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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Breakfast Point Pty Ltd. has proposed that a commercial marina consisting of up to 177 berths be 
developed at Kendall Bay Parramatta River, Sydney, NSW.  This report, prepared by Aquenal 
Pty Ltd., presents the findings of a desktop review to: 

• document whether any species of birds listed on the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) or on the New South Wales Threatened 
Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW TSC Act) are likely to occur at or near the 
proposed development site;  

• assess the potential impact of the proposed development on any avian species listed on 
the EPBC Act or on the NSW TSC Act; and 

• evaluate whether a more detailed assessment of the potential impact to birds is required. 
 
The desktop assessment entailed searches of birds potentially using the development site by 
accessing a range of databases and online tools and accessing bird survey data for the Kendall 
Bay area.  The searches indicated that 13 Commonwealth listed and two State listed species 
could occur at or near the proposed development site.  However, for each of these 15 species, a 
more specific search of survey location data (Birds Australia 2005-2007) showed that none had 
been recorded within 1 km of the proposed development site and that the closest recorded 
location for most of them was at Homebush Bay.  The desktop assessment produced no evidence 
that Kendall Bay is an important habitat for these bird species.   
 
Although the proposed development site does not appear to support important populations of 
listed species, it was considered worthwhile to assess the potential impact of the proposed 
development on listed birds in the area.  Potential impacts could arise from direct impacts 
(habitat loss or modification), or indirect impacts (increase in vessel movements and noise, 
increase in collision risk with vessels, reduction in the quality of foraging habitat, increase in the 
risk of fuel spills or sewerage contamination).  The proposed development is in an area which 
does not appear to have any significant habitat for birds, there is little infrastructure planned for 
the proposed development, and dredging is not required to construct the facility.  Therefore, it is 
anticipated that there will not be any significant loss of bird habitat due to the proposed 
development. The Kendall Bay area has a substantial amount of existing vessel movements and 
infrastructure and the proposed development is very unlikely to contribute to a significant 
increase in noise or collision risk to birds in the area.  It is recommended that the implementation 
of management prescriptions to lessen the likelihood of a fuel and/or sewerage spills and an 
action plan if one occurs, will minimise any potential impacts to avian species from such an 
event. 
 
The lack of data or information on bird species or habitat at Kendall Bay indicates that the 
immediate area of the proposed Inner West Marina development does not represent important 
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bird habitat or support significant numbers of listed species.  Therefore, there does not appear to 
be any grounds to justify dedicated avian surveys in this area.   
 
This desktop assessment found that there is unlikely to be a signficiant impact from the proposed 
development to any avian species listed under the EPBC Act or the NSW TSC Act.   
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1 INTRODUCTION AND PROJECT BRIEF 

Breakfast Point Pty Ltd. has proposed that a commercial marina be developed at Kendall Bay on 
the eastern side of Breakfast Point on the Parramatta River, Sydney, NSW (TLB Engineers 
2007).  The proposed marina development, known as the Inner West Marina, consists of: 

a) up to 177 berths; 
b) a low level jetty; 
c) a small kiosk at the end of the proposed jetty; 
d) a manager’s office and small amenity area; and 
e) a new timber skid for access to the waterway for kayaks, small sailing vessels and other 

small watercraft (TLB Engineers 2007) (Figure 1). 
There will be no maintenance facilities or boat lift as part of the proposed marina development 
(TLB Engineers 2007).  The sizes of vessels and the berths range from 8 – 25 metres and it is 
envisaged that most vessels will be motor vessels with relatively shallow draft and above water 
profiles generally not more than 4 m high (TLB Engineers 2007).  Sewage pump out facilities 
will be provided and will be accessible to the general public including day tripper destination 
berths (TLB Engineers 2007). 
 
This report, prepared by Aquenal Pty Ltd., presents the findings of a desktop review to: 

• document whether any species of birds listed on the Environment Protection and 
Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) are likely to occur at or near the 
proposed development site; 

• document whether any species of birds listed on the New South Wales Threatened 
Species Conservation Act 1995 (NSW TSC Act) are likely to occur at or near the 
proposed development site; 

• assess the potential impact of the proposed development on any avian species listed on 
the EPBC Act; 

• assess the potential impact of the proposed development on any avian species listed on 
the NSW TSC Act; and 

• evaluate whether a more detailed assessment of the potential impact to birds is required. 

7 Aquenal Pty Ltd 



Desktop Assessment of the Potential Impact of the Proposed Kendall Bay Marina on Avian Fauna  

Figure 1 Site Plan for the proposed Inner West Marina development, Kendall Bay, Sydney (from TLB Engineers). 
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2 DESKTOP ASSESSMENT 

The desktop assessment entailed searches of birds potentially using the development site by 
accessing a range of databases and online tools and accessing bird survey data for the Kendall 
Bay area. 
 

2.1 METHODS - SEARCHES UNDERTAKEN 

A number of tools were used to determine the species of birds that may be using the proposed 
development site.  This included: 

• The EPBC Act Protected Matters Tool (DEWHA 2008), searches were undertaken based 
on two areas: 

a) the Canada Bay Local Government Area (LGA) which lies to the south of the 
Parramatta River (a larger area of 75 km2 was initially searched but it generated 
the same list as the Canada Bay LGA); and 

b) Kendall Bay only. 

• The Atlas of Australian Birds (Birds Australia 1998-2007) database.  This database 
documents the location and other relevant information of bird sightings and surveys.  
Since the current Atlas’s inception in 1998, it contains over 420,000 surveys comprising 
over 7.1 million bird records (Birds Australia 2009).  A search of these data (Birds 
Australia 1998-2007) was undertaken based on a 10 minute square centred on Kendall 
Bay.  This was the smallest search region available online.   

• A search of the Atlas of NSW Wildlife.  This was conducted for the Canada Bay LGA 
(NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service 2009).   

• A search of the bird species listed on the TSC Act.  This was conducted for the Sydney 
Metro marine zone Catchment Management Authority (CMA) sub-region (Department of 
Environment and Conservation NSW 2005).  This was the smallest search region 
available online. 

• Once all the above searches had been undertaken, and a list of Commonwealth and State 
listed birds that may be occurring at the proposed development site had been generated, 
the Birds Australia’s Atlas Distribution Maps (Birds Australia 2005-2007) were accessed 
to ascertain the location of survey records for each species in the Parramatta River area.  
This search is based on all survey records from the Atlas of Australian Birds (see the 
second bullet-point above). 
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In addition to these online searches, the following groups/individuals were consulted for 
information on birds at the proposed development site: 

• The Southern NSW and ACT branch of Birds Australia; and 
• Dr Lisa O’Neill, Consultant, NSW. 

 

2.2 RESULTS 

2.2.1 Commonwealth (EPBC Act) listed species 

The EPBC Act Protected Matters Tool (DEWHA 2008) indicated that three bird species listed as 
Vulnerable or Endangered on the Threatened Species list and a further 28 species listed as 
Migratory or Marine may occur or their habitat may occur in the Canada Bay LGA (Table 1).   

The Protected Matters Tool search on Kendall Bay indicated three bird species listed as 
Vulnerable or Endangered on the Threatened Species list and a further 20 species listed as 
Migratory or Marine may occur or their habitat may occur in the Kendall Bay area (Table 1).  Of 
these 23 species, 13 were recorded within a 10 minute square around Kendall Bay (Table 1) 
based on the Atlas of Australian Birds (Birds Australia 1998-2007).  Given that the Birds 
Australia data are based on comprehensive surveys, these data are viewed as the most accurate 
indicators of species in the area. 

 

Table 1 Bird species potentially occurring within a) the Canada Bay LGA or b) Kendall 
Bay only, derived from the EPBC Protected Matters Tool (DEWHA 2008), and whether 
these species were also recorded during the Atlas of Australian Birds in a 10 minute square 
centred on Kendall Bay (Birds Australia 1998-2007).   

Common Name Scientific Name EPBC Act List Canada 
Bay 
LGA  

Kendall 
Bay 
only 

Bird 
Atlas 
1998-
2007 

Great Egret Ardea alba Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Cattle Egret Ardea ibis Migratory, Marine  √ √ Yes 

White-bellied Sea Eagle Halieaeetus leucogaster Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

Painted Snipe Rostratula benghalensis s. lat. Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Australian Painted Snipe Rostratula australis Threatened Species 
(Vulnerable) 

√ √ Yes 

Black-winged Stilt Himantopus himantopus Marine √ √ Yes 

Red-necked Avocet Recurvirostra novaehollandiae Marine √ √ Yes 

Pacific Golden Plover  Pluvialis fulva Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 
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Common Name Scientific Name EPBC Act List Canada 
Bay 
LGA  

Kendall 
Bay 
only 

Bird 
Atlas 
1998-
2007 

Little Ringed Plover Charadrius dubius Marine √  No 

Red-capped Plover Charadrius ruficapillus Marine √ √ Yes 

Hooded Plover Thinornis rubricollis Marine √  No 

Latham’s Snipe Gallinago hardwickii Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

Pin-tailed Snipe Gallinago stenura Marine √  No 

Black-tailed Godwit Limosa limosa Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Common Redshank Tringa tetanus Marine √  No 

Common Greenshank Tringa nebularia Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

Asian Dowitcher Limnodromus semipalmatus Marine √ √ No 

Long-toed Stint Calidris subminuta Marine √  No 

Pectoral Sandpiper Calidris melanotos Marine √ √ Yes 

Broad-billed Sandpiper Limicola falcinellus Migratory, Marine √  No 

Ruff Philomachus pugnax Marine √ √ No 

Red-necked Phalarope Phalaropus lobatus Marine √  No 

Australian Pratincole Stiltia Isabella Marine √  No 

Swift Parrot Lathamus discolor Threatened Species 
(Endangered); 
Marine 

√ √ No 

White-throated Needletail Hirundapus caudacutus Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Fork-tailed Swift Apus pacificus Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Rainbow Bee-eater Merops ornatus Migratory, Marine √ √ No 

Regent Honeyeater Xanthomyza phrygia Threatened Species 
(Endangered); 
Migratory 

√ √ No 

Black-faced Monarch Monarcha melanopsis Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

Satin Flycatcher Myiagra cyanoleuca Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

Rufous Fantail Rhipidura rufifrons Migratory, Marine √ √ Yes 

 
 
2.2.2 State listed species 

Two avian species, the Pied Oystercatcher Haematopus longirostris and the Terek Sandpiper 
Xenus cinereus, listed on the NSW TSC Act (based on the search of the Sydney Metro marine 
zone CMA) were recorded in the Atlas of Australian Birds (Birds Australia 1998-2007) for the 
10 minute square centred on Kendall Bay.  Both the Pied Oystercatcher and Terek Sandpiper are 
listed as Vulnerable under the State legislation. 
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None of the avian species recorded for the Canada Bay LGA search on the Atlas of NSW 
Wildlife (NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service 2009) were listed on the NSW TSC Act. 
 
There is a State listed ‘Endangered population’ of Little Penguins (Eudyptula minor) in the 
Manly Point area, Sydney Harbour.  Although there is anecdotal evidence, based on people 
hearing them, of penguins occurring past Hunters Hill, there is no definitive evidence of them 
occurring that far up the harbour (Dr Lisa O’Neill, pers. comm.).   The Atlas Distribution Maps 
(Birds Australia 2005-2007) confirmed that no Little Penguins had been recorded past Hunters 
Hill. 
 
2.2.3 Significant bird habitat close to Kendall Bay 

Based on the desktop assessment, the closest significant bird habitat to Kendall Bay is at Sydney 
Olympic Park, Homebush Bay which includes the Bicentennial Park, Badu Mangroves and the 
Newington Nature Reserve (Sydney Olympic Park Authority 2009) (Appendix 1).   These areas 
are approximately 3 km in a direct line from Kendall Bay.  No other important habitat for birds 
has been identified at or close to the development site. 
 
