content 
 
This marina is enormous and should not be contemplated. It takes significant areas of Bush 
Forever land. Where along the coast could a developer get 16 ha of prime coastal and for 
approximately $1.7 million. There is no public Business Plan but are asked to comment on 
the project. Should be able to look at this project with the estimated costs of construction, the 
estimated cost of loss of Bush Forever and Marine environment, future costs to ratepayers 
and taxpayers to manage the marina, and the cost of mitigation to coastal areas to repair 
damage caused by the projection of this huge marina into the ocean. Without this 
information the amendment has no substance.  
 
If submitters were told there could be impact on Mullaloo Beach and the costs of mitigation 
would be borne by future ratepayers and taxpayers they would look at this differently.  Home 
owners need to notate on their titles that the land is vulnerable to a 100 years sea surge and 
should look for lawyers. There is no mention of the costs caused by changes to coastal 
processes and their inevitable mitigation costs of future sea level rises. No mention of many 
marinas that have had a negative impact on the coast and input of ratepayer and taxpayer 
funds. 
 
Strategic Context 
 
The amendment might be consistent with the City of Joondalup’s Draft Local Planning 
Policy.  However it is inconsistent with State Government policy on building setback from the 
coast. It is also a Canal development and as such would be banned elsewhere in Australia 
because of liability issues caused by damage to current and future property along the coast, 
and the cost, all of which will be borne by future generations. It is my belief that this 
development has been driven by the current Mayor for his own political agenda. The timing 
for community consultation has been chosen to come before the upcoming State Election 
and both major parties have said they will support its construction because they see it as a 
vote catcher.  
 
There was a good reason why a marina was not built at Ocean Reef earlier and that the 
Hillarys’ site chosen. Where is that report in this discussion? The deep water made it too 
expensive. Cost is not prohibitive in the current scenario because the proponent will offset 
the costs of the granite breakwaters by bulldozing the bushland and building houses and 
commercial properties until the figures balance.  
 
The State will ignore the economics of the project or at least until after the election. The 
proponent at this state is listed as the City of Joondalup. The State was supposed to have 
taken over the project from the City. There is an inconsistency here. 
 



  

City of Joondalup Draft Local Planning Strategy 
 
The amendment states that the strategy sets out long-term direction for a future tourist site. 
There is a limit to the amount of development that can be accommodated in the coastal zone 
without the development causing irreversible to the environment and current properties. This 
amendment has not been properly assessed to determine future damage. For instance at a 
recent open meeting on the marina a question about the impact of the project on Mullaloo 
Beach was asked, and advised there was no impact anticipated. No guarantees given.  Any 
projection into the ocean has an impact on wave pattern and coastal processes.  
 
The submitter has lived at Mullaloo for 42 years and have seen the impact of the Hillarys 
Marina and the Ocean Reef Boat Harbour. There have been rock falls along the section of 
coast. Cannot believe there will be no major coastal changes from groins projecting nearly a 
kilometre into the ocean. Hillarys Marina has impacted the coastline so that the coastline at 
Marmion is sand bagged and the beach north has lost much of its sand.  
 
Request some assurance that any impact on Mullaloo Beach will not be mitigated by ugly 
groins. Future tourism may be important to the economy but it should not come at a cost to 
the environment and properties. Mullaloo Beach is an important tourist site. 
 
Perth Recreational Boating Facility Study - Technical Report No.44 
 
This study did not recommend such a large boat harbour at Ocean Reef as is proposed. 
 
Ocean Reef Boat Harbour: The City of Joondalup is currently working on a feasibility study 
to determine if an expansion to the Ocean Reef boat launching harbour can deliver a 
substantial number of boat pens. An estimated 250 pens may be possible and this number 
has been factored into the development options within this Study in the Long Term. 
 
There were no huge groins in this Ocean Reef proposal. There are other bigger boat 
harbours mentioned. Believe that some other boat harbour projects which were 
contemplated are further advanced than this one. If this report were followed Ocean Reef 
Marina would not be so large.  
 
Boat stackers could be contemplated near existing harbours to mitigate damage to the 
marine environment from building new harbours. There are boat pens which are leased by 
people who rarely take their boats to sea. The government should do a study of the 
underuse of boat pens by owners in existing harbours. Boat owners are in the minority and 
far outnumbered by people who use the coast and beach for the leisure. The requirement for 
boat pens should not drive the destruction of the coastline. 
 
State Planning Policy 2.8: Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region 
 
Dispute that there are no species of fauna and flora that are worthy of protection. Concerned 
that the NPO will allow the exchange of approximately 16 hectares of land for the bushland 
elsewhere for $1.7 million to facilitate a small suburb being constructed. No land can be 
considered to provide the same as that which is lost anywhere in the allowed area.  
 
This is coastal heathland. It provides connectivity for fauna which moves along the coast. 
We have not been told where this land will be. This development makes a mockery of 
government environmental policy. Within the proposed marina there are large entry and exit 
roads between remaining bushland. There is nothing to indicate that the proponent will 
provide crossing points for fauna to move from one remnant bushland to another. Given the 
amount of use this marina will have it is unacceptable that movement corridors have been 
ignored. 



  

State Planning Policy 2.6: State Coastal Planning Policy 
 
The WAPC has received a CHRMAP but it is not clear whether ratepayers have seen this 
plan. The City has chosen to deal with its coastal policy by dividing its coastal area instead 
of treating it as a whole. The proposed marina had not been taken into account for the 
purposes of SPP 2.6 and the impact it might have that 190 properties affected and that the 
marina’s own vulnerability would be dealt with in isolation. This is unacceptable and the 
public should be told what impact the marina will have on the coastal vulnerable of these 
properties and in particular what impact it will have on Mullaloo Beach.  
 
A projection into the ocean changes the wave pattern and sand movement. A consultant 
stated that Mullaloo beach was accreting and they did not expect there to be an impact from 
the marina when it was built. No guarantees were given, so without this assurance the 
marina should not built.  
 
The beach has more recreational and tourism value than any marina. Told the beach is 
accreting, residents of Mullaloo adjacent to the beach, have been told that they are 
vulnerable under SPP 2.6. Believe the City of Wanneroo’s SPP 2.6 coastal report takes into 
consideration the whole of its coastline and proposed marinas for the purposes of their 
policy.  The City of Joondalup’s does not. 
 
Development Control Policy 1.8: Canal Estates and Artificial Waterways 
 
A prerequisite for rezoning is the waterways manager must be known before the final 
decision is made on this MRS amendment. Given that currently the identified proponent is 
the City of Joondalup one can only assume it is the waterways manager.  
 
It is totally unclear about the involvement of the State in this project and there appears to be 
no commercial proponent. This demonstrates the need for the Liberal Government to get this 
project appearing to be moving forward for political reasons for the current election. If the 
City is not the true proponent, the State is not and there is no commercial contender in the 
wings one questions the ethics of city in spending money on this MRS process. Given the 
Policy and its requirements it is inconceivable that a Waterways Manager cannot be 
identified and that details how the policy can be implemented are not in the public arena.  
Surely this is contrary to due process. 
 
Environment - Flora and Vegetation 
 
The ethics of Government Departments in allowing this amendment to progress without the 
community having details of the EPA environmental outcomes. Would like to know where 
coastal heathland can be found to replace what is lost.  Sees no evidence that coastal 
heathland to replace that which is lost exists. 
 
Terrestrial Fauna 
 
The ethics of government Departments in allowing this amendment to move forward without 
the community having details of the environmental outcomes that the City of Joondalup is 
convinced can be met. There is no evidence of this. There are no pathways to allow freedom 
of movement for fauna to connect between areas on the coast. 
 
Environmental Factors Associated with the Marine Infrastructure Components 
 
The EPA has formed a view that sufficient information is not available at this time. Again why 
is this out for comment at this stage if all the information on which the public rely is not 
available? 



  

Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 
 
Because project does not require Federal approval it does not mean that there is no adverse 
environmental damage to biodiversity if this project goes ahead. 
 
Urban Water Supply  
 
There is no current reticulated water plan and no route identified water.  There is no current 
wastewater plan and no details of placement of a new pump station. There is no information 
regarding the route for the headworks. We cannot be sure that wastewater will not leach into 
the marina or nearby ocean. 
 
There are no agreements written regarding the transfer of land. When they are written the 
transfer agreements may be unacceptable to the public. The Water Corporation requires 
funding. There is uncertainty regarding the funding of the work and there are no detailed 
plans. Another example or the inadequate information in this proposal. 
 
Transportation has no detail. 
 
Boating Facilities is still to be decided. 
 
Aboriginal Heritage 
 
Has not formally been referred to SWASLC. No information regarding Aboriginal heritage in 
this document. 
 
Co-ordination of Local and Region Scheme Amendments 
 
This work has not been completed. 
 
Substantiality 
 
The proposed development is a “major” development which is much too large for the area. 
The proposal should reflect State Government Policy and revert back to 250 boat pens with 
no extension of groins into the deep water. This would make the marina feasible with little 
disruption to the coastal and marine environment. Do not need a massive hotel and canal 
development at this site. 
 
Sustainability 
 
Nothing to date in this document indicates that the development will deliver sustainable, 
environmental, social or economic outcomes. One of the major omissions is the financial 
information. Minister John Day is on record as saying last year that he had seen no financial 
information that would indicate that the proposal was financially feasible. Surely there would 
have had to been a radical rethink subsequently. There is no evidence of major changes. 
 
Environmental Protection Authority 
 
The land has been unsatisfactorily dealt with because the offset land is unknown and marine 
component needs ‘funding research to understand the marine environment to gather 
sufficient information.  This an outrageous statement to make when presenting a proposal 
that has already spent, to date, ratepayers and taxpayers money of $5 million. There is such 
an absence of information. 
 



  

The Amendment Process 
 
The community has been presented with a document that is lacking.  The amendment 
should not have been processed without this information. This is a waste of everybody’s time 
just so that government politicians, for political reasons, can state to those people who want 
a marina, that it is progressing. 
 
A government who would proceed with this proposal based on the information contained 
within it is setting future generations up for huge debt, liability and mitigation costs. 
 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 74 
 
Submitted by: Mullaloo Beach Community Group Inc. 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission states that they have been attempting to review the information provided 
and find the following aspects to be unacceptable to what should be a fair and reasonable 
public review processes: 
 
• The documents contain maps that are unclear when one wishes to closely scrutinise. 

The details become pixelated and unreadable when one attempts to zoom in. The 
proponent may argue that they have provided high definition maps in a large format and 
yet software such as Nearmap has much better clarity for similar maps. 

• There are a significant amount of documentation and reports and referenced material 
provided by the proponent, however review of the referenced matter is not detailed 
sufficiently to allow proper or reasonably review by the public. We request that the 
proponent is asked to provide proper professional referencing including name of reports, 
figures and maps referred including page numbers. See for example referencing used in 
Parliamentary Committee Reports. 

• Since the review period started, the information provided on the proponents website has 
altered a number of times, which in turn makes it very difficult to locate and very difficult 
to refer to other members of the public who wish to consider the proposal. 

• The proponent has provided information that contains GIS formatted information that 
cannot be accessed by members of the public and have now raised some concerns 
about their ability to access data that is relevant to the PER. 

• The PER documentation format is not suitable for all members of the public, including 
people with visual disability and we refer you to the HRC and EOC websites which offer 
documents available in dual formats. 

• There is a general lack of required information to enable submitters to make a 
submission and what information is available is disjointed, and some has been replaced 
or superseded by less accurate information. 

• Assurances have not given by the proponent (City of Joondalup and/or consultancies) 
that this development will have no adverse impact on the iconic and family safe Mullaloo 
Beach and surrounding environs, coastal shorelines, state government infrastructure 
and privately owned properties. 



  

• Neither the proponent or government agencies have commented on who will be 
responsible for the legal liability for damages to coastal environs, north and south, 
caused by the impacts of proposed development. 

• Neither the proponent or government agencies have commented on who will bear the 
legal liability for damages to the development and surrounding environs caused by 
extreme weather events. 

• The has been no business case and associated cost benefit analysis for this 
development provided for this development proposal for ratepayers and the community 
at large to consider for this review. 

• This Association finds the above issues to be major deficiencies in the current review 
process and unacceptable to allow due and proper process to occur. 

 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 75 
 
Submitted by: Urban Bushland Council Inc. 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The Urban Bushland Council (UBC) objects to the amendment as it is opposed to the 
clearing of any land that is a part of a Bush Forever site.  The proposal was not formally 
assessed by the EPA and believe this represents a significant failure in proper governance 
under provisions of the Environmental Protection Act 1986.  
 
The proposal should have been formally assessed because of the very significant impacts 
on a conservation area (a ‘critical environmental asset’) which is both unique in its 
ecosystem and is irreplaceable.  Reliance on the clearing regulations is not an adequate 
excuse for failure to formally assess. 
 
The redevelopment of the Ocean Reef Marina is proposed to take place on land which contains 
part of the Bush Forever site 325, which is coastal bushland stretching between Burns Beach 
and Hillarys. The amendment states that 25.96 ha of will be removed. Understand that the 25.96 
ha includes existing slipways and car parks at the marina. The amendment states that 
approximately 19.5 ha of native vegetation would be cleared, but the UBC understands that in 
actuality approximately 16.79 ha of remnant native vegetation will be cleared. 

The amendment states that the clearing of vegetation at site 325 “…has the potential to 
impact other parts of Bush Forever site 325 through weed invasion, hydrological changes 
and increased pressure from human access’’. 
 
The UBC believes that clearing of 16.79 ha of native vegetation in site 325 for the Ocean 
Reef Marina redevelopment would unquestionably impact and damage the remaining 
bushland in numerous ways that go beyond those listed in the amendment. The four main 
areas of negative impacts to the remaining bushland would be: 



  

• habitat fragmentation resulting in edge effects and the disruption of ecological linkages; 
• damage to important flora species and ecological communities; 
• damage to important fauna species; and 
• loss of the benefits natural areas provide for the local urban environment and people. 

 
The UBC acknowledges that the site 325 map within the Bush Forever policy document 
states that the Ocean Reef Marina is a Possible Future Strategic Regional Recreation and 
Tourism Node. However, the UBC does not accept that this designation justifies that a large 
redevelopment to the extent of the one proposed is needed. The proposed expansion of the 
Ocean Reef Marina and the associated land clearing to make way for residential and 
commercial development seems especially unnecessary when it is considered that the 
proposed development lies only 9 km north of Hillarys Boat Harbour and 12 km south of 
Mindarie Marina. 
 
Site 325 is adjacent to the ocean on its west and adjacent to a vast extent of residential 
properties on its east, which can only truly be appreciated by viewing a satellite image of the 
area. The residential developments surrounding Ocean Reef Marina, but these 
developments exist along the full length of site 325. 
 