2.2.4 Survey records of the 15 Commonwealth or State listed species and a description of 
their breeding and/or foraging habitat 

The Birds Australia Atlas data were used to refine the list generated by the Protected Matters 
Tool (based on the search for Kendall Bay, Table 1) and indicated that 13 species of birds listed 
under the EPBC Act and two listed under the TSC Act (using the Sydney Metro marine zone 
CMA search) have also been observed in the 10 minute square encompassing Kendall Bay. This, 
therefore, indicated that these 15 species could occur at or near the proposed development site.  
For each of the 15 species, the more specific search of survey location data (Birds Australia 
2005-2007) showed that none had been recorded within 1 km of the proposed development site 
and that the closest recorded location for most of them was at Homebush Bay.   
 
Each of the 15 species is listed below and an assessment of the likelihood of suitable habitat 
occurring at the development site is discussed (information sourced from Australian Museum 
2008) as well as the closest recorded survey location to Kendall Bay (using Birds Australia 
2005-2007).   
 
Cattle Egret:  The Cattle Egret is found in grasslands, woodlands and wetlands.  It is partially 
migratory, moving during the winter.  It eats invertebrates, amphibians and some small 
mammals.  The Cattle Egret breeds in colonies usually with other waterbirds and it nests in 
wetland areas in trees and bushes.  There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat 
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for the Cattle Egret at the proposed development site.  The closest records for the Cattle Egret are 
at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
White-bellied Sea Eagle: This raptor is a common sight in coastal or near-coastal areas where it 
is normally seen perched high in a tree or soaring over waterways or adjacent land searching for 
food.  The White-bellied Sea Eagle mainly feeds on aquatic animals such as fish, turtles and sea 
snakes but will also eat small birds and mammals. It usually nests in a tree up to 30 m off the 
ground but can nest on the ground or on rocks.  There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or 
foraging habitat for the White-bellied Sea Eagle at the proposed development site.  The closest 
records for the White-bellied Sea Eagle are at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Australian Painted Snipe: It inhabits inland and coastal shallow freshwater wetlands.  It 
forages at night on mudflats and in shallow water and eats invertebrates such as worms, snail and 
water beetles and plant material such as seeds.  The Australian Painted Snipe nests on the ground 
amongst tall vegetation such as grass tussocks and reeds.  There is unlikely to be suitable 
breeding or foraging habitat for the Australian Painted Snipe at the proposed development site.  
There are no records for the Australian Painted Snipe in the Parramatta River area (Birds 
Australia 2005-2007). 
Pied Oystercatcher: It prefers mudflats, sandflats and sandy ocean beaches.  It is rarely 
recorded far from the coast but can be found on estuarine mudflats and short pasture.  It mainly 
feeds on bivalve molluscs. The Pied Oystercatcher is territorial when breeding.  It nests on sand, 
shell grit or shingle just above the high water mark on beaches, sandbars, and the margins of 
estuaries and lagoons.  There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Pied 
Oystercatcher at the proposed development site.  There are no records of Pied Oystercatcher in 
the Parramatta River area (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Black-winged Stilt: It prefers freshwater and saltwater marshes, mudflats and the shallow edges 
of lakes and rivers.  It mainly feeds on aquatic insects but will also take molluscs and 
crustaceans. The Black-winged Stilt nests in small colonies with the nest being anything from a 
shallow scrape on the ground to a mound of vegetation placed in or near the water.  There is 
unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Black-winged Stilt at the proposed 
development site.  The closest records for the Black-winged Stilt are in the southern most part of 
Canada Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Red-necked Avocet:  It is found throughout Australia but breeds mainly in the south-western 
interior in loose colonies.  It prefers large freshwater or saltwater wetlands and estuarine 
mudflats.  It feeds on aquatic insects and their larvae, crustaceans and seeds.  There is unlikely to 
be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Red-necked Avocet at the proposed development 
site.  The closest records for the Red-necked Avocet are at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 
2005-2007). 
Pacific Golden Plover: A migratory species that breeds in western Alaska during the austral 
winter.  During the austral summer, it is widespread along the Australian coastline and is found 
on muddy, rocky and sandy wetlands, shores, paddocks, saltmarsh, coastal golf courses, estuaries 
and lagoons.  It feeds on molluscs, insects, worms, crustaceans, lizards and occasionally birds’ 
eggs and small fish.  There is unlikely to be suitable foraging habitat for the Pacific Golden 
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Plover at the proposed development site.  The closest records for the Pacific Golden Plover are at 
Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Red-capped Plover: It is widespread throughout Australia and is resident year-round.  It is 
found in wetlands, especially in arid areas, and prefers saline and brackish waters.  It feeds on 
mudflats, sandy beaches and salt-marsh and eats molluscs, small crustaceans and some 
vegetation.  It nests in a shallow scrape on a beach or stony area, nearly always close to water.  
There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Red-capped Plover at the 
proposed development site.  The closest records for the Red-capped Plover are at Homebush Bay 
(Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Latham’s Snipe: A migratory species that breeds in Japan and on the east Asian mainland 
during the austral winter.  It is found in freshwater wetlands on or near the coast, generally 
among dense cover.  It feeds on soft mudflats or in shallow water and eat seeds and plant 
material, worms, spiders and insects, some molluscs, isopods and centipedes.  There is unlikely 
to be suitable foraging habitat for the Latham’s Snipe at the proposed development site.  The 
closest records for the Latham’s Snipe are at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Common Greenshank: A migratory species that breeds in the Palaearctic regions during the 
austral winter.  In Australia during the austral summer, it is found both on the coast and inland, 
in estuaries and mudflats, mangrove swamps and lagoons, and in billabongs, swamps, sewage 
farms and flooded crops.  It feeds on insects, worms, molluscs, small fish and crustaceans.  There 
is unlikely to be suitable foraging habitat for the Common Greenshank at the proposed 
development site.  The closest records for the Common Greenshank are at Homebush Bay (Birds 
Australia 2005-2007). 
Terek Sandpiper:  A migratory species that breeds mainly in Russia and Finland during the 
austral winter.  It is found in Australia from August to March or April.  It forages in shallow 
water on soft, wet intertidal mudflats and feeds on crustaceans and insects.  There is unlikely to 
be suitable foraging habitat for the Terek Sandpiper at the proposed development site.  The 
closest records for the Terek Sandpiper are in the southern most part of Canada Bay (Birds 
Australia 2005-2007). 
Pectoral Sandpiper: A migratory species that breeds in northeast Asia during the austral winter.  
It forages on grasslands and mudflats mainly eating arthropods and other invertebrates.  There is 
unlikely to be suitable foraging habitat for the Pectoral Sandpiper at the proposed development 
site.  The closest records for the Pectoral Sandpiper are at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-
2007). 
Black-faced Monarch: It is a forest and woodland-dwelling, small insect-eating bird and is 
strictly arboreal (i.e. found in trees).  The Black-faced Monarch is found along the coast of 
eastern Australia in rainforests, eucalypt woodlands, coastal scrub and damp gullies and forages 
for insects.  It is a summer breeding migrant to coastal south-eastern Australia and it builds a 
nest of casuarina needles, bark, roots, moss and spider webs in the fork of a tree about 3 – 6 m 
above ground.  There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Black-faced 
Monarch at the proposed development site.  The closest records for the Black-faced Monarch are 
at Homebush Bay (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
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Satin Flycatcher: It migrates northwards in winter to northern Queensland and Papua New 
Guinea.  It is found in tall forests, and prefers wetter habitats such as heavily forested gullies 
where it feeds on insects.  It builds a broad-based, cup-shaped nest on a branch about 3 – 25 m 
above ground.  There is unlikely to be suitable breeding or foraging habitat for the Satin 
Flycatcher at the proposed development site.  There are no records of Satin Flycatcher in the 
Parramatta River area (Birds Australia 2005-2007). 
Rufous Fantail:  It is found in northern and eastern coastal Australia and migrates northwards in 
winter.  It is found in rainforest, dense wet forests, swamp woodlands and mangroves where it 
feeds on insects.  It builds a small, compact cup nest suspended from a tree fork about 5 m above 
ground.  There is unlikely to be suitable foraging habitat for the Rufous Fantail at the proposed 
development site.  The closest records for the Rufous Fantail are at Homebush Bay (Birds 
Australia 2005-2007). 
 

3 POTENTIAL IMPACTS 

The Protected Matters Tool search indicated that 23 species of birds listed on the EPBC Act 
1999 may fly over, may occur, or suitable habitat for those species may occur in the Kendall Bay 
area, but as indicated earlier, the Protected Matters Tool is indicative only.  Hence, comparisons 
to other data were made.  The desktop review of all data provided no indication that Kendall Bay 
itself is an important habitat for bird species.  Additionally, based on consultation with local 
experts, no specific bird lists from Breakfast Point or Kendall Bay have been collated (Peter 
Marsh, Southern NSW and ACT branch of Birds Australia, pers. comm.), indicating that Kendall 
Bay is not an area that is deemed of high importance for surveys to be conducted. 
 
The above desktop assessment reveals that it is unlikely that there is suitable breeding or 
foraging habitat for any of the 15 species of Commonwealth or State listed birds that may occur 
at or near the proposed development site.  It is also very unlikely that there are significant 
populations of these species present at the development site.  Although the immediate proposed 
development site does not appear to support important populations of listed species, it is still 
worthwhile to consider the potential impact of this proposed development on listed birds in the 
area.  Potential impacts could arise from direct impacts (habitat loss or modification), or indirect 
impacts (increase in vessel movements and noise, increase in collision risk with moored vessels 
or vessels moving through the area, reduction in the quality of foraging habitat, increase in the 
risk of fuel spills or sewerage contamination). 
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3.1 POTENTIAL DIRECT IMPACTS 

3.1.1 Loss of habitat 

The location of the proposed marina development is west of the commuter ferry at Cabarita 
(TLB Engineers 2007).  The proposed development is comprised of a floating structure 
restrained laterally by piles and a fixed jetty which is supported on piles with the deck being no 
higher than 0.6m above the highest tide (Howard Bersten, TLB Engineers pers. comm.).  Given 
that there is very little infrastructure, and dredging is not required to construct this facility, it is 
not anticipated that there will be any significant loss of habitat to birds using the proposed 
development area. 
 
It is also not anticipated that the proposed development will significantly impact any avian 
habitats through changes in wave action.  The existing Rivercat ferry waves affect the whole bay 
(TLB Engineers 2007).  The proposed site is exposed to weather conditions from the north 
through to the east-southeast and is affected by waves caused by wind and vessels (TLB 
Engineers 2007).   
 

3.2 POTENTIAL INDIRECT IMPACTS 

3.2.1 Increase in vessel movements and noise 

There already exists a smaller marina, the Westport Marina, on the eastern side of Cabarita Park.  
Given that the area is currently extensively used by both pleasure craft and commuter ferries, it is 
not anticipated that any increase in vessel movements and/or noise from the proposed 
development will result in a significant increase in impacts on the local avian fauna. 
 
3.2.2 Increased risk of collisions 

Collisions could potentially occur between flying birds and vessels moored at the proposed 
marina or moving vessels.  They could also potentially occur between birds that are foraging, 
resting or moving on the river and moving vessels.   
 
The Kendall Bay area has a substantial amount of existing development and the proposed 
development is very unlikely to contribute to a significant increase in collision risk to birds in the 
area.  The risk of collision with moored vessels is unlikely to be significantly increased because 
there is a substantial number of existing structures in this area.  Of most relevance is the area of 
medium density residential building behind the proposed development site (to the west of this 
open space there is an area of medium density residential buildings that are two to four storeys 
high and further west of these buildings there is more open space and higher rise medium density 
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residential buildings, TLB Engineers 2007).  These would provide a backdrop to the proposed 
development and, as collisions with infrastructure often occur when structures cannot be seen 
(and hence avoided by birds, see for example APLIC 1994), the backdrop of buildings will 
require that birds fly above any boat masts to overfly the buildings.      
 
There is also a large amount of existing boat traffic in the Kendall Bay area and, hence, the 
proposed development is unlikely to significantly increase the collision risk to any individuals 
foraging in the water.  There is currently no restriction on vessel movements into and around 
Kendall Bay and the Rivercat commuter ferry has a jetty west at Cabarita (TLB Engineers 2007).  
Due to the amount of existing vessel movement in and around Kendall Bay, it is not anticipated 
that there will be any significant increased risk of water-based bird collisions with vessels. 
 