Two marinas already exist and extensive residential development close to the proposed 
Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment. It is expected that the proposed development would 
have 700 dwellings (600 apartments and 100 dwellings), creating a residential population of 
approximately 1,250 people. A 260 room hotel is also expected to be built, which increases 
the average daily population in all accommodation to be approximately 1,500 people (not 
including workers). This is a very large number of people for the proposed development area 
and this new population would have significant impact on the remaining bushland that would 
not be cleared. 

There is only one Bush Forever site 325. If bushland at site 325 is cleared in accordance 
with the amendment, the land is gone forever and the resulting impacts on the surrounding 
environment, flora, fauna and people are irreversible. The Bush Forever policy was not 
established to clear regionally significant bushland like site 325, but rather to protect it, 
conserve it and maintain the positive effects of its existence as discussed in “The Vision” 
section of the Bush Forever policy document. 
 
The rest of this submission will discuss four main areas of negative impacts that would result 
from the Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment. The UBC believes these negative impacts 
justify the organisation’s stance that the amendment should be rejected. 

Fragmentation of Perth Bushland and its Associated Problems 

The bushlands of Perth are extremely special and this has been recognised by both the 
people of Perth and its governments. As the Bush Forever policy document states: 
 
‘Urban bushland contributes to Perth’s unique character and quality of life and has often 
been described as the ‘heart and lungs of the city’. 
Perth’s natural environments are linked to its identity. Despite the fact that Perth’s 
environment is what makes it unique in the world, bushland fragmentation, edge effects and 
the disruption of ecological linkages as the result of human interference continually destroy 
its environment. The proposed land clearing of site 325 as part of the marina redevelopment 



  

is yet another example of human disturbance which would contribute to these problems. 
How each of these problems will result from the marina redevelopment will be discussed in 
turn. 

Habitat Fragmentation 

Habitat fragmentation refers to the remnants of native vegetation that remain after land has 
been modified in ways that reduce it in size and disconnect pieces of it from adjoining 
continuous habitat. The immediate consequence of the fragmentation is that the populations 
of flora and fauna which occur in the remnants are divided up and exist on smaller patches 
of habitat, which increase their likelihood of extinction. 
 
The proposed land clearing at Ocean Reef Marina will fragment site 325 bushland. The initial 
fragmentation will occur as the result of the building of two road entrances into the marina at 
Hodges Drive and at Resolute Way. It is a common occurrence for the construction of roads 
to fragment the landscape. Not only does the building of the road itself cause fragmentation, 
but development normally then occurs along the road which continues to reduce the habitat 
area. However, at Ocean Reef Marina, the development occurs at the end of the bisecting 
roads and the habitat shrinking occurs from the coast inwards. 

What makes site 325 so unique is its length and width along the coast, which can be found 
nowhere else in the Perth region. It has been found that long linear reserves can cover a 
lot of floral diversity in a landscape because a linear reserve covers more environmental 
gradients than a square reserve of the same size. The diversity and long linkage of flora 
and fauna in site 325 would be destroyed by the implementation of amendment. How the 
disruption of ecological linkages at site 325 would occur will be discussed later in this 
submission. 

Habitat fragmentation and its associated problems have been recognised by the EPA. Perth 
suffers from habitat fragmentation and its negative effects. Due to the clearing of native 
vegetation and habitat since Perth was first settled by Europeans, only 29% of the original 
extent of native vegetation on the Swan Coastal Plain remains. Multiple fauna species that 
existed at the time of European settlement, including 12 mammals, no longer exist and many 
flora species are today on the brink of extinction. Habitat fragmentation is a grave threat to 
biological diversity and it continues to take its toll on the Perth region’s environment. 
 
Over 2,000 taxa of native vascular plants have been recorded in the Perth and Peel regions. 
This great flora diversity is only made up of a few families of plants, but each family has 
many species. These species are rare in nature, have small areas of distribution and specific 
habitat requirements. Therefore, Perth’s increasingly fragmented landscape makes these 
flora species very vulnerable to extinction. The species that do remain in small remnants are 
subject to pressures from outside the remnants such as weed invasion, diseases and 
different fire regimes. The rare flora that presently occur at site 325 at Ocean Reef and 
would be negatively affected by land clearing and fragmentation. 

Fauna are also negatively affected by habitat fragmentation. Fauna can live in disconnected 
remnants, but the populations are more susceptible to fire, competition, predation, and loss 
of genetic diversity.  If the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment were to go ahead and 
approximately 1,250 people were to move into the new residences, a huge number of dogs 
and cats would likely come with them as pets. These pets would greatly increase the amount 
of predators in the area and have a negative effect on the fauna living there, which would 



  

already have a weakened resistance due to their fragmented habitat. The outside pressures 
on flora and fauna in small remnants are greater than those on a large land area due to the 
phenomenon of “edge effects”. 

Edge Effects 

Edge effects are a result of habitat fragmentation. When unbroken areas of habitat are 
reduced into disconnected remnants, the length of the border between fragments and the 
surrounding environment increases. The parts of the habitat that were once inside the 
continuous habitat are now exposed to outside environmental forces. For example, at the 
edge of a fragment there are large differences in light, moisture, temperature and wind as 
compared to the interior and these differences can have significant effects on the flora and 
fauna that occur there. 

Fragment edges are also susceptible to the invasion of exotic plant species and the negative 
effects of human activity, especially if the remnant is in an urban or suburban area. As a 
large amount of people would be expected to move into the residential units in the proposed 
Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment, it is thus expected that more human disturbances to the 
bushland will occur than at present. These “edge effects” not only affect the environment at 
the edge of the fragment, but they also can significantly influence flora and fauna 
communities inside the fragment as the effects can reach tens of meters inside the fragment. 
Since edge effects reach a certain distance inside the fragment, this means that a smaller 
fragment has a higher percentage of edge habitat than a larger fragment. Therefore, the 
small remnant is much more susceptible to the various forces acting upon it than when it 
was a larger area. 
 
If the amendment were to be implemented the number of edges that site 325 at Ocean Reef 
would have with the surrounding urban environment would increase significantly. The 
percentage of the edge habitat would also greatly increase as fragments would be created 
that are reduced in size. 
 
The area of habitat which would be expected to be affected the most is the fragment of site 
325 that would lie in between the entrance to the development at Resolute Way and the 
entrance at Hodges Drive. This fragment would be greatly deceased in size and would be 
completely cut off from the rest of the site 325 bushland as it would be surrounded by roads 
and development. 
 
The edge effects resulting from the great reduction in size of this part of the bushland and its 
lack of connectivity with the rest of the site 325 bushland would lessen the likelihood of 
survival of the flora and fauna communities in existence there.  
 
Disruption of Ecological Linkages 

Disruption of ecological linkages occurs as the result of habitat fragmentation. Since the 
Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment would fragment the bushland, it would also disrupt the 
ecological linkage that site 325 provides. An ecological linkage can be defined as: 
 
“a series of (both contiguous and non-contiguous) patches which, by virtue of their proximity 
to each other, act as stepping stones of habitat which facilitate the maintenance of ecological 
processes and the movement of organisms within, and across, a landscape” 
 



  

The existence of ecological linkages is important for the long term viability of the connected 
land.  Site 325 is a government recognised linkage site. The official Bush Forever site 
description explains that the site 325 bushland is a linkage to an adjacent bushland to the 
east, part of a regionally significant fragmented bushland/wetland linkage and a part of a 
semi-contiguous north-south vegetated coastal strip. The Ocean Reef Marina Environmental 
Assessment recognises that there will be a linkage disruption, but only a “partial interruption 
of the north south linkage values.” 
 
The UBC believes that is not just a “partial interruption” as two roads will be built bisecting 
and fragmenting site 325. While the UBC believes that the disruption to the north-south 
linkage will be most affected by the potential development, the UBC believes that the 
linkages with other bushlands will also be significantly affected. 
 
The negative impacts that would be felt locally at Ocean Reef, would also extend to the other 
bushlands with which it has linkages. For example, site 325 has linkages with Bush Forever 
site 322, which is situated north of site 325 and includes Tamala Park on the coast. The 
vegetated area of transition between site 325 and site 322 provides an important coastal 
linkage as well as a linkage inland to Neerabup National Park and further to the state forests 
on the Gnangara Mound. This vegetated area is a transition between the Quindalup and 
Spearwood dunes and it provides an important feeding habitat for various fauna due to the 
seasonal diversity of the vegetation's flowering times. 
 
The EPA has recognised that Perth suffers from all of the above discussed problems (habitat 
fragmentation, edge effects, disruption of ecological linkages) and action must be taken to 
prevent them. The EPA has stated that the management of fragmented lands is costly and 
the protection of continuous blocks of land is preferred because it is more cost effective due 
to having lower vulnerability to outside pressures. The EPA has stated that it is necessary to 
reduce the edge to area ratio of natural areas, restore linkages between natural areas and 
return habitats for threatened fauna species that have been cleared. 
 
These recommendations by the EPA speak directly to the negative results that would occur 
from the implementation of amendment. The WAPC must take the EPA’s recommendations 
seriously. By considering developments like the Ocean Reef Marina, the WAPC is complicit 
in contributing to the negative environmental effects that have been continually damaging 
Perth’s environment since the city’s inception. 
 
Negative Impacts on Important Flora Communities and Species 

The most recent flora surveys of the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment area have been 
undertaken in 2008 by Natural Area Management and in 2013 by Mattiske Consulting. Both 
of the surveys confirm that there are no Threatened Ecological Communities (TEC) present 
in the redevelopment proposal area. An ecological community is “a naturally occurring group 
of plants, animals and other organisms interacting in a unique habitat. The complex range of 
interactions between the component species provides an important level of biological 
diversity in addition to genetics and species.” 

 
An ecological community is considered to be threatened if it is “presumed to be totally destroyed 
or at risk of being totally destroyed”. Possibly threatened ecological communities which do not 
meet survey criteria or are not well defined are put on the priority ecological community (PEC) 
list, which has Priority Levels 1, 2 and 3. The priority levels are ranked in order of priority for 
survey and/or definition and evaluation of conservation status so that it can determined whether 
the community ought to be declared as a threatened ecological community. 



  

Three Priority 3 Ecological Communities have been found at the Ocean Reef Marina 
proposal area.  These include: SCP 24 Northern Spearwood shrublands and woodlands, 
SCP 29a Coastal shrublands on shallow sands, southern Swan Coastal Plain and SCP 29b 
Acacia shrublands on taller dunes, southern Swan Coastal Plain. 
 
Of the entire site 325 bushland at Ocean Reef surveyed by Mattiske, 46% of SCP 24 exists 
within the marina redevelopment proposal area, 67% of SCP 29a exists within the proposal 
area and 31% of SCP 29b exists within the proposal area. These are very significant 
occurrences which must be considered for protection. They should not be cleared. 
 
In terms of ecological communities present at site 325 at Ocean Reef, our greatest concern 
lies with the SCP 29a community, which has the largest presence in the proposed 
development area. Information was provided which illustrates the locations of the PECs 
within the proposal area as surveyed by Mattiske Consulting, which shows the great extent 
that this PEC will be destroyed through clearing. 
 
A local conservationist with practical field experience in the Joondalup area and 
considerable knowledge of local endemic flora, believes that the SCP 29a communities 
found in the Ocean Reef Marina proposal area are both locally and regionally significant. He 
is also very familiar with the Ocean Reef Marina bushland because he has undertaken 
native seed collection there for the City of Joondalup. The 2013 Mattiske Report lays out 
criteria for how vegetation can be determined to be “significant”. McDowell points to the 
criteria of scarcity, unusual species, novel combination of species and a restricted 
distribution, as these criteria which hold true for species comprising SCP 29a at Ocean Reef 
Marina. 

 
A vegetation community can be “locally significant” if it: contains Priority Flora species, 
contains an extended range of a certain taxon outside of the normal distribution, restricted to 
one or two locations, occur as small isolated communities or show unusually high structural 
and species diversity. McDowell believes that the SCP 29a at Ocean Reef fits some of these 
criteria as it contains a very unique combination of species. He believes this combination 
does not exist in any other place in the Perth region. While the individual species which 
make up this SCP 29a community can be found in other locations, the grouping of the 
extremely diverse component species together in this location is unique. 
 
However, a few species that comprise the diversity of the SCP 29a have not been noted as 
present at Ocean Reef Marina by either the 2013 Mattiske Report or the 2008 NAM Report 
and these are the limestone loving species of Scaevola globulifera, Solarium symonii and 
Lechenaultia linarioides. It is evident that multiple flora surveys done on the proposed 
development area have not fully captured the diversity of the SCP 29a communities, which 
speaks to the extensive diversity contained within the communities present at Ocean Reef. 
This also speaks to the biodiversity of site 325 at Ocean Reef Marina, which may not be fully 
understood yet, but the potential clearing of these ecological communities for the marina 
redevelopment would permanently eliminate the opportunity for further research.  The UBC 
believes that these communities are regionally significant in this Bush Forever area. 
 
Vegetation communities are considered to be “regionally significant” where they are 
restricted to specific landform types, contain uncommon plant community types in the region 
or support threatened flora populations. In regards to the SCP 29a communities at Ocean 
Reef, they are found on limestone cliffs next to the ocean and this makes them regionally 
significant and special. The limestone cliff and coastal dune landscape features of site 325 



  

are an important part of its special attributes, as noted in the official Bush Forever site 325 
description. It is also stated in the official Site description that the vegetated areas south of 
Bums Beach are the best remaining example of a “limestone ridge forming cliffs” in the 
northwest corridor of the Perth metropolitan region. Not only is the vegetation at site 325 at 
Ocean Reef especially important due its diversity and uniqueness, but the landforms on 
which the vegetation exists is also unique and would be destroyed under the proposed 
marina redevelopment. 

Priority Flora 
 

There are two flora species present in site 325 at Ocean Reef that are Priority Level species. 
Individual flora species are ranked in the same way as ecological communities. These 
species are Conostylis bracteata (Priority 3) and Grevillea sp. Ocean Reef (Priority 1). 
Conostylis bracteata is a tufted perennial with yellow flowers that can grow 0.2 to 0.45 m 
high. Four locations have been found of Conostylis bracteata within the proposal area. Most 
of the locations of Conostylis bracteata were outside the development proposal area or on 
the border of the proposal area. However, some of these populations found lie directly on the 
boundary or within a small distance of the boundary.  Although these plant communities will 
not be cleared, they will likely be largely impacted by edge effects, as discussed earlier in 
this submission. 
 
The 2013 Mattiske Report also found a large population (>60 individuals) of Grevillea sp. 
Ocean Reef in an area of about 50 m by 50 m in the central dunes location of the site. This 
population is the only known location of this shrub species in the state according to the 
Western Australian Herbarium. 
 
At the time of the Mattiske Report, the proposal boundary near Hodges Drive was situated 
much closer to the Grevillea population than the current amendment. Mattiske suggested 
that a greater buffer was needed as the boundary crossed through the most eastern 
population of the species at the site. The UBC notes that the current amendment boundary 
has been adjusted so that none of the Grevillea species are cleared as part of it. However 
the UBC believes that despite the larger buffer, edge effects will still impact the Grevillea 
population. Currently the area of the Grevillea population is degraded, as found by 
Strategen. Mattiske had also found that the area of the Grevillea population to be degraded. 
The presence of the proposed development right next to the population would only 
contribute to further degradation of the area and population. 

 
Diplolaena angustifolia, also known as the Yanchep Rose, is another important shrub 
species that exists in the Ocean Reef Marina proposal area. This species is not considered 
to be a threatened or priority species but the occurrences of this species at Ocean Reef are 
believed to be the last remaining ones in entire Joondalup coastal reserve, if not in the 
greater Perth metropolitan area. 
 
The Yanchep Rose exists at Ocean Reef as part of the SCP 29a ecological communities, 
which contributes to the uniqueness and diversity of SCP 29a. One particular known location 
of the Yanchep Rose at Ocean Reef Marina is in a SCP 29a area which would be cleared 
according to the proposed amendment. The Yanchep Rose is not mentioned in the 2013 
Mattiske Report as being present at Ocean Reef Marina and only briefly mentioned in the 
2008 report. This deficiency is unacceptable and this population of the Yanchep Rose should 
not be cleared. 



  

According to McDowell, the communities of standalone Melaleuca cardiophylla on limestone 
capping which exist at the Ocean Reef Marina are also important flora because they add to 
the diversity of the site. McDowell believes these should be considered at least regionally 
significant because they are unique to the area. This species is briefly mentioned in the 2013 
Mattiske Report as they are the most southern extent of the known coastal range. But 
Mattiske only discusses the species as being a part of a mid to tall shrubland composed of a 
number of species and does not discuss the presence of individual communities of 
Melaleuca cardiophylla at Ocean Reef. This is another deficiency which understates the 
regional significance of the site. 
 
Also according to McDowell, the large community of Nitraria billardierei, known at Nitre 
Bush, located at Ocean Reef Marina is an important flora species. The Nitre Bush 
community exists adjacent to the southern lower-level car park at Ocean Reef Marina and 
the community extends southward onto lunestone capping next to the ocean. The location in 
which the community exists is included in the area that would be cleared for the marina 
redevelopment. The large size of the Nitre Bush community at this location makes it 
significant. The species also adds to the diversity of the SCP 29a ecological community and 
has importance to Aboriginal culture as it produces edible berries. Historically Aboriginal 
people came to the coast to collect the Nitre Bush berries. 

The UBC notes that the presence of this species at Ocean Reef Marina is not mentioned in 
the 2013 Mattiske Report or the 2008 NAM Report and this is another deficiency in the 
report which understates the significance of the site. This population should not be cleared. 
 
While the UBC has discussed what it believes to be the most important ecological 
communities and individual species at Ocean Reef Marina, there are also some additional 
flora species in existence at Ocean Reef that are very important to the existence of some 
fauna as a source of food and habitat. These flora species will be further discussed in the 
next section of this submission on important fauna species at Ocean Reef. 

Negative Impacts on Important Fauna Species 

There is a great faunal diversity at site 325. Site 325 is a part of the Quindalup/Spearwood 
dune system. The Quindalup/Spearwood dune system is considered to have richer bird and 
reptile diversity than other dune systems on the Swan Coastal Plain. This great bird and 
reptile diversity is found at Ocean Reef Marina and will be discussed in this section of the 
submission. However, many different types of animals have been observed at site 325 by 
both formal surveys conducted by consulting films and by Friends Groups. The fauna 
sightings by Friends Groups cannot be overlooked. These groups spend the most time on 
the bushland, while consultants may only spend a couple days at a site. Therefore the 
knowledge held by the members of Friends Groups about the bushland’s fauna is important 
for understanding the true impact of the proposed marina redevelopment on the existing 
fauna populations. 
 
While local Friends Groups have not compiled a list of fauna specifically observed at Ocean 
Reef Marina, much work has gone into compiling observations of species at other areas of 
site 325 such as Mullaloo and Iluka. The Mullaloo Beach Community Group (MBCG) has a 
growing list of fauna species that have been observed by members at Mullaloo. The list is 
currently comprised of 13 reptiles, 18 birds, three mammals, 11 invertebrates and five 
introduced species. A formal survey was requested by the Friends of North Ocean Reef - 



  

Iluka Foreshore of Spineless Wonders Consultants to investigate the invertebrate species 
present in the northern part of site 325 during 2015 and 2016. The findings comprised in the 
resulting 146 page report are extensive and they speak to the immense diversity of 
invertebrates that are likely present in all of site 325. Although Mullaloo and Iluka are located 
south and north respectively of the Ocean Reef Marina site, both locations are a part of site 
325 and so can provide strong indications of the type of faunal diversity that exists in the 
bushland at Ocean Reef Marina. 
 
This section will begin with a discussion of most threatened fauna species found in site 325 
at Ocean Reef by both consulting firms and Friends Groups, as well as discuss the areas of 
greatest species diversity. 

The Carnaby’s Cockatoo, Calyptorhynchus latirostris, is listed as “Endangered” both under 
the federal Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) and 
under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950. Endangered species are defined as “threatened 
species considered to be facing a very high risk of extinction in the wild”. Land clearing at 
Ocean Reef for a marina redevelopment would further contribute to loss of food sources and 
other threats that this species already faces and the UBC submits this is unacceptable. 
 
In general, bird diversity at site 325 at Ocean Reef is high. The 2008 Western Wildlife Report 
found that 89 species of birds had the potential to occur at the Site, while 22 were observed 
during a site visit. However, Western Wildlife found that a lot of the species that are seabirds 
and shorebirds are commonly found on urban beaches and are reasonably tolerant to 
disturbance. It was found that a number of bird species, while they are unlikely to use site 
325 as breeding habitat, could forage in the area. 

Another important bird species that visits site 325 at Ocean Reef is the Rainbow Bee-eater, 
Merops ornatus, which is “Specially Protected” under the Wildlife Conservation Act 1950 as 
it is a migratory bird protected under an international agreement with other nations.  The 
Rainbow Bee-eater visits Perth in the summer where it breeds in sandy banks that can be 
reasonably degraded. Therefore it is a likely visitor to the Ocean Reef Marina bushland and 
the area that would be cleared for the marina redevelopment. The potential clearing of 
bushland for the marina redevelopment would cause the loss of nesting sites for the species. 
Although this species is considered to be common, the impact of decreased habitat on this 
species should not be taken lightly. Since Rainbow Bee-eaters are migratory birds which 
move internationally from Australia, a decline in the species here could have negative 
impacts on environmental systems internationally. The protection of these birds’ habitat here 
in Perth should be taken seriously so to uphold international commitments. 
 
Site 325 at Ocean Reef is also a known habitat location for the Graceful Sun Moth, Synemon 
gratiosa. SMEC Australia conducted a survey of this species at the Ocean Reef Marina in 
2009. The Graceful Sun Moth used to be listed under the EPBC Act, but was delisted in 
2013. The species is current listed as Priority Level 4 in Western Australia. This species 
relies on two types of habitat (coastal heathland on Quinadalup dunes and Banksia 
woodland on Spearwood and Bassendean dunes) and these habitats provide specific flora 
species which the Graceful Sun Moth uses for feeding and growth. The larvae develop 
underground and feed on the roots of mat-rushes and grasses, such as the Lepidosperma 
and Lomandra species during 11 months of the year before emerging from the ground. The 
Graceful Sun Moth travels at most 200 metres from where they hatch during their lifetimes.  



  

At site 325 at Ocean Reef areas of open heath are found at site. which contain Lomandra 
maritima, a species used for habitat by the Graceful Sun Moth. SMEC believes it observed a 
minimum of 16 months over the course of its four field surveys. A total of 19 sun moths were 
observed during their four field surveys, but consideration was given that they saw the same 
moth on different days. Some of these moths were observed in areas of site 325 which 
would be cleared under the amendment. Since the moths travel 200 metres from their place 
of birth, the proposed development at Ocean Reef Marina would cause the clearing of part of 
their territory. 

The fact that the Graceful Sun Moth is not even discussed by the Ocean Reef Marina 
Environmental Assessment prepared by Strategen is astonishing given the threatened 
history of the species under the EPBC Act and its current Priority 4 listing in Western 
Australia. 
 
The Quenda, Isoodon obesulus is a marsupial species currently listed as Priority 4 in 
Western Australia that is known to occur on the site. Western Wildlife did not find diggings at 
the site that are an attribute of the species at the time of its 2008 survey (Western Wildlife 
2008). However, the Quenda has been sighted in the area by the Department of Parks and 
Wildlife. It has also been sighted by local Friends Groups members both at site 325 at 
Mullaloo and at site 325 at Ocean Reef. The species prefers dense understorey which 
characterises the vegetation at the Site. 
 
As discussed earlier in this submission, European settlement in WA has impacted the 
existence of many mammals; more than 40 mammal species have declined considerably or 
are in jeopardy of extinction. Western Australia’s native marsupials are in particular danger, 
and like the Carnaby’s Cockatoo, are iconic and cherished species that help make the state 
and Perth environment unique. The Quenda’s existence on the Swan Coastal Plain is 
threatened by habitat clearing and fragmentation, as well as predation by cats and dogs. As 
previously discussed, the proposed Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment would cause habitat 
fragmentation, as well as increase the population of cats and dogs in the area. 

 
Species Richness of Reptiles 
 
Site 325 at Ocean Reef has a great diversity of reptiles. Western Wildlife found that there are 
45 reptile species that could potentially occur on the Site. Only one reptile, a Bobtail, Tiliqua 
rugosa, was observed during Western Wildlife’s 2008 site visit. However, it is known by 
Friends Groups that a great variety of reptiles exist at site 325 at Ocean Reef. Sharon 
McArthur of the MBCG and Friends of Mullaloo believes that the greatest faunal diversity 
found at site 325 at Ocean Reef is in the reptile population. The reptiles at Ocean Reef use 
the dunes to burrow, so McArthur believes any clearing of land would destroy their habitat. 

The Black-striped snake, Neelaps calonotos, which is listed as Priority 3 in Western 
Australia, is expected to occur at Ocean Reef. The Black-striped Snake prefers sandy soils 
which certainly characterises the site, so this species is likely to occur at the site. Like the 
other animals discussed in this submission, Black-striped Snakes are threatened by habitat 
loss due to the expansion of urban areas. Therefore the potential clearing of the habitat for 
the Black-striped Snake at the site to make way for urban development is another 
threatening process for the species to endure and a further reduction in their available 
habitat. 
 



  

Thirteen reptiles have been observed at site 325 in Mullaloo by the MBCG. It is very likely 
that these species could be present at the Ocean Reef section of site 325.  Of the 13 reptiles 
species observed at Mullaloo, 11 of these species were determined to have the potential to 
occur at site 325 at Ocean Reef by Western Wildlife’s 2008 report. The Dugite, Pseudonaja 
afftnis is a species that has the potential to occur at the Site according to Western Wildlife’s 
2008 Report and has been sighted in site 325 at Mullaloo. A Dugite was recently observed at 
site 325 at Ocean Reef in 2017. The recent observation of a Dugite at site 325 at Ocean 
Reef confirms that it is very possible that the other reptiles observed at Mullaloo are also 
present in site 325 at Ocean Reef. 
 
The two reptile species which were not included in Western Wildlife’s Report, but have been 
observed at Mullaloo are the Western Blue-tongue Skink (Tiliqua occipitalis) and the Red-
naped Snake (Furina diadema). The fact that these species were not captured in the 
Western Wildlife Report speaks to the diversity of reptile species that is likely present in site 
325. The extent of reptile diversity in site 325 may not be fully understood yet. The 
observation of a Red-naped Snake is particularly interesting as this species is known to 
occur in the eastern part of Australia, so perhaps this observation at Mullaloo should be 
further investigated. However, the proposed clearing of bushland at Ocean Reef Marina 
would damage the opportunity for further research of reptile species in site 325 as these 
reptile species would be negatively impacted by loss of habitat. 

 
Negative Impacts on the Local Urban Environment and People 

The Bush Forever policy document states that the main theme of Bush Forever is “Keeping 
the Bush in the City”.  The amendment is not consistent with this aim because it seeks to 
remove bushland from the Perth metropolitan region. 

Throughout the Perth metropolitan region residents are never too far away from a natural 
area, even in our most urban areas. The ability to reach a natural area from one’s home or 
workplace quickly is something very special about Perth. The Bush Forever policy document 
recognised the value that people take in having a natural area nearby that they can enjoy: 

 
“The vision is the creation of a conservation estate of which Perth can be justly proud, so 
that everyone has their own ‘Kings Park’ within easy reach for present enjoyment and, as 
a legacy of the unique quality of life, to hand on to our children"  

 
For the people of the Ocean Reef, a beautiful, untouched area of bushland and coastline is 
going to be permanently impacted. The people who enjoy strolling, running or biking through 
the bushland at Ocean Reef overlooking the coastline will never be able to do this again at 
Ocean Reef if the amendment were to be implemented. 

Perth is one of the healthiest and most livable cities in the world. The UBC believes this is 
very much linked to Perth’s natural environment and the ease with which people have to 
interact with the environment. Between 2011 and 2012, seven out of 10 people in Perth 
participated in activities in nature in the previous year. It is well known that a people’s 
interaction with the natural environment can improve their physical and mental health, such 
as by lowering a person’s stress levels. 
 
A study conducted in England found that the mental benefits from having contact with urban 
natural areas actually increased with an increased level of biodiversity in that natural area, 



  

which was measured by the species richness of the flora, birds and butterflies. Although 
people are able to receive psychological benefits from any type of natural area, this study 
suggested that protecting and creating urban green spaces with high levels of diversity is 
important for people’s health. As previously discussed, site 325 at Ocean Reef has extensive 
biodiversity, and if bushland were to be cleared as part of the amendment, the amount of 
benefits people receive from its high biodiversity receive would be decreased. 
 
Urban natural areas not only benefit people’s well-being, but they also provide important 
ecosystem services that counteract the negative environmental effects of urban 
developments. Urban natural areas, no matter their size, provide ecosystem services. Urban 
environments suffer from the urban heat island effect. This occurs when the ambient air 
temperature in an urban area is higher than in the surrounding rural area due to the large 
amount of impervious surfaces and the heat produced from vehicles and appliances. The 
CSIRO has projected that by 2030. The average warming will be approximately 0.5 to 1.2 
degrees Celsius above 1986-2005 levels annually in southwestern Australia. It is also 
projected that the frequency and duration of days with extremely hot temperatures will 
increase. The elimination of urban bushlands and natural areas only worsens the urban heat 
island effect. 