In addition, given the extensive amount of existing infrastructure and boat activity, it could 
reasonably be assumed that any indviduals in this area are habituated to the presence of human 
activity. 
 
3.2.3 Reduction in quality of foraging habitat 

As indicated above, the Kendall Bay area has undergone substantial modification to the natural 
environment.  The proposed marina development is in an area which does not appear to have any 
significant habitat for birds, and is very unlikely to increase the risk of a significant reduction of 
foraging habitat for any species. 
 
3.2.4 Increased risk of sewerage and/or fuel contamination 

While the risk of sewerage and/or fuel spill is unlikely, the implementation of management 
prescriptions to lessen the likelihood of a spill and an action plan if one occurs, will minimise 
any potential impacts to avian species from such an event. 
 
 

4 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The desktop assessment of the proposed Kendall Bay marina development found that 23 species 
listed under the Commonwealth EPBC Act could potentially occur at the Kendall Bay site.  As 
the EPBC Protected Matters Tool, from which these data were derived, is indicative only, a 
review of the Birds Australia data was required.  This revealed that only 13 of the 23 EPBC 
listed species were documented in a 10 minute square encompassing Kendall Bay.  A further two 
species listed at the State level could potentially occur in the Kendall Bay area.  Based on the 
more specific search of survey location data (Birds Australia 2005-2007), none of the 15 
Commonwealth listed or State listed species had been recorded within 1 km of the proposed 
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development site and the closest recorded location for most of them was at Homebush Bay.  
Overall the desktop assessment suggests that Kendall Bay does not contain important habitat for 
any listed species.  The closest significant bird habitat to Kendall Bay is at Sydney Olympic 
Park, Homebush Bay (see Appendix 1), but this is unlikely to have important ecological 
connections to the development site.   Therefore, it is not thought that any individuals of listed 
species which may occur on the site would constitute a significant proportion of the population 
of these species.  Further, the modifications to this environment as a result of the proposed 
development are unlikely to result in a significant increase in any endangering processes to listed 
species.    
 
Due to the lack of data or information on bird species or habitat at Kendall Bay, it would appear 
that the immediate area of the proposed Inner West Marina development does not represent 
important bird habitat or support significant numbers of listed species.  Given this, there does not 
appear to be any grounds to justify dedicated avian surveys in this area.  However, if an 
important habitat or population of a listed species does occur that was not documented in the 
desktop data used for this report, dedicated surveys should be undertaken.   
 
This desktop assessment found that there is unlikely to be a signficiant impact from the proposed 
development to any avian species listed under the EPBC Act or the NSW TSC Act.   
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Appendix 1 Additional bird lists for the area surrounding Kendall Bay. 

 

EREMAEA BIRDS 

The Eremaea Birds is a bird atlas to which anyone can contribute.  The bird list for Bicentennial 
Park, Homebush Bay for the period 9/8/1089 to 9/8/2009 can be found at: 

http://www.eremaea.com/SiteSpeciesList.aspx?Site=4017&From=19890809&To=20090809&M
onthStart=1&MonthEnd=12.    

 

SYDNEY OLYMPIC PARK 

Information on the birds of Sydney Olympic Park can be found at: 

http://www.sydneyolympicpark.com.au/education_and_learning/environment/biodiversity/birds  
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1. General 
 
1.1 Description 
 
Inner West Marina Sydney is located in Kendall Bay on the Parramatta River in 
Sydney, Australia.  The street address is 16 Peninsular Drive, Breakfast point.   
 
The Marina has the following facilities: 
 

1. 172 wet berths for vessels ranging in sizes from 8m to 25m in length 
including five destination berths; 

2. Kiosk / cafe; 
3. Car parking; 
4. Sewage pump out; 
5. Ice and minor chandlery items for vessels moored in the Marina; 
6. Public pick up and drop off pontoon; 

 
The Marina layout and berth details are shown on the Marina Management Plan 
Drawing (MMP01). 

 
1.2 Hours of Operation  
 
The marina berths will be accessible to vessel owners 24 hours per day. 
 
The Marina office will operate during the following hours: 
 
Office  Summer  8.00 am to 6.00 pm 7 days per week 
   Winter   9.00 am to 5.00 pm 7 days per week 
 
Kiosk   All Year  7.00 am to 6.00 pm 7 days per week 
 
There are security gates at the tops of the ramps down to the floating structures.  
The gates will be fitted with a magnetic key/security card controlled access system.  
Outside Marina office hours these gates will be closed.  Nonetheless, vessel owners 
will gain access by using a unique security key allocated to each vessel owner. 
 
1.3 Responsibility 
 
1.3.1 Operator 
 
The operator is responsible for ensuring the Marina operations comply with the 
Conditions of Consent and other applicable Authority requirements. 
 
1.3.2 Manager 
 
The Manager is responsible for ensuring that the day to day operations of the 
Marina comply with the Marina Management Plan and for making Marina users 
aware of their obligations when using the Marina facilities, and for ensuring Marina 
users comply with the Marina rules. 
 
1.3.3 Owners and Lessees 
 
The owners of vessels and the lessees of berths are responsible for ensuring that 
they comply with the rules of the Marina.   
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1.3.4 Contact person (phone number) 
 
Marina Manager – telephone number to be advised. 
 
 
2. Noise 
 
2.1 Rigging 
 
Marina berth users are to observe the Marina Rules requiring them to secure all 
lines, rigging and halyards so as to minimise the risk of noise from rigging slap and 
the like. 
 
In the event of rigging and halyard noise occurring upon an unattended vessel, 
Marina staff may board the offending vessel for the purpose of attenuating the cause 
of the noise. 

 
2.2 Engines, Power Tools and Equipment 

 
While vessels are moored in the Marina, the use of generators, or the running of 
engines, will not be permissible for purposes other than preparing the vessels for 
departure and checking that boat equipment is functioning. 
 
The running of generators and engines for checking boat equipment, are only 
permitted between 7.00am and 6.00pm. 
 
The use of power tools by boat owners will be permitted only between 9.00am and 
6.00pm Monday to Friday and 9.00am and 12.00pm on Saturdays. 
 
Unless required for safe navigation, “bow thrusters” are not to be used in the Marina 
or the approaches between 10.00pm and 7.00am. 

 
2.3 Neighbourhood Amenity 
 
Marina users will be directed to preserve the amenity of the Marina and surrounding 
area. Signs will be erected to remind Marina users to consider the neighbours, in 
particular when moving between the car parking area and the Marina. 
 
The following activities are not permitted on vessels mooring in the marina: 
 

1. No loud music. 
2. No drinking on vessels. 
3. No overnight stays on vessels. 
4. No parties on vessels. 

 
 

3. Lighting 
 
The lighting for the Marina will be low voltage marina POD lighting that will turn on at 
night, and motion activated spot lights. 
 
All lighting will be shielded such that light is directed downwards onto the walking 
surfaces and boats. 
 
Bollard lights on the floating structure will turn on at dusk and turn off in the 
mornings. 
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It will be a requirement for mooring vessels in the Marina that, once berthed, all 
navigation lights are turned off. 
 
With the exception of bollard lights and navigation lights on the Marina, all lights on 
the Marina will be turned off outside Marina operating hours. 

 
 

4. Parking and Loading 
 
4.1 Parking 

 
A public parking area for Marina users is located near the Marina.  The walking 
distance from the carpark to the Marina entry point on the designated pedestrian 
path is 250m. 
 
Access to the carpark will be controlled by a boom gate, activated by a card key or 
similar provided to vessel owners, and designated delivery organisations. 
Small trolleys will be provided at the carpark for the transfer of goods to and from 
the Marina. 
 
4.2 Deliveries to Marina 
 
The Marina will arrange for deliveries to the Marina by vehicle to be in light 
commercial vehicles or smaller. 
 
The Marina will direct that all delivery vehicles to park in the marina car park (Lot 53 
in DP 270347) in spaces dedicated to delivery vehicles and couriers. 
 
No delivery vehicles will be permitted to access the waterfront walk. 
 
Small trolleys will be provided at the carpark for the transfer of goods to and from 
the Marina. 
 
These trolleys will be available for use by vessel owners and others making 
deliveries to the Marina. 
 
 
5. Emergency and Essential Services 
 
5.1 Fire 
 
Vessel owners, staff and other users are to attend education and induction sessions 
in fire fighting techniques and the use of fire fighting equipment.  Training and 
induction sessions shall be arranged by the Marina. 
 
There will be audible and visible alarms at the “shore end” of the Marina arms and at 
the access points to the Marina on the fixed jetty.  The alarms will be activated by 
breaking a glass covered button located immediately outside the Marina office.  The 
alarms will be sufficiently loud and bright that they will be clearly discernible by 
people at all berths and arms of the Marina. 
 
It is a requirement for mooring vessels in the Marina that there is a CO2 or dry 
chemical hand held fire extinguisher on each vessel, as is required by NSW 
Maritime for the registration of a vessel. 
 
Selected Marina staff will attend a marine fire fighting course. 
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Maintenance procedures for the Marina include scheduled testing of fire fighting 
equipment and systems. 
 
Each vessel owner will be provided with an emergency evacuation plan showing the 
locations of all emergency equipment. 
 
Personal floatation devices will be located on the floating structure for use in the 
event of a fire or other emergency evacuation. 
 
All vessels will be inspected for fuel, vapour and gas leaks.  Inspections shall 
include bilges, for fuel system leaks, gas equipment and lines, for integrity. 
 
Regular inspection of fuel storage tanks, lines and mobile fuel unit for damage, 
loose connections or leaks.   
 
 
In the event of fire and/or explosion, appropriate emergency control procedures will 
be activated.  These include: 
 
a) Notify Management, fire authorities and emergency services immediately. 

b) Quickly evacuate all persons to an Evacuation Meeting Point at which a 
“muster” can be taken if required. 

c) Ensure all power is cut off and fuel lines isolated. 

d) Commence fire fighting activity in accordance with training instructions. 

e) Where necessary, remove all surrounding mobile property, vessels and other 
portable items to a safe location.  DO NOT cut loose or release a burning 
vessel, as such action may cause further damage or fire to other vessels in its 
vicinity. 

f) Prevent the spread of fire water and fire water run-off by deployment of the 
booms onto the water to contain fire water area. 

 
5.2 Evacuation  
 
Should a situation develop where emergency evacuation of people from the Marina 
is required, the Marina Manager will activate a sound alarm. 
 
Where a safe path off the Marina is available, all people on the Marina will be 
directed to go directly to the Emergency Meeting Point near the entry to the Marina 
on the foreshore. 
 
In the event that a safe path off the Marina is not available, then all people on the 
Marina will be directed to go to the Emergency Evacuation Points at the ends of the 
arms (refer to drawing MMP02). 
 
5.3 Spills 
 
Sinking of Vessel 
 
It will be a requirement of the Berth Agreement that the owners of the vessels supply 
Management with an access key to the vessel, which is stored in the lock up box 
located in the office. 
 
Marina staff will inspect berthed vessels regularly for correct waterline position.  In 
the event of any vessel appearing lower than its designated water line, Marina staff 
will contact the owner. 
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Any vessel found to be taking water and having potential to sink will be reported to 
Marina Management.  If necessary it will be removed by Marina staff to shallow 
water where pumps will be activated and remedial action taken to prevent sinking. 
 
In the event of a vessel sinking, Marina staff will deploy the floating boom to ensure 
containment of any fuel and oil released. Salvage operations will be overviewed by 
Marina management to ensure proper containment of any fuel/oil spillage or other 
solid/liquid pollutants. 
 
Marina staff will report to Management immediately any sinking of a vessel, or any 
vessel in danger thereof. 
 
Discharge of Sewage, Bilge Water and Toxic Waste 
 
No sewage or bilge pump-out shall be permitted to be activated in the Parramatta 
River. 
 
In the event of a leak or line rupture during sewage pump-out activities, the pump 
will be stopped immediately and any spillage cleaned up by or under supervision of 
Marina staff. 
 
In the event of a sewage spill staff will deploy the floating boom in order to contain 
the spread of the discharge during managed clean-up operations. 
 