Urban green spaces also provide the important ecosystem service of counteracting pollution 
through carbon sequestration. It has been found that urban vegetation can sequester large 
amounts of carbon. One study conducted in California, USA found that certain urban trees 
could remove more carbon from the atmosphere than the same type of trees in a forested 
area. It is therefore very essential that local and state government protect urban natural 
areas as our natural areas have important effects on people’s health. As discussed earlier, 
site 325 at Ocean Reef lies next to an extensive amount of residential area and this 
bushland provides ecosystem services to the people that live there. 

Educational opportunities: site 325 at Ocean Reef also provides a great opportunity for 
education of school children and adults about our natural environments. The Bush Forever 
policy document states the following: 
 
“An important aim of Bush Forever is to foster a greater awareness and appreciation of 
urban bushland, and to develop a stronger sense of responsibility and belonging by the 
community through active management to control threatening processes”  
 
If bushland at site 325 is cleared, then another opportunity to teach local people, especially 
young people, about environmental appreciation is lost. Instead of seeing their government 
as working to protect their local environment, young people instead would witness their 
government destroying the environment and going against its promises to promote 
community appreciation of bushland. If government does not appreciate its natural areas or 
take responsibility for protecting them, then why should local citizens and young people? 
The governments’ actions in regards to the environment can strongly influence the 
perceptions of future generations. 
 
If the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment goes ahead, the image the City of Joondalup 
would portray of itself on environmental protection would be a dubious one. The actions that 
the City has performed in the past to further environmental protection would directly conflict 
with the potential Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment. In 2008 the City of Joondalup signed 
the “Durban Commitment: Local Governments for Biodiversity” alongside 20 other 
international local governments. By signing this commitment the local governments stated 



  

that they understood the importance of biodiversity and the ecosystem services that it 
provides for local communities. They also recognised the vital role and responsibility that 
local governments have in protecting biodiversity for current and future generations. The 
local governments declared their intentions to undertake and promote a number of activities 
which would protect biodiversity in the communities that they serve, such as developing and 
implementing a long-term biodiversity strategy for the management of natural areas among 
other things. 

In 2009, the City of Joondalup Biodiversity Action Plan 2009-2019 (BAP) was published that 
laid out the City’s commitments to biodiversity. In the BAP, site 325 is stated to be one of the 
City’s “Biodiversity Zones” and called “The Coastal Zone”. All of the biodiversity threats that 
are listed in the BAP are issues that would occur as a result of the implementation of the 
Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment. Particularly, the first four listed biodiversity threats in the 
BAP are problems which have already been discussed in this submission: clearing of native 
vegetation, habitat fragmentation, uncontrolled access into natural areas by humans and 
pets, as well as the invasion of environmental weeds. The BAP also discusses the 
importance of habitat corridors and connectivity of the City’s multiple regional ecological 
linkages, including its north-south linkage (which is site 325 as discussed earlier). The BAP 
states that the “protection of the viability of these linkages is critical”. However, the clearing 
of bushland for the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment, as previously discussed, would 
disrupt and negatively impact the viability of the north-south linkage not protect it. 
 
A photo was included of an area of the site 325 bushland at Ocean Reef close to coastline 
which would be cleared under the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment proposal. The 
photograph shows part of the pathway which goes through the bushland and is used by 
people to walk, run and bike. The presence of this photograph in the BAP is ironic. The 
presence of the photograph in the BAP is meant to showcase the City of Joondalup’s 
biodiversity hotspots, but it is known that if amendment is accepted, this very area will be 
cleared. 
 
The City of Joondalup has simultaneously put forth a strong commitment to biodiversity 
through the Durban Commitment and the BAP, while also supporting the Ocean Reef Marina 
redevelopment which would oppose every commitment and goal laid out in these two 
documents. If the City of Joondalup were truly committed to biodiversity and honoring its 
international agreement, then they would not be supporting the Ocean Reef Marina project 
and the clearing bushland in site 325. By the Western Australian Government supporting the 
City of Joondalup with the Ocean Reef redevelopment, they are implicitly stating that they 
sanction the actions of City of Joondalup to not fully follow through with their promises to 
their local community and their international agreement partners. 
 
Additional Information 
 
The UBC also provided a copy of their submission on the NPO for Bush Forever site 325.  

 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 



  

 
Submission: 76 
 
Submitted by: Terrance B Parker (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission supports the Ocean Reef Redevelopment in-principal. However, there are 
concerns about vehicular access from the planned development. In particular to Resolute 
Way in Ocean Reef, which is located at the northern end of the Marina project and 
immediately across the small roundabout and from where most vehicles will exit the Marina.  
This matter was raised at City of Joondalup Council public forum meetings in December but 
dismissed as follows: 
 
• "No changes under consideration". 
• "Will be tested after completion and after time". 
• "Focus is on Hodges as the main point and also Shenton" - it is interesting to observe 

here, that Resolute Way and Ocean Reef Road (from Hodges Drive through and past 
the northern Marina access/exit point opposite Resolute Way) through to Shenton 
Avenue - and the western end of Shenton Avenue from Marmion Avenue to the coast - 
are not even shown on the MRS amendment map (as "Other Regional Roads" - ie, main 
traffic flow). 

• Same dismissal was given to Swanson, which is also not shown on the map, but which 
does not have the same entry and exit issues that will be created at the juncture of 
Resolute Way, Ocean Reef Road and the Marina northern exit / entry. 

• Closure to these questions by the City of Joondalup Mayor and CEO was - "the need 
will be looked at down the track on a needs basis". 

 
The clear issues that will surface in relation to vehicular traffic in Resolute Way were 
disappointingly considered insignificant and dismissed out of hand. While mentioning the 
accuracy of the amendment document, it is interesting to see that the diagram of the 
redevelopment attached to the amendment shows that Southern Cross Circle is to be 
opened for the several hundred metres it runs parallel to Ocean Reef. Clearly this cannot be 
correct, but this error does indicate the lack of thought and accuracy and thus credibility of 
those driving this proposal. 
 
Resolute Way is a two single lane road in a fully developed residential area, clearly not 
designed to cope with significantly increased vehicle traffic that will come with the Marina 
development.  The amendment states that the DoT liaised with the PTA and Main Roads 
WA and a Transport Assessment should be undertaken in the subsequent more detailed 
planning stages, as follows: 
 
• The number of heavy vehicles servicing this development and its impact to the local 

traffic, including entry and exit strategies. 
 
Assumedly, this assessment has yet to be undertaken, in that case (and all residents in 
Resolute Way will be approached for support if required), ask that residents be included 
in all stages of such assessment and our real historical experiences and input be 
sought. 
 
Of major concern is that the above is the only reference under the heading of 
"Transportation", to the whole spectrum of issues that will arise from the increased 
vehicular traffic that will flow from the development. 



  

Further, if such a study did find conclusively that huge increases in passenger vehicles 
created real issues, wouldn't it be better to incorporate such changes deemed 
necessary, within the basic development scheme planning. 
 

• The focus of the planned assessment seems to be (only) on "The number of heavy 
vehicles servicing etc". 
 
Query why there is no specific consideration of the impact of ordinary vehicular traffic? 
Why is there no reference at all to the already tabled matter of markedly increased 
vehicles generally in link roads like Resolute Way?  Heavy vehicles are a prime issue, 
but so too are high levels of passenger vehicles - and those towing large boats - in a 
fully residential street.  Clearly the numbers of (non-heavy) vehicles will be huge, way 
beyond what present roads provide for.  In relation to Resolute Way: 
 
o The road is single lane both ways, with "traffic calming" trees planted in cement 

islands at several points in the middle. 
o The number of speeding vehicles is already excessive (as shown in very infrequent 

traffic number monitoring). 
o There are many young children living in the street & parents already have a real 

concern for their safety. 
o Housing - every house in the street fronts onto the street, unlike Hodges and 

Shenton where there are nil houses directly fronting those roads. 
o Existing noise levels are already concerning - increased traffic volume will markedly 

increase this problem, especially from higher numbers of "heavy vehicles" entering 
and exiting the development. 

o 'There is no way vehicles - both heavy and passenger - can be "guided" to use 
Hodges and / or Shenton given present and planned infrastructure. If, as was 
reinforced at the December meetings, the main entry point will be (encouraged to be) 
Hodges, then those vehicles will invariably continue through the development in a 
northerly direction and exit opposite Resolute Way presenting a "straight through" 
easy option. 

 
Boats & Trailers 
 
Are large and much slower than cars. While impacting on Resolute Way both ways, they 
will travel very much slower going up the hill. Already we see cars and trade vehicles 
pull onto the wrong side of the road to pass slower moving units.  
 
Cyclists  
 
Big numbers of cyclists use Resolute Way as part of their training program, generally as 
part of group sessions, it seems. Individuals are numerous too, of course, both as part 
of training and as a thoroughfare. Again, and very frequently, vehicles cross to the 
opposite side of the road to get past the slow moving cyclists and may travel for 100 
metres + in this manner. We see this almost daily and the risks created - including 
vehicles trying to exit/enter side streets like Fleetwood Heights are significant. 
 
Vehicle numbers  
 
o Monitoring of traffic flow in Resolute Way has been undertaken on several occasions 

over recent years. Don't have current access to vehicle numbers, recall seeing such 
results in the past and huge increases. 



  

o Of even greater concern was the huge number of vehicles breaking the speed limit - 
significantly - in this fully residential street. This suggests the City of Joondalup 
"traffic calming" endeavours have not been successful and to which all residents will 
attest. 

o This issue and residents concern has been raised many times in the past, both as an 
independent speed concern matter and also with specific reference to the planned 
marina development. Such concerns are based on personal experiences and tabled 
with genuine apprehension and concern. Repeatedly - from even before the 
Community Forum of August 2013 to and including the recent December 2016 
Forums - the City of Joondalup has dismissed the concerns almost out of hand, 
stating on each occasion that "the primary focus will be on entry from, and exit to, 
Hodges Drive". 

o Whilst the current traffic flow data may exist, I haven't seen it and I have not been 
successful with my endeavours to obtain historical data. The Ocean Reef Marina 
amendment request of 7th July 2013 stated, in part - "whilst no data is available 
directly adjacent to the subject site - -". There is still no evidence of research and 
hard data on this matter within the amendment report. 

 
Summary and Resolution 

 
The submission is not intended to provide resolutions, rather to flag the matters of concern 
from residents of a street which will be adversely affected from the marina development.  
The submitter states that they do not have all the answers to the issues and are not experts. 
Of interest, neighbours in Resolute Way advise as follows: 
 
• Close off Resolute Way (as it once was) at its juncture with Ocean Reef Road. 
• Place bollards between the two islands in Ocean Reef Road, north & south of the round-

about, allowing traffic coming down Resolute to exit south only. Vehicle travelling south 
from Shenton Road will be able to turn left up Resolute Way or carry on south on Ocean 
Reef Road. 

• Move the marina's northern exit / entry point 100 metres north or south of Resolute 
Way. By adding another round-a-bout at that point, traffic flow in every direction will be 
smooth and overcome the clear threat to Resolute Way. 

• Move the marina's northern exit / entry point to align with Shenton where it joins Ocean 
Reef Road. Ideal option, not unlike a similar and very successful structure they have at 
Hillarys. 

• Widen Shenton to four lanes to make it more "attractive" to vehicular traffic. 
• Add proper and effective "Speed Bumps" that won't stop emergency vehicles. 
 
It is requested that the above matters be taken into consideration when progressing 
development plans. The matter of traffic in Resolute Way is critical at present and will be 
increasingly more as the project develops. 
 
This submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 



  

Submission: 77 
 
Submitted by: Jane Axford (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• The current marina has launching ramps, new jetties and ample parking with no queues 

for traffic congestions. 
• There are areas for boats, dry storage and sea rescue boats. 
• The sea sports club overlooks the ocean and caters for many aquatic and marine 

activities including a restaurant venue for entertainment, secluded beaches, walking, 
toilet and shower facilities etc. 

• Ocean Reef and most suburbs have their own shopping centres, fast food outlets and 
restaurant.  This includes Currambine and Whitford City shopping centres. 

• Joondalup offers a large variety of commercial and retail shopping opportunities, 
sporting facilities nearby etc. 

• With so many nearby facilitites there is no need to destroy unique Bush Forever sites.  It 
would be unnecessary environmental vandalism and duplication of services and 
facilities. 

• Totally against any changes which will affect existing reserves and Bush Forever site 
325 in order to facilitate redevelopment of the existing Ocean Reef Marina Boat 
Harbour. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 78 
 
Submitted by: Kim Allen (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the proposed amendment and states that they are a City of 
Joondalup ratepayer and interested local community member having concerns regarding the 
relevance and validity of the existing proposals for the Ocean Reef Marina.  
 
The submitter is not resisting change and progress but presenting the case for more 
diligence and analysis regarding the real requirements for the near, medium and long term 
for this area. 

 
When this marina was proposed there were record levels of employment and earnings 
leading to significant levels of disposable income for recreational pursuits such as boating 
and associated pursuits. Indeed, the predictions that informed the 750 pen development for 
Ocean Reef Marina came from a 2008 Department of Transport recreational boating 
forecast paper that clearly articulated strong growth in boat sales in the northern corridor. 
The hard reality is that record unemployment from the resources downturn has meant that 



  

disposable income for recreational pursuits has significantly declined. With this considered, 
surely the following questions should be posed: 

 
• Why wasn't a more recent survey conducted on socio-economic conditions in the 

northern corridor? 
• Why wasn't a postcode-related study undertaken to ascertain boat ownership statistics 

in the northern suburbs (identifying pen-based and trailer boats)? 
 

Answering these questions and factoring the high number of available boat pens in the 
Mindarie Marina would at least provide some idea of how many fixed pens are required at 
Ocean Reef for the near, medium and long term futures. It's also important to consider the 
traffic pressures presented on Rottnest moorings which is the main destination point from all 
metropolitan marinas (particularly given the planning for the Mangles Marina at 
Rockingham). One might question why time-lapse studies weren't conducted across the two 
major marinas in the City of Joondalup to investigate traffic profile characteristics over an 
elongated time period? 

 
Large Penned Vessels 
 
Do we need 750 pens for vessels over 7.5 metres and what would the uptake be? This 
would of course influence the return on investment for pen rental fees and hence the overall 
business case that should be shared with the public. If 750 pens are constructed and low 
tenancy rates are experienced what the additional costs be for the following: 
 
• Additional security services for the smaller number of vessels penned (given critical mass 

isn't available for full time facilities)? 
• Costs to constantly anti-foul empty pens and keep them clean and usable? 
• Attraction for marine related services companies that may not otherwise locate to Ocean 

Reef Marina in the absence of a high number of penned vessels providing ongoing 
business. 