Staff will ensure that a floating boom of adequate size, together with approved fuel 
and oil absorbent material in ready condition, is stored in an appropriate location 
and readily deployable. 
 
Staff will undergo training in the deployment and utilisation of the floating boom. 
 
Staff will regularly inspect the waterway for evidence of pollution and report their 
findings to Management. 
 
Staff will ensure that an adequate supply of oil absorbent material is available for the 
use in vessel bilges and during sewage pump out operations to prevent oil pollution 
into the harbour in the event of spillage of bilge water. 
 
 
6. Vessel Management and Navigation 
 
6.1 Berth Allocation 
 
The Manager shall be responsible for allocating berths for all vessels.  This shall be 
recorded in the Marina office showing: 
 
 Berth Number 
 Owner’s / Vessels  Name 

 
Owners of vessels moored in the Marina will be required to complete and sign a 
Berth Agreement Form, which sets out the requirements for mooring a vessel in the 
Marina. 
 
6.2 Mooring 
 
A recommended mooring line and fendering arrangement will be provided to all 
vessel owners. The mooring line arrangement will be designed to allow vessels 
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movements to accommodate the wave climate within the Marina, while minimising 
risk of damage to the vessels. 
 
It will be a requirement of the Rules of the Marina that vessel owners moor their 
vessels in accordance with the recommended mooring line arrangement.  
 
In the event of extreme wind and wave conditions (storms), Marina staff will check 
the mooring lines and, where considered necessary, add storm mooring lines. 
 
Marina staff shall conduct regular inspections of mooring lines to check for chafing 
and damage. 
 
The use of anchors in and around the marina will not be permitted. 
 
6.3 Navigation 
 
All vessel owners will be given a plan of the Marina setting out the navigation 
channels to and from the Marina. 
 
All vessels will be required to depart from the Marina by remaining close to the 
marina before turning east in the zone of deep water between arms 3 and 4. 
 
Conversely, all vessels will be required to approach the Marina from the north north 
west on a line close to the ends of the Marina arms. 
 
It will be a requirement for mooring a vessel in the Marina that the maximum vessel 
speed, when approaching, departing or manoeuvring in the Marina, shall be 4 knots, 
unless adverse weather conditions arise which necessitate higher speeds for vessel 
masters to maintain control over the vessel. 
 
In adverse weather conditions, only one vessel will be permitted in the fairway 
between berths at any one time. 
 
For the purposes of this Management Plan, adverse weather conditions are defined 
as situations where the 10 minute average wind speed is greater than 20 knots. 
 
Predicted weather conditions as provided by the Bureau of Meteorology will be 
posted on the notice board at the Marina. 
 
 
7. Security and CCTV 
 
There are eight security cameras placed on small masts at the ends of each arm.  
These security cameras will monitor the arms 24 hours a day / 365 days a year and 
recorded on a hard drive computer. 
 
The Security cameras will assist in monitoring vessel movements, weather and 
patrons activities. 
 
During normal Marina hours, there will be at least one Marina staff member on site.   
 
 
8. Waste and Rubbish 
 
8.1 Solid Waste 
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Clearly identifiable garbage disposal bins will be provided in the precincts of the 
Marina and the buildings on the jetty. 
 
A garbage collection service will be provided by a licensed garbage contractor for 
the regular removal of the content of the garbage bins. 
 
Bins will be moved by Marina personnel to the carpark area for garbage collection. 
 
All bins will be closed in position. 
 
On a daily basis staff will collect all visible garbage or other materials discharged or 
blown into the Marina waters and dispose of such in the appropriate receptacles. 
 
Cleaning of fish within the Marina or on the Marina walkways and berth fingers will 
not be in accordance with the Regulations for Marina Usage. 
 
8.2 Liquid Waste – including Oils, Bilge, Fluids 
 
All vessels shall be inspected on arrival by Marina staff to ensure that all   vessel 
toilets conform with Australian Standards. 
 
Marina staff will undertake regular inspections of the waterway for detection of 
waste, debris, oil slicks, coloured dye and other matter.  They will trace the source 
thereof where possible and report to management. 
 
Marina staff will observe all washdown activities.  It will be a requirement that the 
washing down of vessels is undertaken using water only or water with an approved 
standard of bio-degradable detergent. 
 
Staff will ensure that all waste oil is collected in approved containers and disposed 
of at the designated onshore collection point. 
 
Painting of vessels berthed at the Marina will be prohibited. 
 
 
9. Public Benefits 
 
9.1 Public Access 
 
Public access is allowed through and around the Marina during hours of operation.  
This access can be through the access gates on the western side of the jetty. 
 
During normal hours of operation uninterrupted access is granted to the Marina 
subject to the public adhering to safe and sensible behaviour as seen fit by the 
management.  General public access is denied outside the hours of operation. 
 
9.2 Toilets 
 
There are four toilets which are available for users of the Marina, three in the Kiosk 
building and one in the Manager’s Office.  One of the toilets is tailored for and 
accessible to disabled persons. This disabled toilet satisfies the requirements of the 
relevant Australian Standards 
 
9.3 Access for Disabled and Mobility Impaired Persons 
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One of the features of the Marina is that there is access along a level foreshore path 
to the Marina, which will satisfy the requirements for access for the mobility impaired 
down to the floating structure, where again there will be a level access to vessels. 
 
There are “destination berths” on the southern side of the jetty which will have the 
facility for transferring people with specific disabilities, by special personal davit 
crane, onto a vessel, as may be required from time to time, such access being 
similar to the davit crane used by Sailability Australia. 
  
 
9.4 Emergency Access Point 
 
In the event of an emergency on Parramatta River which requires the transfer of 
personnel or equipment to or from a vessel, there are emergency access points for 
vessels at the ends of Arms 1, 2, 3 and 7.  There is an emergency access point for 
vehicles at the foreshore access to the Marina. 
 
 
10. Complaints 
 
10.1 Register 
 
The manager will make him/herself available to the public for feedback and 
discussion about the Marina access, operations and functions during business 
hours.  A suggestions box is located on the Marina office door entrance for the 
Marina to collect feedback from the public. 
 
Outside normal operating hours, complainants will be able to call a designated 
number to advise of their matter.  An on site manager will deal with all complaints 
and in particular, but not limited to, out of hours noise complaints. 
 
All complaints will be recorded in a register which will include a record of the action 
taken to resolve the matters raised. 
 
 
11. Enforcement 
 
11.1 Marina Rules 
 
Marina users will be given a copy of the Marina Rules.  It will be a condition of the 
use of the Marina that users comply with the Marina Rules. 
 
The Marina rules will set out: 
 
1. Accepted mooring arrangements for each vessel; 
2. Navigation requirements when approaching, manoeuvring within, and departing 

the Marina; 
3. Noise limitations on vessels and when moving around the Marina, foreshore 

and, to and from the carpark; 
4. Prohibited activities; 
5. Acceptable and prohibited behaviour; 
6. Parking requirements; 
7. Rubbish disposal requirements. 
 
11.2 Breach of Rules 
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Marina users will be served with a formal letter informing them on their 
infringements.  This letter will act as a formal warning to rectify the infringement 
within 30 days notice of the letter issue date.  Failure to comply with this letter will 
prompt a second and final letter/notice. 
 
11.3 Three strikes and You’re Out 
 
Marina users that do not comply with the second warning letter will have their lease 
terminated and they will be required to leave the Marina.  A notice will be posted on 
the Marina notice board and a final letter will be served to the user.   
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Executive Summary 

During the preparation of this Environmental Assessment, local residents and affected landowners were consulted in 

accordance with the Director-General’s requirements. A community consultation website was set up at 

www.innerwestmarinasydney.com.au as the focal point of the consultation process. 

After extensive notification through a variety of communication channels (including letter-box drops, advertising and 

publicity) to almost 340,000 residents (ABS 2006) the consultation website attracted 487 unique visitors, with 31 taking 

the opportunity to register, and 15 of these electing to participate in the on-line forum and survey, to express their 

views on which issues should be examined in the Environmental Assessment of the proposal. 

Issues raised by participants included: 

• Disclosure: Some participants questioned the previous disclosure of the marina plan to purchasers of property in 

Breakfast Point Estate, including the suggestion that the original plan was for a “private” marina not a 

“commercial” marina.  

• Imposition of Costs: Some residents of Breakfast Point raised the issue of possible imposition of marina costs on 

the Breakfast Point Estate for such things as maintenance of roads, footpaths and gardens. 

• Potential pollution: Some participants expressed their concern over potential fuel pollution from boats, sewage 

from boats, and fumes from boat engines. 

• Noise: Participants questioned the noise generated by the proposed marina. 

• Other Options: Alternative sites for additional marina berths were suggested, including Majors Bay, River Quays 

and the Cabarita Marina. 

• Overdevelopment of waterfront: Some participants supported the establishment of a marina, while others 

claimed such a development would spoil one of the last bays on the river free of marina and moorings. 

• Public Access: Some participants also expressed concern about public access and alienation from Kendall Bay, 

maintaining that any marina developed should be accessible by the general public. Several participants 

supported the establishment of a marina kiosk/café. 

• Public Transport: Several participants supported the establishment of a ferry stop at the proposed marina. 

• Remediation of Kendall Bay: Those who participated in the discussion, for or against the marina, agreed that the 

bay requires urgent remediation.  

• Traffic and Parking: The additional traffic and demand for parking was raised, particularly by some Breakfast 

Point residents. 

• Views: The visual impact of the marina was welcomed by some and opposed by others. 

• Water Access: Some participants claimed broken promises in relation to provision of public access to the 

waterways.  

• Water Safety: Some participants expressed fear for safety of rowers on the river with increased marine traffic. 
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Consultation Report  

The Director-General’s Requirements included consultation with affected landowners and community groups. 

This report outlines the consultation process and the issues raised. 

Introduction 

The proponent has taken a wide view of this Requirement, undertaking a consultation program with community groups 

and affected landowners in the areas of: 

Abbotsford, Annandale, Ashbury, Ashfield, Balmain, Birchgrove, Birkenhead Point, Breakfast Point, Burwood, Burwood 

Heights, Cabarita, Camperdown, Campsie, Canada Bay, Chiswick, Concord, Concord West, Croydon, Croydon Park, 

Dobroyd Point, Drummoyne, Dulwich Hill, Enfield, Enfield South, Enmore, Erskineville, Five Dock, Glebe, Haberfield, 

Homebush, Homebush West, Leichhardt, Lewisham, Lilyfield, Marrickville, Mortlake, Newtown, North Strathfield, 

Petersham, Putney, Rhodes, Rodd Point, Rozelle, Russell Lea, Stanmore, Strathfield, Strathfield South, Strathfield West, St 

Peters, Summer Hill, Sydenham, Tempe, Tennyson Point and Wareemba. 

 

Total reach of consultation 
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Community and stakeholder consultation is part of working openly with the community and other stakeholders and 

providing opportunities for their views and preferences to have input into the assessment process and decision making. 

It’s an important component of environmental assessment and ensures that all relevant issues are considered. 

Consultation Methodology 

An online community consultation website was the key communication channel employed for the community 

consultation process. This online consultation tool: 

• allows more people into the conversation, reflecting a range of views,  

• identifies more issues of concern to the community as early in the lifecycle of the project as possible so that they 

can be addressed by the project team expeditiously; and  

• contributes to building community ownership of the outcomes. 

Online consultation is an effective tool because it reaches many more people than most other methods of engagement 

and is accessible to the community at any time. It’s easy, safe, respectful and well-liked by the community. The aim of 

this pre-application consultation process was to make information about the proposal available to as many people as 

possible, inviting interested members of the community to have their say on the issues that should be considered in this 

Environmental Assessment. 

The community consultation website was set up at www.innerwestmarinasydney.com.au, opening on Wednesday 17 

June and ending on Friday 10 July 2009. This website provided information on the proposal and a forum through which 

the community and affected landowners could submit topics that they believe should be addressed in the 

Environmental Assessment and participate in the discussion with fellow community members and landowners, 

effectively giving those individuals and organisations likely to have an interest in the proposal ample opportunity to 

express their views surrounding the proposal. 