• Arrangements made for "super yachts" will involve significant civil engineering works and 
are the specific reasons and evidence that dictate that "super yachts" would ever want to 
moor in a suburban marina complex? 
 

Trailer vessels - Launch/Retrieve 
 

It is acknowledged that at this point in time, trailer-based smaller recreational boats continue 
to grow in popularity and even in a curtailed financial environment the sheer growth in 
population means that more small boats are taking to the water. Department of Transport 
data will easily map postcode by boat registration to provide a sound predictor of boat ramp 
usage across Hillarys and Ocean Reef. 
 
At present the traffic and parking volumes evident at both City of Joondalup boat ramp 
facilities indicate that something must be done quickly to reduce congestion and improve 
safety and efficiency. 
 
The existing concept plan indicates that there will be no growth in the number of 
launch/retrieve ramps even though the plan for construction to commence isn't until 2020. 
There is a need for more launch/retrieve capacity.  To predict small vessel capacity and 
movement requirements the following should have been undertaken: 
 
• Analyse DoT boat registration by postcode and cross match with potential 

launch/retrieve locations. 



  

• Undertake seasonal time-lapse vessel movement profiles to and from both Hillarys and 
Ocean Reef marinas. 

 
Trailer Vessels – Parking 
 
It is also acknowledged that on busy days and at peak periods trailer parking in the 175 bay 
trailer park is severely limited often leading to illegal verge parking. The existing area covers 
1.5 ha, the new area 47 that resides on the Water Corporation easement area claims to 
deliver 374 bays that would obviously offer more than double the parking presently available. 
The area highlighted for zone 47 is stated as being 4.38 ha which allows for 85.7 m2 per 
trailer bay. From Google Earth it’s clear that conservatively measured the Water Corporation 
easement strip amounts to approx. 50 meters x 400 meters - 20,000 square metres = 2 ha. 

 
The area quoted as available for trailer parking is in fact 4.38 hectares which would amount 
to a total contiguous land area of 43,800 square metres! It is difficult to determine from any 
of the plans where this land area is positioned. 
 
All of this considered, the City of Joondalup and surrounding communities require more 
ramps and trailer parking now (not sometime after 2020) when there is still a question about 
the number of ramps and where the additional parking will actually reside. 

 
Overall 
 
The Ocean Reef Marina has existed and survived for many years primarily as a pure "utility" 
with the Ocean Reef sea sports club being a community-based amenity and Whitfords' Sea 
Rescue a public service. 
 
There is no question that given the development and population growth in the surrounding 
area there is real potential to develop and exploit this area in the right way. Past thinking was 
always bold and brash, "build and they will come" was often the mantra. Unfortunately, the 
Mindarie Marina was an example of how things could go wrong and how bold and brash 
sometimes needs to be tempered. Even to this day (although things have improved) 
Mindarie Marina doesn't enjoy anywhere near full tenancy of boat pens and facilities which 
begs some questions around supply and demand. 
 
Although Hillarys pens are at near capacity, we are starting to see a trend of some larger 
boats being sold and pens becoming available. Western suburbs and adjacent areas will 
always see "old" wealth meaning that river-based marinas will maintain occupancy. 
Unfortunately, the outer fringe suburbs is often where hard financial times bite meaning that 
ownership of larger penned vessels will be reduced. 
 
With this concerned, shouldn't the planners re-calibrate by assessing socio-economic trends 
and forecasts as well as analysing DoT datas? By doing this the projected number of pens 
could be better assessed and planned. After all this will have a significant impact on the 
infrastructure footprint and capital works costs. 
 
If the project ever eventuated in the form that it is presently planned, here are the likely 
outcomes in a worst-case scenario (that must be considered): 
 
• The delay and ongoing crisis with trailer boats will just get worse and even before 

anything happens pressure will be placed on Council to make improvements. 
• If and when the works are undertaken if the number of ramps remains the same the 

situation will get far worse. 



  

• If the trailer can’t be increased to more than double as stipulated this will present a 
major problem to recreational boaters. 

• If 750 pens are built and occupancy is nowhere near capacity there will be major issues 
arising around security, vandalism, further uptake of pens because of these concerns 
and the likelihood that supporting infrastructure and trades won't invest in the area. 

• Given the footprint of the Phase 1 enclosed area and the possible likelihood of under-
utilisation the facility will look like a large empty ship yard and it might be questionable 
as to whether commercial cafes and supporting trades as well as residential developers 
will even be attracted to a potential "ghost port". 

• The timing of this development is also important as following the first phase, the take up 
of land for future development will influence the environment as a potential amenity. In 
other words a large partially empty marine port isn't actually aesthetically pleasing. 

• If the full project ever eventuated, although traffic surveys have been conducted, it's 
hard to see based on the two points of ingress and egress how the significant levels of 
traffic both visitors and residents will be accommodated. 

• Finally, although employment is touted as a major draw card, even though it is 
acknowledged that hospitality-based commerce will arise most of these jobs are 
typically casual and part-time. 

 
What Do We Really Need? 
 
There is no question that Ocean Reef Marina is in need of an uplift and some relevant 
development to increase its utility capacity as well as enhancing its amenity facility. 
 
To provide what's needed for both local City of Joondalup rate payers and visitors there are 
many enhancements and developments that could be made that would amount to far less 
than $100 million. Following are some of the key improvements that could be made: 
 
• Increase the number of trailer boat ramps. 
• Increase trailer parking capacity and provide cashless parking facilities. 
• Provide a small number of pens for the use of Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club and provide 

direct ramp facilities from their compound area. 
• Enhance the club building and Whitfords Sea Rescue and combine to form a community 

centre facility for local functions leveraging the panoramic location. 
• Provide a cafe and restaurant precinct in and around the Ocean Reef Sea Sports Club 

integrated with the existing footpath and cycle way. 
• Improve access to the southern seawall and provide disabled fishing platform facilities. 
• Provide extensive CCTV and security monitoring in and around the car park area to 

reduce boon activities. 
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 79 
 
Submitted by: Nick and Wendy Scafidas (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 



  

 
• Resolute Way is not a main thoroughfare or bus route.  However, the proposed 

commercial and residential development will increase traffic which will be a problem. 
• A possible solution is to close access to Resolute Way (south) along Ocean Reef Road, 

but allow cyclists and pedestrian access.  It should also allow residents to exit Resolute 
Way. 

 
Planning Comment:  Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 80 
 
Submitted by: Dave Blackburn (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
• The addition of an extra 750 boat pens for wealthy individuals is not sufficient 

justification for the destruction of 25.96 ha of the Bush Forever site 325; 
• The wider community should be taken into account not just the privileged few. It is the 

relative valuation of the destruction of rare flora and wildlife habitat to enable the 
expansion of a luxury pastime. Bush Forever site 325 should not be further degraded 
beyond the 8 ha already affected by the existing marina;  

• If extra luxury residential accommodation is justification, then the existing marina land 
footprint could be developed.  Also why not develop the Hillarys Marina land footprint 
further instead?  There is more than enough room for coastal luxury apartment buildings 
without destroying scarcer remnant coastal bushland;  

• The sediment transport modelling is subject to many variables, so it can never be 
precise. The construction of a marina much bigger than Hillarys will have a major effect 
that the models are unable to predict. Hillarys has had a major sediment effect with 
groynes having to be built south of the marina and the area to the north undergoing 
scouring periodically. What will a bigger new marina do to the coastal beaches? 

• The turbidity during construction will probably result in the elimination of marine life in 
the vicinity;  

• Under the environmental precautionary principle, it would be judicious, considering the 
unknowns and unreliable modelling, to not proceed with the amendment; and 

• Would prefer the redevelopment of the existing site and the retention of the balance of 
Bush Forever site 325. Ocean Reef Marina should remain a minor marina with some 
added residential accommodation. 
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 



  

Submission: 81 
 
Submitted by: Phil Poulter (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the proposed amendment as the proposal is more of a high-rise 
housing project with a mix of some leisure facilities. We need to preserve coastal land in 
Perth maybe a smaller version of Hillarys development would be a better option, without 
high-rise development. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 86 
 
Submitted by: Lidia Tilbrook (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows:  
 
• As a resident of the northern coastal corridor and avid beach goer for over 40 years, the 

submitter is opposed to the construction of another marina on the coast. There are two 
marinas within 20 km of each other at Sorrento and Mindarie, so the addition of another 
marina almost directly in between the two existing ones is incomprehensible; 

• Do not understand how we can claim to afford this at either a state or local government 
level in these times of increased debt and uncertain future revenue streams; 

• The intended marina is entirely unlikely to produce new income of any real significance, 
especially not when compared to the unforeseeable immediate and future costs to our 
environment and community; and  

• More are seeking nature-based tourism experiences and placing greater value on 
pristine environs as they have rapidly disappeared from our landscapes. Therefore, 
should be protecting our natural coastline from intrusive developments like this marina 
and treating our coastline as an irreplaceable, long-term asset. This inherent value has 
already been recognised when establishing the Marmion Marine Park. Should respect 
the Marmion Marine Park Management Plan and not construct a marina within these 
boundaries. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State and Local 
Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 87 
 
Submitted by: G Shaw (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 



  

The submission objects to the amendment as follows:  
 
• The existing MRS is appropriate and provides significant protection for the Marine Park 

boundary and therefore marine environment.  
• Changes to the MRS will remove this protection in the vicinity of the Ocean Reef 

coastline as part of the future marina development.  
• The impact of the marina would require the removal of approximately 500 m of pristine 

inner foreshore reef structures.  
• The environmental impact on wildlife and the marine ecosystem including bird life will be 

considerable and therefore must be preserved for future generations.  
• The 500 m stretch of coast includes a limestone reef that not only supports a diverse 

marine system, also provides recreation activities including fishing, snorkelling, surfing 
etc.  

• The 500 m stretch of coast would represent a significant portion of the total existing 
foreshore reef system in the metropolitan area and once would be removed forever.  

• It is important that the marina development footprint be reduced to limit the negative 
impact on the coastal reef marine system.  
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 88 
 
Submitted by: Dr Marjorie Apthorpe (Friends of North Ocean Reef - Iluka 

Foreshore) (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows:  
 
• The proposal has evolved over the last 10 years from a marina with café and restaurant 

facilities, to a housing estate and employment provider. This is incompatible with the 
objectives of SPP 2.6 to “protect, conserve and enhance coastal values” and SPP 2.8 to 
conserve Perth’s remnant bushland.  

• Support the enhancement of the existing cleared areas, as the carparks and boat 
parking area are a mess, but redevelopment of the existing boat harbour into a marina 
should be accomplished without the proposed extensive clearing of vegetation in Bush 
Forever 325.  

• The clearing proposed will fragment the site with additional entry roads that will remove 
locally and regionally significant vegetation, and will directly destroy on-site fauna, and 
produce additional fauna barriers to movement through the site. This is incompatible 
with the EPA’s objective to “maintain representation, diversity, viability and ecological 
function at the species, population and community level.”  

• The Structure Plan fails to take into account the high conservation qualities of the 
bushland (BF 325), which for some years was rated as the City of Joondalup’s No. 1 
priority site for conservation and protection.  



  

• The Structure Plan fails to take into account the significant amount of clearing (1.6 ha) of 
the endangered Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo feeding area. Proposed offsets by 
rehabilitation or purchase of other bushland will still result in a net loss of feeding habitat 
for the present, declining population of this species.  

• The offsets proposed cannot provide “better condition/less disturbance” than the parts of 
BF 325 proposed for clearing, because much of these are already in “very good” and 
“excellent” condition. The vegetation communities present at the impacted sites have 
not been fully assessed, therefore proposed replacement offsets cannot match the 
vegetation communities destroyed. 
 

Comments on NPO 
 
• The document contains omissions and factual errors. It cannot be considered to give an 

accurate appraisal of the environmental values of the site, and therefore should be 
rejected as the basis of a NPO.  

• Endangered species not recognised. The failure to accurately map the observed feeding 
grounds of the endangered Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo. Known feeding areas that will be 
cleared within the development envelope comprise 1 ha of vegetation immediately north 
of the boat-parking yard opposite the Sea Sports Club; and 0.6 ha of S2 and H1 
vegetation bordering the eastern side of the existing car park, a total of 1.6 ha to be 
cleared. Carnaby’s Cockatoo has been observed feeding in both areas, which contain 
mature Banksia sessilis. The NPO and associated documents speculate that Carnaby’s 
“may” use the area for feeding, but do not attempt to verify this.  

• Failure to recognise the presence of the P3 (Priority 3) species Hibbertia spicata var. 
leptotheca that will be cleared by the extension of Hodges Drive. This species was not 
recognised in the Mattiske vegetation survey. This clearing will remove most of the 
specimens at the marina site.  

• Failure to recognise the significant local vegetation species Diplolaena angustifolia and 
its hybrids that will be cleared in the Development Envelope. This is the only recorded 
occurrence of this species in the City of Joondalup.  

• This species should be conserved, by translocation of young plants if possible, and by 
systematic collection of seed.  

• Failure to recognise the significance of the Melaleuca cardiophylla monospecific closed 
shrubland that will be cleared by the extension of Hodges Drive. This is the southernmost 
occurrence of this unusual vegetation type, and was classified by the City of Joondalup as 
“significant vegetation”.  It is an extension of the species range, as well as forming 
magnificent bird habitat. In the NPO document it is lumped together with vegetation type S4.  

• Failure to recognise that most of the vegetation within the Development Envelope falls 
within the limestone Cottesloe Central to South vegetation complex (for example the 
Melaleuca cardiophylla occurrences), not the Quindalup System. Similarly, the geology 
has been misinterpreted from broad regional mapping, without considering the specifics 
of the site. Most of the mapped site contains outcropping Tamala Limestone, overlain by 
dark silty and sandy soils typical of the weathering developed on the Tamala Limestone 
surface. Sands developed over the ridges are consolidated pale grey to indurated sands 
typical of the Spearwood Dune System. Holocene Quindalup Sand occurs as a thin 
veneer only over the coastal cliff zone, and on three dune ridges near Resolute Way. 
The soil type influences the vegetation associations developed on it.  
 
A very complex mosaic of vegetation is developed on this variable substrate, and there 
has been no real attempt to survey it adequately. The Mattiske vegetation survey upon 
which the NPO relies for data was a superficial survey conducted over only three days. 
In that time, 65 quadrats of 10 square metres each were surveyed “adequately” and 



  

were described as being representative of all vegetation types in the proposal area, 
based on aerial photography. Each of these 10 metre quadrats was therefore reached 
on foot, marked out, and surveyed in 20 minutes or less. Given the species richness of 
the site, an adequate assessment of the flora does not seem possible in so short a 
survey time. Of particular concern is the frequent reference to “exotics” (weeds) as 
comprising the ground cover.  
 