The site was independently moderated by Dr Crispin Butteris, Co-director of Bang the Table Pty Ltd, a specialist provider 

of online stakeholder engagement services. All moderation was carried out according to Bang the Table rules outlined in 

its ‘Community Contract’ and was done so to ensure that the site remained a safe and relevant environment to discuss 

the issues surrounding the proposal.  

See ‘Attachment 1: Bang the Table Company Profile & Product Specification Document’ and 

 ‘Attachment 2: Bang the Table Community Contract’. 

Visit www.innerwestmarinasydney.com.au. 
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Notification 

Notification of the consultation process to the community and affected landowners was given by unaddressed mail 

delivery, advertising in local press, and publicity. Notification was given by various methods to a total more than 339,250 

residents (ABS 2006). 

Unaddressed Mail Delivery 

An unaddressed mass DL flyer letterbox drop was commissioned through Australia Post to all private delivery 

points in areas surrounding Kendall Bay, including: Breakfast Point, Cabarita, Canada Bay, Concord, Five Dock, 

Mortlake, Putney and Tennyson Point, totalling 12,835 delivery points and a total reach of approximately 30,973 

residents (ABS 2006). The double-sided flyer notified the community that an Environmental Assessment was 

being prepared for the marina proposal and their input was valued. They were directed to the website and given 

the opening and closing dates of the forum. 

  

Flyer that was distributed through Australia Post 
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Distribution Map for Unaddressed Mail Delivery 

See ‘Attachment 3: Australia Post Unaddressed Mail Receipt’. 

Advertising 

The website forum was also advertised in the Inner West Weekly, Inner West Courier and Village Voice 

Drummoyne newspapers, again directing interested members of the public to 'have their say' on the website. 

The Inner West Weekly, a weekly newsprint with a circulation of 52,978, is distributed to Ashbury, Ashfield, 

Birkenhead Point, Burwood, Burwood Heights, Cabarita, Canada Bay, Chiswick, Concord, Concord West, 

Croydon, Croydon Park, Dobroyd Point, Drummoyne, Enfield, Enfield South, Five Dock, Haberfield, Homebush, 

Homebush West, Mortlake, North Strathfield, Rhodes, Rodd Point, Russell Lea, Strathfield, Strathfield South, 

Strathfield West, Summer Hill and Wareemba. Advertisements were placed on the 18
th

 of June and the 2
nd

 of 

July 2009. 
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Distribution Map for The Inner West Weekly  One of the advertisements placed in The Inner West Weekly 

 

The Inner West Courier, a glossy weekly with a circulation of 76, 986, is distributed to Abbotsford, Annandale, 

Ashfield, Balmain, Birchgrove, Burwood, Cabarita, Camperdown, Campsie, Canada Bay, Chiswick, Concord, 

Concord West, Croydon, Croydon Park, Dobroyd Point, Drummoyne, Dulwich hill, Enfield, Enmore, Erskineville, 

Five Dock, Glebe, Haberfield, Homebush, Leichhardt, Lewisham, Lilyfield, Marrickville, Newtown, North 

Strathfield, Petersham, Rodd Point, Rozelle, Russell Lea, Stanmore, Strathfield, St Peters, Summer Hill, 

Sydenham and Tempe. Advertisements were placed on the 16
th

 and 30
th

 of June 2009. 

   

Distribution Map for The Inner West Courier   One of the advertisements placed in The Inner West Courier 

 

The Village Voice Drummoyne, a monthly gloss magazine with a circulation of 20,000, is distributed to 

Abbotsford, Breakfast Point, Cabarita, Canada Bay, Chiswick, Concord, Drummoyne, Five Dock, Mortlake, North 

Strathfield, Russell Lea and Wareemba. An advertisement was placed on the 19
th

 of June 2009. 
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Distribution Map for The Village Voice Drummoyne  Advertisement placed in The Village Voice Drummoyne 

See ‘Attachment 4: Press Advertising Tear Sheets’ for all press advertisement placements. 

Publicity 

News and editorial coverage was proactively sought in local media, including radio and local press The Inner 

West Weekly, Inner West Courier and Village Voice Drummoyne. A spokesperson was made available around 

the clock to answer any questions posed by the media. 
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Following extensive notification via Australia post, advertising and publicity, the community consultation website went 

live on Wednesday 17 June and interested members of the community were invited to participate in the consultation 

until Friday 10 June for consideration in this Environmental Assessment. (This site will continue to operate, however, to 

enable the community discussion on this proposal to continue.) 
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On-Line Consultation: Activity and Issues 

487 unique users visited the website home page during the consultation period. Of these visitors, 31 registered to be 

able to leave a comment, or participate in the on-line forum. 15 went on to participate in the on-line discussion. 

Number of page views    4,248 

Number of visits         593 

Number of unique visitors     487 

Number of registered visitors      31 

Number of people dis/agreeing  

with comments       0 

Number of dis/agrees with comments      0 

Average number of unique visitors  

per day       20.3 

Average stay time         6.07 minutes 

Visitors who viewed documents   124 

Visitors who viewed FAQs          9 

Visitors who undertook surveys     16 

 
The number of on-line visits to the home page peaked at 55 on 19 June 2009. 

 
A variety of information about the proposed marina was included on the consultation website (and available from the 

home page) including location maps, proposed marina layout and photo montages. The following table records the 

documents downloaded from the website. 

Proposed Marina Layout      88 

Location Map        70 

Proposed Marina Plan       26 

Proposed Plan of Marina & Location of Carpark    23 
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The home page also included a survey question, which asked:  

An Environmental Assessment is being prepared on the proposed Inner West Marina on the Parramatta River in 

Sydney. Which issues do you think should be examined as part of the Environmental Assessment?  

A total of 17 participants responded to the survey during the consultation period, as follows 

 

Other      29%    5 

Remediation     23%    4 

Public Access     23%    4 

Economic Impact    11%    2 

Views      11%    2 

Water Safety     0%    0 

186 unique visitors entered the website to access other information or have their say, an average 7.8 per day.  

Number of page views    3,596 

Number of visits       282 

Number of unique visitors                            186 

Number of registered visitors       23 

Number of people dis/agreeing  

with comments      14 

Number of dis/agrees  

with comments     333 

Average stay time          8.93 minutes 

Average number of topics  

read per visit      5.70 

Most popular entry point   Views 

Visitors who viewed documents       0 

Visitors who viewed FAQs        0 

Visitors who undertook surveys        0 

Of the 186 unique visitors, 15 left a total of 74 comments. 

Topic Title: Views 

 

Page views     313 

New votes for topic     0 

New comments added    13  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  55  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   8 
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Topic Title: Remediation 

Number of page views    176 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added      5 

New agrees/disagrees on comments   27  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   3 

 

Topic Title: Public Access 

Number of page views    337 

New votes for topic      0  

New comments added    20  

New agrees/disagrees on comments    78  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   7 

 

 Topic Title: Water Safety 

Number of page views    93 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added      4 

New agrees/disagrees on comments    6 

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    3 

 

 Topic Title: Other issues 

Number of page views    410 

New votes for topic       0  

New comments added     22  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  109  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    9 

  

 Topic Title: Economic Impact 

Number of page views    279 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added     10  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  58  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    9 

 

Following pages are the discussion ‘threads’ for each of the individual topics... Views, Remediation, Public Access, 

Economic Impact, Water Safety and Other Issues: 
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On-Line Consultation: Discussion of Issues 

 

Topic Title: Views 

 

Page views     313 

New votes for topic     0 

New comments added    13  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  55  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   8 

 

Are there specific issues relating to the visual impact of the proposal you would like considered in the Environmental 

Assessment of the Inner West Marina? 

 

On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 22 

Kendall Bay in its current undeveloped state is one of the major features of living in and around Breakfast Point as it 

provides an opportunity to walk in a tranquil and very peaceful foreshore area with beautiful water views. In 

my opinion it should not be given over to a large noise producing activity as proposed by the development of a 172 

berth marina. Leave it in its current state; get the pollution remediated so that current and future generation can 

continue to enjoy this area and its water views. 

 

On: 19 Jun 2009 ID 28 

In Response To: 22 

A marina is not a 'large noise producing activity'. It is not a repair yard for boats. By all means though, get the polluted 

sediments properly remediated before commencing the marina. 

 

On: 21 Jun 2009 ID 29 

I think the marina will add interest to the walk and also, I hope, a place to stop and get a snack and a coffee. When in 

Europe recently on a walking tour we would stop at many waterfront cafes at marinas and it was by no means smelly 

and noisy. Quite the opposite. 

 

On: 21 Jun 2009 ID 30 

In Response To: 29 

This is exactly my point David. With careful planning and proper public access, marinas are lovely places to visit. I think 

the only delay to its commencement must be the finalising of any necessary remediation of the polluted sediment. At 

low tide, the exposed mud is obviously highly polluted. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 36 

In Response To: 30  

Certainly the bay requires remediation. The sediment from the previous industry needs to be cleaned up. We do not 

need another polluter to take its place! The people living at Breakfast Point do not want to look out their windows and 

see sails parked directly in front of their homes. They do not want the additional 50 - 100 cars parked in their streets. 

They do not want the additional noise of an extra 170+ boats coming and going at all hours. It is fine to say that while on 

walks marinas were not smelly or noisy - just try living near one! Even when the boats are simply moored there is 

constant noise. To place 170+ boats on the beautiful, calm waters of Kendall Bay detracts from the natural environment 

- it needs to be left as it is (cleaned of pollution) with a clear view of water and birdlife, trees and parks, open sky and 

city views! 

 

On: 26 Jun 2009 ID 42 
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In Response To: 36 

1/ Yes, the polluted sediment should be remediated prior to marina construction. 

2/ No, the view of the bay is not dictated by the new residents of Breakfast Point Estate - the broader community of 

Concord, Mortlake and Cabarita are also entitled to an opinion. 

3/ A dedicated car park is planned and so what if a few extra cars overflow into the other streets of Breakfast Point from 

time to time - this is normal to those of us who live near sporting fields, churches, shops, etc. 

4/ Marinas without repair yards are NOT noisy or smelly places. eg. Akuna Bay, even with extensive repair facilities, is 

NOT a noisy or smelly place. 

5/ It seems to me that some would prefer to exclude outsiders and traffic from the Estate all together. Hence, the ONLY 

children’s playground is built OFFSITE in Kendall Park and Estate boat owners park their trailer-boats OFFSITE in Emily St 

Mortlake! 

 

On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 79 

In Response To: 42 

Although the residents of Breakfast Point (I'm not one)can't dictate the view, it's they who have to look at it, so their 

views should be given substantial weight. To think a confused mass of masts and rigging and all the other visual pollution 

that will come with the marina is a more pleasant outlook than what is there would be unusual, to say the least. The 

marinas I see, like Akuna Bay and Elizabeth Bay, obviously degraded their surroundings and it would be arguing black is 

white to refuse to see it. 

 

On: 07 Jul 2009 ID 82 

In Response To: 79 

I agree that the Breakfast Point residents have the most to gain or loose from this development and any resultant 

impacts, however, I honestly don't think one can assume that a marina is considered visual pollution by most people. 

Some people will consider all of the built environment to be less desirable than the natural environment but I refer such 

people to beautiful and inspiring examples of the built environment such as the Sydney Opera house or any piece of fine 

architecture. I personally find marinas (without repair facilities) to be lovely places to view and inhabit. But then, I like 

Akuna Bay and I love the scene of the CYC on Boxing day and no, I am not a yachty or boat owner. 

 

On: 27 Jun 2009 ID 44 

In Response To: 29 

There are certainly many pros and cons to a marina development so adjacent to residences and the problem assuming 

such a large 24/7 public marina does go ahead will be how to ensure that adverse effects and extra costs are minimised 

to Breakfast Point residents and that wave disturbance to existing river bed contaminants and further diesel/oil runoffs 

do not aggravate the harbour foreshore pollution issues. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 64 

Kendall Bay is one of only two bays, and the only one west of the Harbour Bridge in the entire harbour without 

moorings. It should stay like that. If a new marina is required then River Quays should be developed and the 

existing moorings in the river in the vicinity of River Quays converted to a marina. It would also be easy to extend 

Cabarita marina. Leave Kendall Bay free of moorings and a marina. 