Observations over a number of years indicate that away from tracks, weed cover is 
greatly reduced; and that when surveyed from a distance, the native species of 
Lomandra maritima and Lepidosperma spp. under shrubs can be mistaken for weeds. 
These species are important and often dominant components of the ground layer in the 
central and eastern part of the site, but receive little mention. Away from tracks, 
vegetation density increases and access through dense bushland is extremely slow and 
difficult. Such areas do not contain much, if any weed invasion. Dense bushland does 
not appear to have been included in the quadrats, possibly due to difficulty of access. A 
total of only 88 native species were recognised in the survey. 

• The surveying was inadequate, considering the richness and complexity of the 
vegetation at the site.  

• Failure to survey the fauna at the site.  The omission of faunal surveying of either 
vertebrates or invertebrates is unacceptable. The NPO speculates as to what animals 
“might” be present but no surveying was carried out. The following species are not 
mentioned in the NPO.  

• From recent observations from Friends Group members and the public, it is clear that 
the site supports significant fauna. These include: 
 
o Southern Brown Bandicoot Isoodon obesulus recorded within 2 km both north and 

south of the site;  
o Echidnas Tachyglossus aculeatus;  
o Ospreys Pandion haliaetus (that nest at the northern end of the site); and 
o Carnaby’s Black Cockatoo Calyptorhynchus latirostris (classified as Endangered) 

that feeds at the site.  
• Graceful Sun Moth Synemon gratiosa (classified as “Vulnerable”) colonies of these 

moths occur on the high points of the central Spearwood sand ridges. These ridges 
have been targeted as suitable places for lookouts and platforms.  

• One known location of breeding Sun Moths is scheduled to be cleared by the 
development. This proposal would result in the disturbance or local destruction of the 
Sun Moth colonies, which is contrary to (former) DPaW directives as to how these 
colonies should be conserved.  

• Australian Sea Lion Neophoca cinerea (classified as “Vulnerable”) one of the world’s 
rarest pinnipeds; uses the inshore waters for feeding, and the beaches at Ocean Reef 
as haul-out locations.  

• Numerous reptiles; the site has attracted the attention of illegal reptile trapping.  
• A discussion of possible offsets is not possible when the values of the site have not been 

properly assessed. At the least, offsets should be “like for like”; therefore any site chosen 
as an offset should contain the following characteristics: 
 
o Be within one kilometre of the coast;  
o Have a limestone substrate and contain both Cottesloe Central and South, and 

Quindalup vegetation associations;  
o Contain at least 100 native plant species from these associations;  



  

o Contain the listed P1 species Grevillea sp. Ocean Reef and P3 species Conostylis 
bracteata and Hibbertia spicata var leptotheca;  

o Be in good to excellent vegetation condition;  
o Contain areas of Banksia sessilis to support Carnaby’s Cockatoo;  
o Contain native fauna, such as Quenda and Echidnas;  
o Contain areas of Lomandra maritima large enough to permit translocation of Graceful 

Sun Moths; and 
o Be secured for conservation purposes.  
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 89 
 
Submitted by: Janet Richards (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows:  
 
• The many damaging environmental and social impacts. The proposed development is 

larger than anything required and would cause irreversible damage to the conservation 
and social values of Bush Forever site 325 and Marmion Marine Park.  

• There would be irreversible loss of recreational amenity and opportunities for a number 
of groups including walkers and bike riders, surfers, abalone fishers, bird watchers, 
photographers, and other nature lovers who currently value this much-loved stretch of 
coastline.  The social benefit of natural areas and time spent with nature is well 
documented. It is being shown to benefit those suffering from depression, to provide an 
exercise outlet for children and adults. Assisting in our sedentary urban life by providing 
space to exercise and relaxation.  

• BF 325 represents a linkage between adjacent bushland to the east and is recognised 
as part of a regionally significant fragmented bushland/wetland linkage.  

• Bush Forever site 325 is an urban coastal reserve and has unique ecological processes 
and educational, conservation and heritage values. Bush Forever site 325 with its 
diverse fauna and coastal landscape in such close proximity to urban areas and 
educational institutions of all kinds (childcare centres through to universities) provides a 
unique opportunity for people of all ages to interact with, learn about and care for their 
natural environment.  

• The enormous size of the project means it will dominate the coast and realise the 
community's fear for the area of over-development that was identified in community 
consultation undertaken in the development of the Perth Coastal Planning Strategy.  

• A large urban development in the widest section of the coastal reserve would 
significantly increase risks to biodiversity caused by weed invasion, light pollution, 
predation by pets and feral animals, inappropriate human activities, introduction of 
nutrients and pathogens from private gardens and public open spaces, increased litter 
pollution posing threats to human health and terrestrial and marine fauna, and increased 
fire risk.   



  

• Fragmentation of the Bush Forever site 325 reduces its conservation value and habitat 
value for resident fauna, including the Black-striped Snake, a priority 3 listed species 
and the Quenda. Use of exotic vegetation in landscaping within the proposed marina 
development will result in incursions by weeds and further reduce the integrity of the 
remaining natural vegetation.  

• The criteria that need to be met to achieve the MRS are very difficult to achieve and the 
maintenance and rehabilitation of the degrading ‘edge effects’ on the remaining 
vegetation complex of the BF 325 once the marina is built will be a financial burden on 
the City far outweighing any benefit.  

• The needs of the boating community are already being met with the existing marinas at 
Hillarys Boat Harbour and Mindarie Marina.   

• The impact on the Marmion Marine Park with the extra recreational fishers cannot be 
overstated. Fish stocks of our iconic demersal fish are already under pressure. The 
mitigation of potential marine pollution entering the Marine Park from the expanded 
Ocean Reef Marina has not been discussed.  

• The purchase of alternative land sites to offset the reduction in Bush Forever site 325 is 
not certain. Sites have been discussed to date with Parks and Wildlife, including a site 
adjacent to the Yanchep National Park and other sites north of Seabird.  These sites are 
far removed from the proposed marina site. Soil types are different and associated 
vegetation communities are not the same as that vegetation to be removed. The money 
allocated to purchase the land, if and when it becomes available, is inadequate in this 
economic environment.  

• Rehabilitation work as outlined in the Bush Forever NPO.  Maintenance of BF 325 is 
currently undertaken by the City and is detailed in the Coastal Foreshore Management 
Plan 2014-2024.  Funding constraints limit the extent of works that are possible within 
BF 325 to maintenance level activities, rather than large-scale enhancement works. The 
areas to be rehabilitated after the proposal are likely to be increased rather than 
reduced. Is funding for the works to be increased in line with this?  

• The work done by volunteer organisations such as the local Coastcare groups is 
underestimated in this report.  These will need extra funding and support. Will this be 
forthcoming from the City of Joondalup?  

• BF 325 is subject to considerable threatening processes due to its high perimeter to 
area ratio, fragmentation and proximity to urban development.  Environmental threats 
include weeds, plant diseases, fire, non-native fauna species, human access and 
infrastructure.  

• Current management of BF 325 is by the City of Joondalup.  It is stated that 
rehabilitation success will be monitored against these criteria annually for five years, or 
until completion criteria are met. Who will fund this monitoring and rehabilitation? Will 
these funds be taken from the monies to be used for maintenance, already stated in the 
report as constrained? The rehabilitation could take much longer than five years. Funds 
will be further constrained.  

• Contingency actions will be initiated if monitoring indicates that management actions 
detailed for NPO rehabilitation areas have not been successful or effective." All of the 
contingency triggers have a high likelihood of occurrence, most especially weed 
incursion, fire, increase in feral animal activity, and insufficient seeds of plants of local 
provenance.  

• Will the actions to ensure the successful rehabilitation of BF 325 be funded through to 
the end of the legally binding agreement which is to be prepared before the MRS 
amendment is gazetted?   Monitoring and contingency actions will need to continue to 
be implemented until such time as the completion criteria are met.  This could be more 
than the five years mentioned.  



  

• I oppose the development of the Marina at Ocean Reef.  It will destroy a valuable and 
irreplaceable natural area and provide duplicate facilities already adequately provided 
for by existing close by developments.  
 

Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 90 
 
Submitted by: Sylvia Tetlow (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the proposed amendment given the clearing and destruction of 17 
ha of Bush Forever vegetation (site 325) at Ocean Reef.  Bush Forever vegetation must not 
be cleared. Instead, the Bush Forever site should be looked after to sustain the habitat it 
provides for birds, and. other animals and for the ecosystem, service and aesthetic quality it 
provides to the people of Western Australia. 
 
The submission objects to swapping 17 ha of Bush Forever site 325 for an offset site 
because this is not a fair swap.  The offset land is not in the same locality and the offset land 
is of much poorer quality.  The offset will not provide the same habitat and ecosystem for 
native animals that Bush Forever site 325 provides. 
 
Objection to the clearing of Bush Forever site 325 because this will destroy the plants and 
animals native to the area and this will reduce my quality of life because I enjoy the native 
plants and animals.  Do not support the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage’s 
attitude towards Bush Forever sites - treating them as sacrificial land - to be cleared and built 
over with concrete. 
 
There’s the Hillarys and Mindarie Marinas so instead of building another marina, the money 
should be spent on enhancing the native bushland to preserve what is left of the natural 
environment. 

 
At Hillarys Marina shops are closing all the time because they cannot afford to pay the rent, 
this will also happen if Ocean Reef Marina is built and will become a white elephant with 
shops not able to afford the rent. 
 
The idea of building a marina at Ocean Reef is ridiculous because the ocean rapidly falls 
away to a great depth and will take vast amounts of time and money just to build an ocean 
wall to enclose the marina. This is why it wasn't built years ago and was not a good idea 
then and not now. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 



  

Submission: 91 
 
Submitted by: Michael Sideris (nearby resident) 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows: 
 
The Need for Perth Recreational Boating Facilities Study 
 
A review of this Study shows that the proponent’s proposal has misrepresented the facts, the 
recommendations of the former Department for Planning and Infrastructure (DPI) study, the 
strategic development initiative and deliberately ignored the short to long term initiatives. 
 
The amendment documentation fails to recognise that the northern suburbs already has a 
proposed new marina development for the Alkimos area, identified in the former DPI medium 
initiative, and the fact that this State government LandCorp development already has the 
necessary legislative and statutory approvals, being MRS and environmental approvals, to 
proceed. 
 
The proponent documentation also fails to acknowledge that this development has also been 
signed off to proceed by the approving local government, the City of Wanneroo. 
 
The former DPI study identified that at Ocean Reef the recommendation is 250 pens and the 
feasibility to expand the existing launching harbour to include pens. The proponent did 
prepare Concept Plan 1, copy submitted as attachment, which meets all these requirements, 
including the pen number and only required a minor extension of the south breakwater and 
the construction of a new northern breakwater. 
 
All of these modifications were low cost, low impact to the Marmion Marine park, no 
expansion into deeper ocean waters, low impact to the land component, and just as 
important no impact to the adjoining coastline beaches north and south, Mullaloo Beach. 
There is no evidence that at the time this concept plan was presented to the elected 
members, hey were made aware of the former DPI study and the fact that this plan satisfied 
all the necessary requirements of the proposed study initiatives. 
 
Question: When the WAPC considers the approval of this MRS amendment, will the WAPC 
ensure that proposal is scaled back to the recommended 250 boat pens. if not, will the 
WAPC call for objective evidence that all elected members were advised of the study and 
the strategy initiates proposed? 
 
Question: When the WAPC considers the approval of this MRS amendment, will the WAPC 
ensure that all the boating facility initiative is developed and in progress prior to approving 
the propped amendment? 
 
Question: When the WAPC considers the approval of this MRS amendment, will the WAPC 
ensure that the approved proposed Marina development for Alkimos is under construction 
prior to approving this development? 
 
Is this amendment proposal a Canal Estate Development? 
 
The local government has publically stated and argued that this proposal is not a canal 
estate development refer to Petition No 64, response dated 9 December 2014 to the State 
Parliamentary Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs requesting to 
Legislate to ban canal estate development in WA in line with New South Wales and Victoria. 



  

DC 1.8 applies general principles and guidelines for marinas and boat harbours. The 
petitioners' request to ban canal estate development in Western Australia will not have a 
bearing on the Ocean Reef Marina project as it is not a canal estate based project. 
 
The proponent makes no further statement nor does it provide any supporting reasoning to 
support this statement to Parliament. When one considers the proponents amendment 
documents and the comments related to DC 1.8, which states that the identification of a 
waterways manager would occur prior to the local planning scheme amendment being 
finalised. However, the WAPC has resolved that confirmation of a waterways manager for 
this marina is required, prior to a final decision being made on the amendment. 
 
Contrary the Parliamentary submission, it is clear that this local government cannot and has 
not refuted the fact that the policy definitions provided in the DC 1.8, confirm that this is a 
canal estate development proposal. 
 
Question: If the WAPC approves this MRS amendment, will the WAPC ensure that the 
stated policy definition of a canal estate any development where the titles to the subdivided 
lot or are proximate to an artificial waterway shall be deemed to be part of a canal estate is 
used and enforced by the proponent? 
 
Question: Can the WAPC determine whether or not the Ocean Reef is a canal estate 
development? If yes, the proponent the City of Joondalup is clearly misleading their 
ratepayers. If no, when will the WAPC amend the definition of DC 1.8? 
 
Community Consultation  
 
Although the proponent's documentation seems to present an argument that it has been in 
full and open consultation with the community, nothing could be further from the facts. The 
local government established a working committee that held progressive meetings, and then 
in order to circumvent the provisions of the local government that requires it to report to 
Council (and the ratepayers), simply adjourned those meetings. 
 
The public were denied their rights to engage in the process of government.  When these 
committee meetings finally made it to the (public) Council meeting agenda, the attachment to 
the Committee meeting reports could be accessed by the public, and again the public were 
denied their rights to engage in the process of government. 
 
The proponent makes statements that it consulted with the community on various occasions, 
including 2007 and 2009, and then characterises the results into overwhelming community 
support and demand for ‘world class’ tourist centre etc. 
 
A review of these two consultation processes is a little more down to earth and low key.  
Note access to these details had to be obtained from Freedom of Information process or 
through a community briefing process held in January/February 2017.  Not open, 
accountable and transparent. 
 
Aspects of this consultation outcome not published or commented on by the proponent, is 
the fact that the respondents stated (referring to the minutes of Ocean Reef Marina 
Committee) “The items that respondents would not like to see were also analysed. A 
predominant theme concerned fears that the boats harbour would lose its unique identity as 
a boating haven and become “...another shopping centre by the sea.”” 
 
The City claimed the survey showed overwhelming support, however, when one considers 
the survey questionnaire, copy submitted, it is clear that the survey would only produce this 
outcome. As mentioned previously the City, by deliberately only adjourning its committee 



  

meeting, denied the ratepayers the right to scrutinise the reports and survey results. Do not 
believe this has been an open and accountable process. 
 
A review of the minutes of the Ocean Reef Marina meeting, it clearly indicates that the 
survey details.  There was no capacity or desire to seek negatives or ‘not wanted’ from the 
broader community, in other words, the process was deliberately skewed to avoid any 
negatives, and also of equal importance raise or share the negatives that the 2007 
consultation process had identified.  A flawed process, with a flawed and predicable 
outcome. 
 
This report to the committee also states that during the consultation process comments were 
received from special interest groups, Government agencies and individuals that were not 
included in the findings as the comments were not completed on the survey form and 
therefore did not conform to the notified consultation process. 
 
Question: Does the WAPC accept that this consultation process was an inclusive? 
 
This same report indicates that even though Sustainability of the proposal should have been 
considered by committee, in fact this report shows otherwise. 
 
Question: Was this a reliable and proper consultation process that demonstrates sustainable 
marina and/or boat harbour developments? Does this advocate for open, honest and 
accountable processes and does it provide accurate up to date information to the 
community? 
 
Question: If the consultation process is flawed, can it be or should it be accepted by the 
WAPC as a valid and valid public consultation process for this amendment process? If yes, 
how does the WAPC justify the reliance on a flawed consultation process? If No, will the 
WAPC direct the proponent to undertake further consultation without the skewed and bias, 
and they include key aspects raised previously by the community and other relevant costing 
information? 
 
Question: If the WAPC approves this MRS amendment, will the WAPC ensure that the 
public consultation concerns are fully understood and satisfied? Namely: 
 
Aboriginal Heritage  
 
The amendment proposal makes scant reference to the assessment of Aboriginal Heritage 
in recognising the importance of having reliable Aboriginal information on land and the 
values attached to it, “however, this well-funded scheme amendment fails to recognise or 
even mention the existence of the Perth Coastal Planning Strategy “Community 
Engagement Program - Nyungar Forum Summary Report”. 
 
The WAPC is well aware of this coastal planning study and the heritage values that the 
Nyungar forum summary report placed on the land and adjoining ocean waters.  The fact 
that the amendment documents do not identify and comment on the recognised aboriginal 
site just south if the proposed development, only proves that he applicant has little or no 
regard for the heritage values. 
 
Question: Will the WAPC fully consider and respect those established Nyungar heritage 
views as outlined in the Perth coastal planning strategy “community engagement program 
Nyungar forum summary report” direct the lead proponent to fully and properly consider the 
aboriginal heritage issues and values, and not allow them to be simply dismissed as outlined 
by this amendment proposal? It is not just a box to be ticked. 
 



  

Other Considerations Not Identified in the Proponents Amendment Document  
 
The Business Plan / Cost Benefit Analysis 
 
At the AGM of electors on 2.12.2014 the ratepayers moved and carried two motions that the 
2014 Annual Electors Meeting of the City of Joondalup calls on the City Council to give the 
residents of Joondalup a clear and unequivocal undertaking that there will be no attempt to 
rezone the “Bushland Forever” site in Ocean Reef until the City has released full and 
comprehensive costings of the proposed marina, valuations for the land proposed to be sold 
to fund the marina, a comprehensive explanation of how any shortfall will be funded and an 
estimate of on-going maintenance costs and how it is proposed to fund such costs. 
 
Although there was a desire by the ratepayers to access the financial costings and long-term 
viability of the redevelopment, none have been forthcoming, even though it is clear that this 
information is known to some members of the City of Joondalup. 
 
Question: If the WAPC approves this MRS amendment, will the WAPC provide and fully 
disclose the business plan / cost benefit analysis, prior to finalising the amendment, in order 
to justify further progressing with the approval process? 
 
Legal Liability 
 
At the AGM of electors held 6 December 2016.  A motion was carried that the City of 
Joondalup proceeds no further with the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment until reports 
state that there will be no damage to the coastline from the impact of the Ocean Reef 
Marina. 
 
That the City of Joondalup obtains an exemption from the State Government for all liability 
arising from property damage or infrastructure damage caused by the Ocean Reef Marina 
redevelopment. 
 
The response to this motion by the City stated that: “The impacts of the Ocean Reef Marina 
are expected to have little effect on the coastal hazard allowances on adjacent sections of 
the shorelines. Risk to property and infrastructure resulting from the development of the 
Ocean Reef Marina is considered to be very low.” Further clarification from the City was 
sought at the recent Council meeting. 
 
Question: If the Council adopts the officer’s recommendation to not support obtaining 
exemption from the State Government for all liability arising from property damage or 
infrastructure damage caused by the Ocean Reef Marina redevelopment: 
 
• Advise who will then carry that liability? 
• Will this decision be binding on all future Councils? 
• Will ratepayers that are affected, be able to seek legal remedy from this Council and 

administration officers? 
 
As approval of this proposed amendment is the responsibility of the WAPC, then it is my 
understanding that any legal liability issues should be borne by the State. This is further 
supported by the fact that the City of Joondalup is insisting that the State, and in particular, 
LandCorp, become the lead proponent for the redevelopment of the Ocean Reef Marina, 
warts and all. 
 
Question: If the WAPC approves this MRS amendment, will this allow those affected 
property owners be able to seek legal remedy from the WAPC? 



  

Question: What legal entity is legally liable from damage to and from this development 
caused by extreme weather events? 
 
Risk Assessment 
 
The proponent has not provided or disclosed a technical risk assessment that does identify 
any element of the proposed project that ensures the proposal has the ‘lowest risk as 
possible”. This risk assessment should provide a detailed assessment of the entire 
foreseeable life of the development. 
 
The public has right to know what elements were considered, if any, for the process of 
building the infrastructure, the operation, as well the short to long term strategy for maintain 
the infrastructure. The identified elements expected include the various tasks, their identified 
risk element, the cause of the identified risk, the consequences of that risk element, their 
controls, the associated action plans, together with any legislative or regulatory impacts, to 
name some risk elements expected. The public and the ratepayers have a right to know 
what risks are involved and the outcome of that risk. 
 
Question: Will the WAPC direct the proponent to provide a full risk assessment that is made 
available for public assessment, prior to the WAPC approval? 
 
It is noted that the submission provided additional information on community consultation 
and an analysis of feedback. 
 
The submission was supported by a Hearing. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 92 
 
Submitted by: Joondalup Community Coast Care Forum Inc. 
 
Summary of Submission: OBJECTION 
 
The submission objects to the amendment as follows:   
 
Volunteers from Joondalup Community Coast Care Forum (JCCCF's) three working groups 
(Friends of North Ocean Reef lluka Foreshore, Mullaloo Beach Community Group and 
Friends of Sorrento-Marmion Foreshore) have spent thousands of hours working in Bush 
Forever site 325, including the area to be cleared for the Ocean Reef Marina development 
and the remnant area proposed for rehabilitation. 
 
JCCCF has compiled its own flora list from year-round surveys and has for many years 
conducted annual Graceful Sun Moth surveys. The organisations consider itself well 
qualified to comment on the NPO.  JCCCF is opposed to the proposal because: 
 
• It fails to protect the existing BF 325, 
• It does not guarantee a suitable offset can be purchased; and 
• The rehabilitation area is inadequate. 



  

However, JCCCF recognises the Ocean Reef Marina development may go ahead at some 
time in the future. Consequently our comments are aimed at obtaining the best outcome for 
the remaining portion of BF 325. 
 
Environment Values of the Proposal Area – Flora 
 
Mattiske was engaged to undertake a Level 2 flora and vegetation survey of the proposed 
Ocean Reef Marina survey area in 2013.  
 
Comment: The flora survey undertaken by Mattiske is considered to be inadequate, failed to 
fully meet any of the "Objectives" listed on page 10 of the report, and needs to be updated. 
 
• The Mattiske report records only 88 native species whereas JCCCF's list contains a 

minimum of 105 native species on the site. 
• The Mattiske report lists only two priority species (Grevillea sp. Ocean Reef and 

Conostylis bracteata) whereas JCCCF's list has also identified numerous plants of 
Hibbertia spicata subsp. leptotheca, a P3 species. 

• The Mattiske report does not include the occurrence of Eucalyptus Gomphocephala 
(Tuart). This stand of trees opposite the Resolute Way roundabout is the only 
occurrence of this species in BF 325 north of Ocean Reef and possibly the only one 
north of Whitfords Nodes. Surveys in the area show it to have a high reptile population 
(Spineless Wonders pers.com). 

• The survey was carried out over only three days, and could not have achieved the 
required level of due diligence in so short a time. Much of the vegetation mapping is 
"extrapolated". 

• Mattiske and the current consultants, Stratagen, maintain that the 65 x 10 sq metre 
quadrats provide an adequate assessment of the vegetation. The absence of key species 
and the absence of several recognised vegetation associations in the Mattiske survey 
indicates that the assessment is not adequate or accurate. Twenty quadrats per day 
cannot be adequately assessed where species richness is present, as at Ocean Reef. 

• Many plants of diplolaena angustifolium (Yanchep Rose) occur within the area to be 
cleared. This species was not listed by Mattiske and should have been discussed in the 
section on Regional and Local Extent of vegetation, as according to Florabase it has not 
been recorded in the Joondalup LGA making the plants at the Ocean Reef Marina one 
of the southernmost known occurrences and certainly the southernmost one to occur on 
the coast. 

• The proposed route of the main access road from Hodges Drive appears to clear most 
plants of the Priority 3 species, Hibbertia spicata var. leptotheca. This road configuration 
also would clear a large tract of Melaleuca cardiophylla, significant for its distribution, 
being the southern limit of the species en masse. 

 
Fauna 
 
Comment: The lack of adequate and recent field surveying is unsatisfactory. 
 
• The fauna assessment quoted is outdated and did not include the northern most 400 m 

of the current proposal (approx. 12.5 ha). 

• The assessment is a Level 1 desktop study and a single visit consisting mainly of 
speculation as to what fauna "is likely" to occur. It needs to be Level 2 as a minimum to 
match the significance of the flora survey. 

• The NPO understates the amount of foraging habitat for Carnaby's Black Cockatoo to 
be cleared. Approximately 1.7 ha of actual foraging area known to be used by Carnaby's 



  

Cockatoo will be cleared, compared to the stated 0.43 ha of "suitable" habitat claimed in 
the NPO. 

• The NPO misrepresents the condition of the foraging habitat to be cleared, which 
includes a large proportion of vegetation in very good to excellent condition. 

• Carnaby's Cockatoo has also been recorded foraging in areas shown as "degraded to 
good". 

• As Carnaby's Cockatoo is a tree and shrub forager, the presence of invasive grasses at 
ground level is not, of itself, sufficient to downgrade the feeding habitat. 

• The NPO states that Quenda "may occur" at the site, whereas in actuality, Quenda are 
regularly sighted both north and south of the marina site. 

• Echindas have been seen on the dual use path in the area to be cleared. While not 
classified as endangered they are not common in the metropolitan area so the removal 
of their habitat is likely to lead to a further decrease in numbers. 

• The NPO makes no mention of the presence of the categorised as "Vulnerable" 
Graceful Sun Moth at the site. An area known to be inhabited by the Graceful Sun Moth 
will be cleared along one path, and adjacent habitat of Lomandra maritima will be 
cleared, seriously depleting the amount of habitat available for one colony of this very 
localised species. Planned landscaping features and formalisation of sandy tracks, used 
for mating displays would further degrade and fragment their essential habitat. 

• No survey of the reptile fauna of the Ocean Reef Marina area has been conducted. The 
reptile fauna appears to be diverse, from the numerous trackways seen, and the fauna 
is suspected to have attracted the attention of illegal reptile hunters. EPA Bulletin 880 
identified that Spearwood/Quindalup Dunes have the highest diversity of birds and 
reptiles of any dune system on the Swan Coastal Plain. 

• No survey of the invertebrate fauna of the Ocean Reef Marina area has been 
conducted. Many species of invertebrates are responsible for pollination of native flora. 
Short term surveys elsewhere in BF 325 have recorded over 350 species. 

 
Evaluation of Impacts - Avoidance and Minimisation of Impacts 
 
The development at Burns Beach Estate has seen the clearing by the developer of vast 
areas of bush to provide land for residential and public open space. For the last few years no 
further progress has been made and the area is now subject to severe wind erosion, 
regrowth and weed invasion. 
 
Comment: It is imperative the situation at Burns Beach not be repeated at Ocean Reef 
Marina. 
 
• Clearing of land should be done in stages and restricted to only that land which is 

immediately needed.  
• Clearing of land adjacent to the area of BF 325 to be retained should not commence 

until the need for this land is essential. 
 
Overview of Residual Impacts 
 
Comment: This section of the NPO understates the residual impacts. 
 
• Clearing of 16.79 ha of vegetation, almost all (83%) of which is actually in the category 

of "Good” to "Excellent" ("varying condition from Degraded to Excellent" in the NPO 
understates the reality). 

• Removal of Priority 3 flora species Conostylis bracteata and Hibbertia spicata var. 
leptotheca, and locally significant species Diplolaena angustifolia. 



  

• Removal of stands of Melaleuca cardiophylla tall closed heath. 
• Removal of the only stand of Eucalyptus gomphocephala (Tuart) in the northern portion 

of BF 325 for a major access road leading off the roundabout at Resolute Way. 
• Clearing of vegetation in association with actual PECs. 
• Total interruption of north - south linkage due to three substantial road crossings, with 

no provision for faunal corridors. 
• Loss of substantial habitat for Endangered and Vulnerable fauna species. 
• "Potential for indirect impacts" should read "actual direct impacts" through introduction 

and spread of weeds, dust generation, light pollution, increased human activities and 
increased incidence and frequency office. 

 
Comment: The proposal fails to mention the loss of a public amenity. 
 
• Hundreds of pedestrians and cyclists per day will no longer have access to 

approximately 750 m of Shared Use Path (SUP) (630 m along the coast, 120 m along 
Resolute path) which is bordered on both sides by BF 325 and for most part has ocean 
views. 

• The proposed replacement (is both dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists and non-
aesthetic and does not match the path it will replace. 

• The proposed replacement SUP: 
o crosses three road intersections two of which are roundabouts and the other a dual 

carriageway. 
o Runs through a boat parking area. 
o Runs behind residential areas. 
o Does not provide any views of the ocean. 

 
The SUP (or at least a path for pedestrians) needs to be redesigned to remain a public 
amenity, to remove hazards, to be more direct (closer to coast) and to be more aesthetically 
appealing. 
 
Mitigation of Residual Impacts 
 
SPP 2.8 states that for an area of High conservation significance, at least 75% of the 
mitigation package should be land acquisition with a maximum of 25% comprising 
revegetation. 
 