 

 

On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 78 Kendall Bay is a small and beautiful area enjoyed by the hundreds of people living there. The 

marina will dominate it and be an eyesore to all who currently enjoy it. Who does it benefit; a relatively small number of 

boat owners, most of whom probably won't live in the area. It also benefits the developer, who makes a profit and 

leaves it for everyone else to suffer. I’ve spoken to the owners of Gunnamatta Bay marina. They tell me most boats are 

seldom used. They sit at their moorings for months. Some never leave because the people who buy large boats 

frequently aren't capable of driving them. They sit on them at weekends and have lunch and that's the limit of their use. 

Why spoil an environment enjoyed by many for the sake of a few over-indulged individuals? Why sacrifice forever a long 
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term pleasure for the short term profit of the developer? If this goes ahead it will be because money and influence 

overpower community wellbeing. 

 

On: 07 Jul 2009 ID 83 

In Response To: 78 

Kendall Bay should be enjoyed by more than just 'the hundreds of people living there'. One mans 'eyesore' is another 

mans picture postcard. 

 

On: 08 Jul 2009 ID 84 

Some time last year the Director of NSW Maritime , on radio 2KY fishing program stated: “There are no plans for a 

marina to be built at Kendall Bay" So now we will have yet another "floating cement football field" added to our 

struggling river. I am also sure this structure will be for the exclusive use of Breakfast Point residents eventually. 

  

Topic Title: Remediation 

Number of page views    176 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added      5 

New agrees/disagrees on comments   27  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   3 

 

Are there specific issues relating to remediation you would like considered in the Environmental Assessment of the 

Inner West Marina proposal? 

 

On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 20 

There are many good reasons why this proposal should not be approved by our NSW Government: 

• The remediation of the pollution made in Kendall Bay in the past by industrial activity needs to be carried out 

immediately and such remediation will not be done effectively if a marina is constructed, may be never. 

• The impact of this pollution on my health and the quality of my life is unsure, except that we have been told by 

the EPA that close contact with the water should be avoided. 

• Given these circumstances the thought of the NSW Government approving this proposal is in my view not acting 

in the best interests of our community. 

• The pollution of Kendall Bay needs to be cleaned up now for my future and that of generations to come. We 

have a chance to address this issue now and we should take it. After it is clean up, Kendall Bay should be kept as 

it is and not turned over to commercial purposes for use by a privileged few. 

 

On: 19 Jun 2009 ID 27 

In Response To: 20 

Why should the remediation be a reason to not allow the marina? Surely the marina could follow the proper 

remediation of the bay. 

 

On: 29 Jun 2009 ID 51 

The proposed remediation of part of the Bay by AGL is yet to be approved or agreed. The AGL proposal does not answer 

some fundamental questions concerning the pollution in the bay and this particularly relates to the area to be 

remediated being far too small, how a marina will impact on the area that is remediated and therefore the effectiveness 

of the remediation over time, how will the marina development deal with the residual pollution located beneath the 

marina and in the vessel paths from and to the marina. 
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I understand the developer proposes some form of matting be placed on the sub sea floor, how is this effective in 

stablising the pollution in the bay, how will large vessels affect the long term viability of the matting (noting that the bay 

is relatively shallow). The bay is relatively active as is evidenced by the large amount of coal pieces that are deposited 

around the edge during storm and rain periods. How will the proposals affect this pollution? How does the developer 

intend to maintain the marina over the years as each time a pylon needs replacing pollution escapes into the 

surrounding water. 

No development or approval of the marina should take place until the AGL remediation has been completed and the 

results known. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 56 

In Response To: 51 

I agree that no construction should commence until the bay is properly remediated. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 60 

When the old AGL wharf was removed, all that was removed were the parts of the wharf that could be seen. Old timbers 

and coal have been left on the footprint of the old wharf in the bay and no effort was made to remove any of this 

pollution. 

No coal that was lost off the wharf or from vessels over the period of the gas works has ever been removed from the sea 

floor of Kendall Bay. This coal is regularly deposited along the shore of Kendall Bay during storms or periods of the river 

in flood. I invite anyone interested to walk beneath the mangroves to see the amount of coal that moves back and 

forwards beneath the mangroves and back into the bay. There are no current proposals to clean up this pollution. This 

coal combines with residual tar from the gas works and leaves aromatic hydrocarbons which can be smelt regularly in 

the vicinity of the sea wall in front of the Waterfront Park. This is unacceptable. 

 

Topic Title: Public Access 

Number of page views    337 

New votes for topic      0  

New comments added    20  

New agrees/disagrees on comments    78  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic   7 

 

On: 17 Jun 2009 ID 6 

Full public access must be available to ALL wharves of the marina complex. Such access ensures that the development 

becomes a local asset instead of an exclusive club. 
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On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 21 

In Response To: 16 

Construction of a marina will impact existing and future residents significantly by creating a great big parking lot for 

boats that will generate excessive noise (24x7), create pollution by dumping raw sewage into the harbor, interfere with 

local rowing club activities and create excessive traffic movements in and around the marina in an area which has not 

been designed for a large commercial 172 berth marina. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 35 

In Response To: 21 

Strongly agree with Strobe. The streets in Breakfast Point are private roads. The upkeep is paid for by the residents. If a 

carpark for 58 vehicles is built and anyone and everyone can use the roads to access the 170+ berth marina (and ferry 

stop)- how much damage is going to be done to the local roads. Will 58 car spaces be sufficient for the size of the marina 

– how many visitors will park on the surrounding roads causing traffic/parking congestion? Won't this add to the 

pollution in the local area - noise, petrol fumes, garbage... The area was designed for residential use only! A marina 

will spoil the natural beauty and serenity of the area. 

 

On: 27 Jun 2009 ID 43 

In Response To: 16 

Since this proposed marina is adjacent and so close to existing Breakfast Point residents, it is not appropriate for any 

large commercial marina BUT if it does go ahead the wharves should NOT be locked off and be made exclusive to berth 

lessees so that residents are prevented from walking out on them. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 67 

In Response To: 16 

I think the proposed ferry wharf as part of the marina is a great idea. It will be a great asset for locals as a public 

transport point to the city and hopefully other locations. 

 

On: 01 Jul 2009 ID 69 

In Response To: 67 

This was part of an earlier plan but the developer resisted the logical step of designing to include busses to loop through 

the site via the ferry stop. Maybe it's still possible though. 

 

On: 29 Jun 2009 ID 47 

In Response To: 12 

This public marina will be the only public marina attached to private land in NSW. The private land owners receive no 

benefit except the costs of maintaining their private land for the benefit of the public. There should no public access as 

this should be a private marina. 

If any part of the marina is to provide public access it must be fully maintained by the owners of the marina and not the 

Breakfast Point Community. However all members of the public who access any part of the marina that is required to 

provide public access they must first use land and facilities the property (or responsibility of in the case of the walkway) 

of the Breakfast Point Community which are paid for solely by the Breakfast Point Community. This is completely unfair 

and inappropriate. 
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On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 53 

In Response To: 47 

Sarah, don't you realise that this marina will be accessible via a PUBLIC waterfront and roads that are open to the 

public? Local residents fought for a development that was not 'gated' but part of the local community. Your attitudes 

run counter to this. You are quite happy to have a marina, as long as it is PRIVATE and exclusive. Such marinas are 

merely clubs for rich kids and their toys. Kendall Bay is larger than the newly created estate of Breakfast Point. It is a 

special place for those of us from Cabarita, Mortlake and Concord as well. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 63 

In Response To: 53 

I suggest you have completely misunderstood what a marina is and does. It will not matter whether the marina is public 

or private in relation to access to parts of the marina by the public. Any marina will have a public access arm which may 

or may not have a kiosk. Most other arms will be secured and only pen owners will have access. The current suggestion 

is that one arm will have some overnight pens and will not be secured which infers you may be able to walk along beside 

vessels attached to these positions. This could equally apply to a private marina. There is no substantial difference in the 

look of a private or public marina, but a private marina, is simply a marina restricted to resident owners of the Breakfast 

Point Community. This will more effectively allow the Breakfast Point Community to manage problems arising from the 

use of the marina, noise, out of hours access, rubbish, servicing, rattling halyards, parking etc. All these issues are much 

more difficult if not impossible to manage if the marina is a public marina with non resident boat owners. I suggest to 

you that all marinas by their very nature are exclusive. Other than the provision of some public access the proposed 

Kendall Bay marina will be the same as the Cabarita marina, which is an exclusive public marina with very little public 

access. Cabarita marina has the great advantage that it is not directly attached or next to any private land including the 

Edgewood development. Indeed it is a significant distance from the nearest residence. Cabarita marina could easily be 

extended and not further impact on Edgewood. I have not called for, nor have I heard any other residents of Breakfast 

Point call for the community to be gated. We all value being part of postcode 2137. Everyone is welcome to use our 

public access assets and the waterfront walkway at our cost. It seems to me you are seeking to erect walls between the 

rest of postcode 2137 and Breakfast Point where no walls exist. 

 

On: 04 Jul 2009 ID 73 

In Response To: 53 

Marina are you employed by or do you or will you receive any direct financial benefit from Rose Corp or any of its 

associated entities? Let lay our cards on the table here. The point that was made, which you seem to continually skirt 

around is that while the BP community roads, nature strips and open spaces are open to the public, and that’s great, 

they are maintained at the sole expense of the BP community association (i.e. BP owners). Canada Bay council and 

outside 

visitors pay no money maintaining the roads etc. With such a large commercial marina there of course will be a 

significant impact on this BP maintained infrastructure due to increased traffic, and the costs of maintaining the BP 

community maintained roads etc will rise for the BP community. This increased cost will be borne solely by the BP 

community. It that reasonable? If suddenly your property was opened up as a public thoroughfare how would you feel 

having to pay to maintain it? As for your point about 'doing research' before purchasing, I did. I read thoroughly the 

revised 2005 BP concept plan before I purchased, and NO mention is made of the marina. I also was told the proposal 

was for a small marina by sales staff. 
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On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 77 

In Response To: 73 

Greg, do you assume that anyone in favour of the marina is directly linked to the developers who will profit from this 

marina? I'm a long standing local resident who attended all the meetings to enable approval of your estate. 

Unfortunately, forums like this are dominated by new residents who are against the marina and, through no fault of 

their own, are unaware of the history of the design and the proposed marina. Most existing locals don't know and don't 

care. You will also note in some of my other comments that I make some rather unfavourable comments about the 

developer as well. When the original masterplans were being drawn up, the locals would have preferred that the site 

was developed with normal free standing houses in normal streets such as those built on the northern side of Bishop St. 

This would have avoided the community title that you struggle with even though, by your own admission, you knew how 

such systems work and that there would be a marina as part of the plan prior to purchasing. Outsiders also miss the 

additional shops that were originally planned along the foreshore adjacent to the marina. The foreshore can be a more 

vibrant place to visit for the broader community than it is currently. Let's not settle for the ambience of an exclusive over 

55's development. 

 

On: 08 Jul 2009 ID 85 

In Response To: 77 

Marina. For a start I am NOT over 55 at all, or anything like it. If you took an interest in Breakfast Point as a community 

you would realise that it consists of people form all ages and backgrounds. I am a regular working person with a 

mortgage and bills the same as lots of other residents here. I am not rich or 'elite' by any stretch of the imagination. 

I pay rates the same as you, and pay BP community levies for the upkeep of BP community infrastructure, which, and I 

emphasis this point, you do not. I do not begrudge you access to BP community maintained infrastructure at all. As I said 

previously, NO mention of a marina is made in the 2005 master plan at all. If anything the sales staff mentioned a small 

private marina was planned and brushed of concerns. If I had known that a major commercial marina was planned I 

might well have decided not to purchase. Please do not twist my words. 

I strongly object to levies which I and my fellow BP residents pay being used to pay for increased maintenance of BP 

community infrastructure from increased traffic from the marina. Tell me Mr Marina, would you agree to an increase of 

your rates to pay the increased costs to upkeep BP community roads and other infrastructure due to significantly 

increased traffic flows in Breakfast Point if the marina goes ahead. You seem very keen for it to be built so I presume you 

must be happy to take on a share of the increased upkeep costs. 

 

On: 09 Jul 2009 ID 86 

In Response To: 85 

Greg, thank you for not 'begrudging' me access. I apologise, during such access, for mistakenly observing the average 

appearance and age of the residents as over 55. 

If you were mislead by sales staff, you would have a legal right to challenge the marina plan. Honestly, why don't you, as 

a group, exercise this right? 

Such a challenge is conspicuous by its absence from the protester's actions and I suspect that it is because anyone who 

did their due diligence already knew of the plans. 

As well, BP residents should be able to insist that some of the considerable income from this commercial enterprise be 

directed to covering maintenance costs of BP infrastructure. I suspect this is already the plan. 

It will probably be cost neutral to BP residents. 

As far as your costs of living where you choose, do you realise that your council rates for your dwelling would be a 

fraction of those existing residents surrounding you?. In fact I'd bet that your combined council and community title 

rates are far less than my council rates alone. New purchasers at BP need to accept that they are responsible for their 

costs and stop resenting it. 

Can you guarantee me that, once built, you will never partake of the wonderful amenity of this facility? I bet you beat 

me to it! 

 

On: 26 Jun 2009 ID 40 

In Response To: 35 



Page 20 of 79 

 

Alarmist exaggerations designed to exclude the enjoyment of spaces that are, and should remain, open to the general 

public. Such attitudes only serve to create a divide between those new residents within the Breakfast Point Estate and 

the existing residents of surrounding suburbs who attended all the early Council meetings to approve a new 

development with PUBLIC access. Some respondents could do with a local history lesson. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 37 

In Response To: 21 

Strobe you obviously have no interest in boats or Sydney Harbour. It has been illegal for over 9 years to dump raw 

sewage from boats into Sydney harbour. I do think though that noise after 10pm and before 6am should be controlled. 

 

On: 28 Jun 2009 ID 46 

In Response To: 37 

I am aware of the law concerning sewage from boats however having the law does not stop this terrible practice by 

some. 

I understand that the proposed marina will not have pump-out sewage facilities and therefore it is reasonable to assume 

that sewage will be dumped in Kendall Bay by some of the 172 boats. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 52 

In Response To: 46 

Strobe, you would do well to read the background information regarding this proposal. Under FAQ's it clearly states that 

a sewage pump out facility is part of the plan or are you intentionally trying to mislead? 

I am also aware that sewage release into the harbour is very uncommon as it is actually very difficult to conceal in calm 

waterways such as Kendall Bay. 

 

On: 29 Jun 2009 ID 48 

In Response To: 37 

If there is to be a marina (private or public) it should have a sewage pump out facility and only vessels with holding tanks 

should be permitted to be moored in the pens. The pump out facility should also not have any cost and be part of the 

general costs of maintaining the services to ensure as best any manager can that vessels use the pump out. It may be 

illegal to pump sewage into the harbour but there is no enforcement of the law. The rules of operation of the marina 

should provide that owners who dump rubbish in the bay or do not use the pump out can be penalised. 

It may well be the developer intends to place such restrictions on vessel owners using the proposed facility but of course 

the developer has completely failed to consult with the residents so we do not know. 

 

 Topic Title: Water Safety 

Number of page views    93 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added      4 

New agrees/disagrees on comments    6 

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    3 

 

The safety of all water users is important to us and we've given consideration to this issue, but if you are a water user, 

we want to hear from you about any specific safety issues that you believe need to be addressed. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 59 

The use of recreational vessels on Sydney Harbour is now almost its primary purpose. The developer has made it clear 

for many years the water and Kendall Bay were major assets for the use of all residents of Breakfast Point (and other 
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members of the public granted access to Breakfast Point Community assets) yet the developer has done nothing to 

encourage or assist residents to use the waters of Kendall Bay. 5 years ago we were told by the developer and its sales 

staff that the old AGL wharf was to be reduced in height and access to be available to all residents including steps to the 

water. Without consultation or discussion the wharf was removed (or at least that part of the wharf that was above 

mean high water mark). 

Nothing other than a large commercial marina is now proposed to replace the wharf. There is no safe way to access 

Kendall Bay from Breakfast Point other than across the highly polluted mud flats from the beach in front of Kendall Inlet. 

The boat shed and ramp are but figments of the imagination of the developer (although supported by representations 

over many years) which may or may not ever materialise. 

There are no public wharves (except at Pelican Point) in this area which anyone can load and unload people safely from 

vessels. Large commercial ferries can use (between rivercat services) Cabarita wharf but the wharf has no safe facilities 

for leisure vessels. 

The developer always indicated that it intended that the wharf and subsequently when the old AGL wharf was no longer 

a possibility that it would construct a wharf similar to that at Cape Cabarita to allow people to use the water. Nothing 

has ever taken place and there is no safe place to tie up a vessel at Breakfast Point or in the immediate vicinity. 

I note that about 12 months ago the Cape Cabarita Community installed security gates on their "public" wharf so it is 

also no longer available for use. 

 

On: 10 Jul 2009 ID 88 

In Response To: 59 

Public access is covered in the marina plan as per the following excerpt: 

•  Enhanced access to the waterway through the provision of pick up and drop off berths 

• Enhanced waterway experiences through the provision of day tripper berths 

• Enhanced experience of the foreshore and enhanced community experience through the provisions of the jetty 

and kiosk for informal get togethers 

•  Access for people with disabilities to vessels at public berths 

Uninformed generalisations do not assist the debate. 

 

On: 10 Jul 2009 ID 87 

This section of the Parramatta River is used for rowing training by a large number of school and adult rowers. The 

addition of 172 powered vessels moored in Kendall inlet will make the river less safe. 

Large powered vessels can swamp rowing shells even if they are travelling within speed limits. 

The cumulative effect of developments west of the Harbour Bridge on the sport of rowing need to be taken into 

account. Developments in Glebe Bay, and the Iron Cove Bridge duplication have cut into traditional rowing courses. This 

development will mar the last of the river's low impact recreational areas. 

 

On: 10 Jul 2009 ID 89 

In Response To: 87 

Rowing routes will be considered in the approval process. 
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 Topic Title: Other issues 

Number of page views    410 

New votes for topic       0  

New comments added     22  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  109  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    9 

  

We believe we've identified the main issues, however, if you would like to raise any other matter, please do so here. 

 

On: 17 Jun 2009 ID 17 

To many locals who understand that the marina was part of the original master-plan, its presence will be welcome 

because of the interest and vibrancy that it will add to this area of the site. Indeed, such assets were amongst the 

inducements to persuade locals to approve the original development. We have tolerated many years of dust and odours 

waiting for this site to complete the features that appeal to the broader community. 

My only concern is that the site is possibly slightly oversized towards the eastern encroachment into Kendall Bay. 

Otherwise, I say bring it on! 

 

On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 19 

In Response To: 17 

Construction of a 172 berth marina was never put forward by the developers of Breakfast Point. Construction of a 

marina of this size will impact existing and future residents significantly by creating a great big parking lot for boats that 

will generate excessive noise (24x7), create pollution by dumping raw sewage into the harbor, interfere with local 

rowing club activities and create excessive traffic movements in and around the marina in an area which has not been 

designed for a large commercial marina. 

 

On: 19 Jun 2009 ID 25 

In Response To: 19 

New residents may not be aware that the marina has always been part of the plan. A vocal minority of residents will 

raise all sorts of concerns to retain their exclusive use of the area but suggesting that 'raw sewage' will be released into 

the harbour smacks of desperation. 

 

On: 19 Jun 2009 ID 26 

In Response To: 25 

No one at present has "exclusive use" of the foreshore and pathways of Kendall Bay as this area is public asset and as 

such provides public access to this area. In my view it should remain so and not leased by the NSW Government to a 

commercial enterprise which will operate a 24hour x 7day 172 berth marina. 

 

On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 75 

In Response To: 25 

I can only assume that this person is directly linked to the developers who will profit from this marina as I have yet to 

meet a local who holds similar views to this person. 
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On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 76 

In Response To: 75 

Well you'd be wrong. Do you assume that anyone in favour of the marina is 'directly linked to the developers who will 

profit from this marina'? I'm a long standing local resident who attended all the meetings to enable approval of your 

estate. Unfortunately, forums like this are dominated by new residents who are against the marina and, through no fault 

of their own, are unaware of the history of the design and the proposed marina. 

You will also note in some of my other comments that I make some rather unfavourable comments about the developer 

as well. 

 

On: 06 Jul 2009 ID 80 

In Response To: 76 

It doesn't matter whether the forum attracts new or old residents. Whatever considerations there were in the initial 

stages are irrelevant to the question of what is the best way forward at this point, a marina or no marina? 

 

On: 07 Jul 2009 ID 81 

In Response To: 80 

The past is not irrelevant because the past included plans for a marina. It is not a new proposal. It is a part of the overall 

development that gave something back to the broader community and something that I have personally looked forward 

to from day one. It suits some to ignore the fact that a marina has always been part of the development. 

 

On: 29 Jun 2009 ID 49 

In Response To: 17 

All original plans and submissions for the Breakfast Point development (e.g. the 1999 plan and 2002 master plan) 

included a small marina. At no time was any indication given by the developer, or the Council that the marina would be a 

massive public marina. All indications from the developer and its sales staff was that it would be a larger version 

(commensurate with the size of the development) of the marina and wharf located at Cape Cabarita, which is of course 

a private marina. Only when the current government moved the goal posts in 2005 did the opportunity present itself to 

the developer to change the marina into a public marina. This will be only public marina attached to private land in NSW. 

All the costs of maintaining the surrounding public access areas to the marina are to the account of the Breakfast Point 

Community, not to the marina owner(s) and not to the general community. If you require a public marina why not 

expand the existing public marina at Cabarita, or connect the new Kendall Bay marina to Cabarita Park along the new 

walkway. It is unfair to connect a large public marina to the private land of the Breakfast Point Community. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 54 

In Response To: 49 

All residents of Breakfast Point bought in the knowledge of the current plans for the Bay. 

Your greatest concern appears to be that it is to be public and not private. 

I think we should just add security gates to all access points for the Breakfast Point Estate. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 61 

In Response To: 54 

Clearly you have no concept of what constitutes the Breakfast Point Community and its obligations to provide public 

access to its assets. No owner of Breakfast Point purchased their property with the knowledge that there would be a 

large commercial marina constructed in Kendall Bay and connected to their land. Breakfast Point has never been nor 

intended to be a gated community. I have never heard any calls by owners to make it a gated community. The opening 

of the waterfront throughout Canada Bay Council and indeed throughout the rest of the city is fully supported by 

Breakfast Point residents but like so many other things the privilege of its use needs to be understood by all users, in the 

same way I appreciate other communities providing me access to their waterfront. I do not support any commercial 

marina attached to the Breakfast Point Community. 
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On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 66 

In Response To: 49 

If the marina has been on the drawing boards since 1999 and then 2002 and you knew about it at that point, then I 

figure you are in favour of it . Like you I am in favour of a private marina like the one at Cape Cabarita and I would 

suggest the same proportion of boats to houses as Cape Cabarita would be fair. 

 

On: 01 Jul 2009 ID 70 

In Response To: 66 

There is no more justification of using Kendall Bay as a private marina for use only by residents of the Breakfast Point 

Estate as there is of having a private marina in Kendall Bay for the exclusive use of, say, Mortlake residents. PUBLIC OR 

NOTHING! 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 32 

There was a totally different indication of a marina given to me by sales people. It was going to be a smaller private 

marina. I thought I could put up with that. Not a 24/7 commercial enterprise, kiosks and the like. The Developers have 

made a good enough killing, let it go at that. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 33 

In Response To: 32 

Existing residents of Cabarita, Mortlake and Concord would have fought tooth and nail against a private marina. The 

public marina is an aspect of the development that many 'outsiders' have been looking forward to as well. 

I do not expect the kiosk to be allowed to open 24/7. However, I don't believe the marina should be constructed if its 

presence will impede the pollution remediation. 