The proposed components of the NPO are: 
 
• approximately 90% (minimum 22.7 ha) of the NPO requirements to be met through 

direct acquisition of property, to be transferred to conservation estate.  
• approximately 10% of the NPO requirements to be met through rehabilitation of (5 ha) 

BF 325 in areas adjacent to the proposal area. 
 
Process for Land Acquisition 
 
It is intended that the acquisition of the site, sites or part of a site should occur prior to 
clearing of BF 325. 
 
Comment: This wording is not strong enough or binding. 
 



  

• The NPO and any consequent agreements should make the acquisition of land prior to 
the clearing of BF 325 mandatory. Otherwise it could be years before the objective of 
SPP 2.8 is achieved. 

 
Comment: The City of Joondalup should transfer the remnant areas of Lot 1029 and Lot 
1032 to the Conservation Estate. 
 
• Currently the City has freehold title to Lots 1029 and 1032. 
• The City has verbally confirmed there are no caveats on the land and it is free to sell it 

at any time.  
• The Mayor has verbally stated the remnant land will stay as BF 325. 
• In order to protect the remnant bushland the City should be required to transfer the 

remainder of Lots 1029 and 1032 outside the Ocean Reef Marina development to the 
State for inclusion in the conservation estate. 

• The area transferred could be reduced from the area required under the offset 
requirements. 

 
Bush Forever site 325 Rehabilitation 
 
Comment: The 90:10 ratio should be altered to maximize the benefits to Joondalup 
ratepayers. 
 
• Total Degraded to Good is 13.7 ha but proposal is to rehabilitate only 5 ha. 
• Sufficient funds should be allocated to rehabilitate a minimum of 13.7 ha. 
• Areas designated for rehabilitation should exclude any area disturbed during the 

development e.g. road verges, boundary lines etc which should all be restored by the 
proponent as a separate action but under the supervision of the City to ensure only 
plants that will not invade BF 325 are used.  

• Consideration should be given to rehabilitating other areas of BF 325 to ensure the 
ecological linkage from north to south is optimised. 
“... fencing the boundary of Bush Forever 325 along the eastern side of the Proposal 
and providing fenced pedestrian access tracks through BF 325 (within existing cleared 
areas).” 

 
Comment: Feral animal control needs to be enforced. 
 
• 900 residences will increase the cat and dog population adjacent to BF 325.  
• Fencing that minimizes cats and dogs from entering BF 325 should be installed.  
• Adherence to the Cat Act 2011 and the Dog Act 1976 should be enforced vigorously.  
• The area transferred could be reduced from the area required under the offset 

requirements. 
 

NPO Rehabilitation Area 
 
The rehabilitation component of the NPO within BF 325 will be undertaken by the proponent 
between the proposal area and Ocean Reef Road to ensure a local ecological benefit and 
maximise the north-south linkage values of the vegetation to be retained. 
 
Comment: Proponent needs to provide effective guarantee for minimum seven years. 
 



  

• The proponent will be responsible for conducting, monitoring and reporting on 
rehabilitation for a programme spread out over 7 seven years.  

• What input and control will the City have? (Refer also to next section)  
• Will this include a trust account to ensure the work is carried out?  
• Penalties for failure to comply need to be sufficiently severe to act as a deterrent. 
 
Current Management of Bush Forever site 325 
 
• BF 325 is under the management of the City and in particular its natural areas team. 

The City admits funding constraints limit the extent of works that are possible within BF 
325 to maintenance level activities, rather than large-scale enhancement works. 
 

Comment: Additional funding of Natural Areas team required. 
 

• Supervision of the rehabilitation will add extra work to the already underfunded and 
understaffed team.  

• The City should budget for additional funding of the natural areas team to ensure the 
work is carried out as per the rehabilitation plan. 

 
NPO Rehabilitation Strategy 
 
A detailed Rehabilitation Plan will be prepared following environmental approval and gazettal 
of the MRS amendment and submitted to the responsible authority for approval. 
 
Comment: Clarification required. 
 
• This should state who will prepare the plan - the City or the Proponent?  
• It is not clear who is the Responsible Authority, given the City owns the area to be 

rehabilitated and BF has no legal standing, will it be the City's responsibility to produce 
the plan and the Proponent to carry out the work. 

 
Record data within control sites in each vegetation type relevant to the area to be 
rehabilitated, to inform monitoring against completion criteria. 
 
Comment: Baseline surveys should be conducted on all vegetation types. 
 
• If baseline surveys were conducted on all remnant Very Good to Excellent vegetation 

types (not just those to be rehabilitated adjacent to the Ocean Reef Marina 
development) these could be used elsewhere in BF 325 where rehabilitation is occurring 
or could occur. 
 
States seed collection shall take place September to April prior to clearing of proposal 
area. 

 
Comment: More detail is required on seed collection and storage. 
 
• Seed collection should be done over more than one year in case season is unfavourable 

for flowering.  
• Experience shows weak seedlings in adjacent parts of BF 325 will not survive the hot 

summer weather without regular watering, therefore propagation of seedlings should 
commence well in advance of restoration to ensure strong seedlings - possibly plant one 
- year old plants.  



  

• No mention of who will hold seed.  
• No mention of how seed will be stored.  
• No mention of how specific species that cannot be grown in nurseries, either from seed 

or cuttings, will be made available for rehabilitation areas. Such species include 
Leucopogon insularis, Leucopogon parviflorus and Hibbertia spicata var. leptotheca.  

• No mention of how orchids will be propagated to replace cleared species. 
 
The submission was supported by a Hearing. 

 
Planning Comment: Refer to Part 7.2 (a) – Environmental and Coastal Impacts, (b) – State 
and Local Policies, (c) – Social and Economic Impacts, (d) – Traffic and Transport Impacts 
and (e) – Other Matters. 
 
Determination: Submission dismissed. 
 
 
Submission: 94 (Late) 
 
Submitted by: LandCorp 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
LandCorp has recently assumed control of the Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment on 
behalf of the State. Having assessed the background and rationale behind the MRS 
amendment, further comment is provided.  
 
In September 2017, the State Government announced that LandCorp would be lead agency 
responsible for delivering the Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment project. LandCorp has 
since been working with the City of Joondalup, WAPC, (former) Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority, DoT and the respective government agencies, in reviewing the 
background to the project. 
 
Background to Ocean Reef Marina 
 
A key focus area of LandCorp is to realise the potential of land and infrastructure for all 
Western Australians, to promote resource efficiency and encourage lifestyle opportunities 
that are integrated into the surrounding community and natural environment. 
 
The Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment is recognised through its project vision as a world 
class recreational, residential, boating and tourist development. The Redevelopment seeks 
to convert an existing boat ramp facility and surrounding State and Local Government-
owned land into an iconic waterfront precinct, to deliver retail/commercial floorspace, 
dwellings, boat pens and associated boat-stacking and marine commercial facilities. 
 
Ocean Reef Marina will capitalise on the strong desire for local housing choice, high- quality 
tourist destinations and employment opportunities within the northern region, and LandCorp 
is committed to demonstrating high quality design and sustainability initiatives in the 
development vision. 
 
Landcorp’s Role as Lead Agency 
 
In September 2017, the State Government announced that LandCorp would be working with 
the City of Joondalup to finalise planning requirements relating to the amendment and the 
PER. A MoU will be executed between LandCorp and the City of Joondalup to confirm 



  

LandCorp’s role as the lead agency on the project and acknowledges that the City will 
continue to lead on appropriate community consultation processes in relation to the 
amendment and the PER processes.  The finalisation of the amendment is also linked to the: 
 
• NPO; 
• CHRMAP; 
• Identification of Waterways Manager; and 
• BMP. 

 
The approval processes in relation to the above are being undertaken in close consultation 
between the DPLH, OEPA, City of Joondalup and LandCorp.  The governance structure, 
established by the City of Joondalup, will be generally retained, and LandCorp will continue 
to engage with government and local stakeholders through the Government Steering 
Committee, Project Steering Group, Technical Officer Group, and consultation with key 
community groups and stakeholders. 
 
Planning and research for the project has already substantially progressed, prior to 
LandCorp assuming lead agency status, and the stakeholder engagement to date has 
established some important expectations. The challenge is to now bring the project to 
fruition, while ensuring that the expectations of all key stakeholders, including decision -
makers, are carried forward through the amendment, PER, and subsequent planning 
processes. This will be managed through ongoing stakeholder engagement and coordination 
with government agencies and community groups at appropriate levels. 
 
Amendment Zones and Reserves 
 
The amendment proposes to rezone various lots and reserves in the vicinity of the existing 
Ocean Reef boat ramps, boat harbour and clubs. It will rezone coastal land and part of the 
ocean with an Urban zone to facilitate future development of the Ocean Reef Marina, 
provide coastal access and facilities through the Parks and Recreation reserve; and remove 
the Bush Forever layer corresponding to the development proposal. 
 
An important consideration is to ensure that a level of flexibility is permitted and 
accommodated for in setting up the proposed zones and reserves. Best practice 
development will be followed throughout the project to ensure impacts are minimised and 
managed and broader community benefits are optimised. Having flexibility embedded into 
the planning framework early will enable project planning to evolve as the project 
progresses.  
 
LandCorp is advocating for less specifically defined boundaries of zones in order for the 
detailed design of the project to progress allowing the breakwaters and waterfront edges to 
be more accurately defined at the subdivision and development application stage when more 
detail is known. This flexibility will not fundamentally nor materially change the development 
proposal but will allow minor changes to the current concept plan to occur at the technical 
design stage while maintaining the integrity of the development principles and without 
delaying amendment to the MRS. 
 
The proposed zoning configuration is closely aligned with the City’s preferred concept plan. 
In particular, the dimensions and shape of the zones and reserves closely reflect the 
proposed breakwaters, claimed land for marine services and club services, and internal 
marina waterbody.  
 
However, it does not recognise that the City’s proposed plan is still quite conceptual, and is 
likely to be subject to some variations as the design is further analysed and fine-tuned. While 



  

the rationale behind this zoning approach is understood, it potentially locks in design 
features into the MRS, which are likely to impede further design refinement as the project 
progresses into more detailed design analysis. This level of specificity is unusual and 
premature for optimum design outcomes at the MRS zoning stage. 
 
LandCorp is intending to undertake a concept design review in collaboration with the 
Government Steering Committee and Project Steering Group. This review will examine the 
City of Joondalup’s preferred Concept Plan, and ensure that its content and arrangement of 
land uses and development is robust and capable of being feasibly delivered. Through the 
concept design review, a number of development scenarios may be tested and 
improvements to the design may be identified, these may include refinements to the 
breakwaters and internal waterbody.  It would be more logical that a less specific zoning 
approach be adopted at MRS stage, a broader Urban zoning could allow design efficiencies 
to be implemented without needing to incur future MRS zoning changes. 
 
This submission is intended to offer constructive comment on the MRS amendment to 
ensure that it will not unreasonably hinder the timely and cost-effective delivery of the Ocean 
Reef Marina. It is, however, important to emphasise that LandCorp also values the 
importance of maintaining the current momentum of the planning framework and does not 
wish to delay the progress of the amendment. Through the Department’s consideration of 
this submission and LandCorp’s attendance at the hearings, it is hoped that the merits of 
flexibility at amendment stage can be explained to facilitate optimal design outcomes, while 
avoiding any action that might trigger readvertising or re-referral. 
 
A More Flexible Approach for Consideration 
 
To afford improved flexibility, one option could be to zone the project area inside the 
breakwaters as Urban as a similar approach to Port Coogee. This does not construe that the 
whole internal water body area will be reclaimed as developable land, rather that it removes 
impediments to making design changes that will not materially impact on the outcomes of 
the project. The circumstances for the Port Coogee project were quite comparable, in that 
the blanket zone was considered the best approach to enable detailed design to evolve, 
after the MRS zoning was in place, on the basis that the more specific zoning controls would 
occur at the local zoning stage. Importantly, however, while this is a more desirable zoning 
approach, we would not advocate for it at this stage if it would trigger readvertising of the 
amendment in order to not delay this Government priority project. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The proposed Ocean Reef Marina Redevelopment has a considerable history, with various 
proposals over the past 30 years. Primarily driven by the City of Joondalup, the 
announcement of LandCorp’s ongoing role should recognise the commitment by 
Government to deliver a quality development that provides many benefits to the broader 
community. The amendment should allow for some embedded flexibility into the dimensions 
and shapes of the zones and reserves to facilitate optimal design outcomes. 
 
LandCorp advocates for the appropriate adjustment of boundaries to the proposed zones 
and reserves, primarily in relation to the defined extent of the breakwaters and the internal 
waterbody. This is on the basis that adjustments can be achieved without requiring further 
advertising of the amendment. 
 
Whilst still unknown, the concept design review could identify adjustments for consideration 
during the finalisation of the amendment. Adjustments will be considered in the context of 
what could reasonably be accepted by the WAPC, without the need to readvertise the 
amendment. LandCorp intends to work collaboratively with the DPLH and the City of 



  

Joondalup to ensure that flexibility is incorporated while maintaining the integrity of the 
development principles, within the general scope of the amendment and PER processes. 
 
The submission was supported by a Hearing. 
 
Planning Comment:  The WAPC notes that substantial modifications to an MRS 
amendment would require reconsideration of the amendment by the WAPC, EPA, Minister 
for Planning and readvertising.  Essentially, the MRS amendment process would need to be 
recommenced from the start.  It further modifications to the amendment area are required, 
this could be undertaken as part of a separate MRS amendment process in future. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 
 
Submission: 95 (Late) 
 
Submitted by: Department of Transport 
 
Summary of Submission: COMMENT 
 
The DoT advises that the Ocean Reef Marina Government Steering Committee was 
established to facilitate the co-ordination and resolution of common issues, to assist timely 
implementation of the Ocean Reef Marina project. 
 
The DoT has been working with LandCorp and its consultant team, the DPLH and other key 
stakeholders to ensure a design outcome which supports their long-term management 
needs. These needs are being addressed as part of a concept design review process with 
design changes to the draft concept plan. 
 
The Committee discussed the need to nominate an asset owner/marina operator of Ocean 
Reef Marina to progress the MRS amendment process. As this is a Government funded 
project, ownership and management should be with a State Government agency. The DoT 
has significant experience in boat harbour management and supports being nominated as 
the owner/operator to progress the MRS amendment. 
 
DoT will continue to work with LandCorp and the consultant team to refine the operation 
model and budget. This work will allow the ongoing liaison within Government to ensure the 
financial implications of the DoT’s management are understood and incorporated into the 
proposal. 

 
Planning Comment: Comments noted. 
 
Determination: Submission noted. 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Schedule 4 
 
 

The amendment figure - proposal 1 
as advertised 
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Schedule 5 
 
 

The amendment figure - proposal 1 
as modified 
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List of detail plans as advertised 
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List of detail plans as modified 
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