 

On: 29 Jun 2009 ID 50 

In Response To: 33 

What do you understand is a private marina? I understand it to be a marina that would be restricted to existing owners 

of property in Breakfast Point. 

This does not mean that the marina could or would not have a public jetty, with or without a kiosk. If the costs and 

problems of amenities (noise, parking, serving of boats, access to boats 24/7) of a marina fall only on the residents of 

Breakfast Point why should not we object to the location and attachment of a large public marina? 

As residents of the postcode 2137 we are part of the whole community. I do not wish to see a gated community but 

everyone needs to recognise that the benefits all residents of postcode 2137 receive by accessing the assets of the 

Breakfast Point Community are only paid for by the owners of property in the Breakfast Point Community. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 55 

In Response To: 50 

Sarah, I would genuinely like to know if such costs are to be imposed on the Breakfast Point Estate or are to be covered 

by the income of the marina itself? If anyone could shed (informed) light on this, it would be most welcome. 

As far as 2137 residents enjoying the 'assets' of your estate, this is a 2-way street as your new residents enjoy all existing 

assets outside of the estate. 

Indeed, why is there not one children’s play area WITHIN the site? Why do your residents park their boats in Emily St 

instead of onsite? Why does the estate impose fishing restrictions on the public waterfront? Why does the estate not 

permit local sporting codes to use the oval? Why do some of your people resent a public marina? Such actions are seen 

as exclusive and elitist. 

 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 62 

In Response To: 55 

The residents of the Breakfast Point Community are residents of Canada Bay and pay their rates and have the same 

rights as all other residents of the municipality. Other than Breakfast Point community residents no other members or 
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residents of Canada Bay pay to maintain the sea wall, or the waterfront park, or the waterfront walkway, or the gardens 

or the oval. I wish that we did not have to put up signs requesting people not fish from our property. Unfortunately the 

mess that is left by fishermen is our problem and our cost. If people had been responsible and not caused any problems 

the issue would not have arisen. 

The residents of Breakfast Point would like to make their oval available to local clubs, however all the costs of 

maintaining the oval fall entirely to the residents of the Breakfast Point Community. How do you balance the interests of 

all local residents against those that must pay for the maintenance of the asset? 

If the Breakfast Point Community installs a children's playground it must bear the liability of the playground. Councils 

unfortunately are much able to buy this insurance for the benefit of all residents of postcode 2137. I welcome the new 

playground in Kendall Park and I thank Bryan Rose for the generous contribution the developer made to the equipment. 

It is not elitist for the Breakfast Point Community to support the Kendall Park play area rather than a similar area on 

Breakfast Point Community land, it is just a matter of sensible risk management. 

 

It is also not elitist not to support a public marina connected to Breakfast Point Community land. This is not a matter of 

"not in my backyard". It is simply unfair to impose all the problems of the management and the costs of a public marina 

on the Breakfast Point Community. I would prefer to see Kendall Bay remain mooring and marina free. I suggest that if a 

public marina is justified or required in our area that other alternatives are better, such as River Quays and the area of 

the moorings next to River Quays. 

River Quays has the advantage that it already has infrastructure in place. 

The other obvious alterative is extending the existing Cabarita marina which also has existing infrastructure. If a 

greenfield site is required I suggest Majors Bay which is surrounded by large tracts of public land that could easily and 

economically support the on shore requirements of a marina. 

There is simply no necessity to locate a public marina from the existing Breakfast Point Community. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 65 

In Response To: 62 

What research did any new Breakfast Point resident conduct prior to purchase if they did not know about the marina, or 

the scale thereof? If as a group they feel mislead, they would have the right to legally challenge this proposal. All the 'No 

Marina' participants should test the validity of their claims in court, or accept their lot. 

Surely the Breakfast Point community would not be expected to cover the running costs of the marina. Surely this must 

be well and truly covered by the income of the enterprise. 

I look forward to the injection of some activity and life to this area. Such assets avoid the place appearing as a 

retirement village or over 55's development. Do the new residents know that apart from a marina, there were plans for 

several shops along the foreshore? This would have been lovely as well. 

 

On: 02 Jul 2009 ID 72 

In Response To: 62 

I fully support this well articulated response from Sarah, which I believe sums up the many problems which will come 

with any form of Marina. 

The only other issue of concern which is not fully covered is the one of the contaminated riverbed which I imagine will 

become disturbed with the movement of boats and the like. 

I have purchased in the area because it is a beautiful area, reasonably quiet, peaceful and with access to major shopping 

areas without them being at the back door. It upsets me to think of the significant traffic increase which will occur in the 

area, and for what, to provide more money in the pockets of developers who have changed the goal posts every step of 

the way. 

This marina, public or private, is simply another example of Rose Group operating with its usual lack of regards for 

anyone other than their hip pocket. I am totally opposed to any form of marina. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 38 
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I often do the waterfront walk to Cabarita Ferry and feel it would be a great amenity for the local residents if it was 

possible to have a coffee shop incorporated into the marina so on those beautiful Sydney mornings we could enjoy 

breakfast by the water rather than just walking by it. 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 57 

When I look at the plans and photos it appears they have been designed to minimise the impact of this marina proposal. 

Count the pens in the plan, there's not 170. Take a walk and have a look at D'Albora's marina at Cabarita. Its not 170 

boats and look how big it is. 

This proposed marina will dominate Kendall Bay and take away one of the last clear bays on the river. 

 

 

 Topic Title: Economic Impact 

Number of page views    279 

New votes for topic      0 

New comments added     10  

New agrees/disagrees on comments  58  

Number of unique visitors  

participating in this topic    9 

 

There is a high demand for suitable berths in Sydney Harbour, especially west of the Harbour Bridge. Please identify 

any issues relating to the economic impact of the proposal here. 

 

On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 18 

The pollution needs to be cleaned up now for my future and that of generations to come. We have a chance to address 

this issue now and we should take it. After it is clean up, Kendall Bay should be kept as it is and not turned over to 

commercial purposes for use by a privileged few. 

 

On: 18 Jun 2009 ID 23 

In Response To: 18 

Strongly agree with strobe's statement 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 68 

In Response To: 23 

The inner west is very under represented in available berths and any competition to Cabarita Marina would be a good 

thing. I would also think that part of the rent generated by the marina could be used to fix any issues in the bay. 

 

On: 01 Jul 2009 ID 71 

In Response To: 68 

Yes, I agree. Surely the new marinas considerable income could cover its own running costs and not impose on the 

Breakfast Point Community. 

 

On: 19 Jun 2009 ID 24 

In Response To: 18 

Breakfast Point does not own Kendall Bay and some of its residents would like the 'privilege' of not having to share the 

foreshore and bay with the broader community. 

 

On: 27 Jun 2009 ID 45 

In Response To: 24 

Breakfast Point residents are well aware that they do NOT own Kendall Bay and as such the community areas and 

harbour foreshores are open to members of the general public. However the general public should appreciate that it is 

the residents who pay to maintain the roads, footpaths and gardens and therefore they should have a considerable say 
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in any adjacent developments that impact on the costs to maintain as well as the visual amenities they paid for in buying 

into Breakfast Point. 

 

On: 04 Jul 2009 ID 74 

In Response To: 24 

Rose Corp does not own Kendal Bay either 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 31 

In Response To: 18 

I also strongly agree with 'Strobe'. 

 

On: 24 Jun 2009 ID 34 

In Response To: 18 

Care needs to be taken with the clean up of the bay so that no pollutants are disturbed. The bay should be kept as a 

natural marine environment without an array of vessels polluting the environment. The movement, noise, fumes, 

garbage and sheer volume of traffic can only harm the natural environment! 

 

On: 30 Jun 2009 ID 58 

No one owns Sydney Harbour. The residents of Breakfast Point do not own Kendall Bay, nor do potential boat owners. 

The construction of a further marina in the western harbour if required can be constructed anywhere the NSW Maritime 

determines. The best economic model for a marina is extending the existing Cabarita marina which already has the 

infrastructure to support a marina. The owners of River Quays sought and obtained a DA to re-develop their marina but 

the requirements of NSW Maritime were such that the development was uneconomic. In my opinion this is the best 

location for a new marina in the area and has the best economics as again there is already infrastructure in place. The 

re-organisation of the moorings and the connection of the marina to land outside of the Breakfast Point Community 

would not impact on the costs of the Community. There are already boats on moorings in this vicinity. This would allow 

the preservation of Kendall Bay as the only bay west of the Harbour Bridge free of moored boats. Why not develop a 

marina in Majors Bay which has adequate public land surrounding the bay to provide the required parking and other 

shore based facilities? Why not develop Kendall Bay marina from the western side of Cabarita Park if Kendall Bay is the 

best site? This location would require a parking and shore based facilities located in the park. There are many 

opportunities to develop a marina (if it is required) other than connecting a marina to the Breakfast Point Community. 
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Topic Title: Website Feedback 

24 Jun 2009 

Suggestion: 

Any environmental assessment must include the impact of cross-contamination of toxic residues from construction and 

operation of such a large marina to other parts of the river (particularly if the Jemena clean-up of Kendall Bay predates 

construction of the marina). It must also address the social and visual amenity impacts on the surrounding residents of 

Breakfast Point and Kendall Inlet and it must assess the degree to which these residents who will be most affected are in 

agreement or not with construction and 24/7 operation of a 177 berth public marina. It is these residents who will have 

to bear the brunt of the increased traffic, wear & tear on access roads, noise from 24/7 use of the facilities and reduced 

visual amenity. There is also the impact on other users of the river such as rowers, sailors, etc. 

 

Certainly very few if any of the surrounding residents will want to look out on hundreds of diesel driven power boats as 

opposed to the river water itself. 
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On-Line Consultation: Conclusion 

After extensive notification the consultation website attracted 487 unique visitors, with 31 taking the opportunity to 

register, 15 of these electing to participate in the on-line forum and survey, to express their views on which issues 

should be included in the Environmental Assessment of the proposal. 

Issues raised by participants included: 

• Disclosure: Some participants questioned the previous disclosure of the marina plan to purchasers of property in 

Breakfast Point Estate, including the suggestion that the original plan was for a “private” marina not a 

“commercial” marina.  

• Imposition of Costs: Some residents of Breakfast Point raised the issue of possible imposition of marina costs on 

the Breakfast Point Estate for such things as maintenance of roads, footpaths and gardens. 

• Potential pollution: Some participants expressed their concern over potential fuel pollution from boats, sewage 

from boats, and fumes from boat engines. 

• Noise: Participants questioned the noise generated by the proposed marina. 

• Other Options: Alternative sites for additional marina berths were suggested, including Majors Bay, River Quays 

and the Cabarita Marina. 

• Overdevelopment of waterfront: Some participants supported the establishment of a marina, while others 

claimed such a development would spoil one of the last bays on the river free of marina and moorings. 

• Public Access: Some participants also expressed concern about public access and alienation from Kendall Bay, 

maintaining that any marina developed should be accessible by the general public. Several participants 

supported the establishment of a marina kiosk/café. 

• Public Transport: Several participants supported the establishment of a ferry stop at the proposed marina. 

• Remediation of Kendall Bay: Those who participated in the discussion, for or against the marina, agreed that the 

bay requires urgent remediation.  

• Traffic and Parking: The additional traffic and demand for parking was raised, particularly by some Breakfast 

Point residents. 

• Views: The visual impact of the marina was welcomed by some and opposed by others. 

• Water Access: Some participants claimed broken promises in relation to provision of public access to the 

waterways  

• Water safety: Some participants expressed fear for safety of rowers on the river with increased marine traffic. 

Visit www.innerwestmarinasydney.com.au to review continuing discussion. 

See ‘Attachment 5: Online Community Consultation Report’ from Bang the Table. 
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Attachments 

Attachment 1: Bang the Table Company Profile & Product Specification 

Attachment 2: Bang the Table Community Contract 

Attachment 3: Australia Post Unaddressed Mail Receipt 

Attachment 4: Press Advertising Tear Sheets 

Attachment 5: Online Community Consultation Report 
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Attachment 2: Bang the Table Community Contract 
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Attachment 4: Press Advertising Tear Sheets 
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Attachment 5: Online Community Consultation Report 
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