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1. Introduction

The New South Wales Wetland Recovery Program (NSRPYWaims to improve wetland health in
the Macquarie and Gwydir valleys by funding a soit@rojects that will contribute to the recovery
of the Macquarie Marshes, Gwydir Wetlands and aasatriverine and floodplain ecosystems
largely through water savings and better land memegt practices. The Central West and Border
Rivers Gwydir Catchment Management Authorities ha&en working in conjunction with

Sinclair Knight Merz (SKM) and their subcontrackdassall and Associates (HA) to develop a
project evaluation framework that can be used sessand prioritise projects for the NSW WRP.
The purpose of this report is to provide an ovenié the process of developing the project
evaluation framework including stakeholder congidtg selection of criteria and associated
weightings, project evaluation and results of thal@ation process.

1.1 Background to Project

In July 2006 Sinclair Knight Merz (SKM) were invitéo submit an Expression of Interest for a
proposed Central West Catchment Management Auyh@Wv CMA) project entitled “Water
Recovery for the Environment on the Macquarie Rivéroject Evaluation Framework and
Preliminary Identification of Projects”. The projebjectives were as follows:

To develop an assessment framework to evaluate wet@very projects on social, economic
and environmental grounds;

To test the framework on a range of water recopeojects including water purchasing, water
savings and infrastructure projects;

To investigate and document community acceptandeparticipation in water savings
projects; and

To identify other areas of water recovery oppotiasisuch as general system efficiency.

The project was to be coordinated by Central Wa&sAQvith overarching direction provided by
the NSW WRP Project Control Group (PCG) which casgtt representatives from State and
Federal Government Departments and the Central sivielsBorder Rivers Gwydir CMAs.

SKM subsequently proposed the development and imgaiéation of a community consultation
strategy in conjunction with CW CMA, the developrhehan Evaluation Framework (or Decision
Support Tool) based on Multi-criteria analysis ntiication and analysis of four case study
projects using the evaluation framework, with peigestakeholder workshops and reporting.
Following clarification, SKM in conjunction with #ir sub-consultants HA were awarded the
project in late August 2006.

SKM together with HA and CW CMA commenced plannargl implementation of the project
plan. Following an initial assessment of existimgj@cts which had been previously compiled by
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government agencies and an initial workshop wigh@wW CMA encompassing the broader
community consultation objectives for the NSW Wetld&Recovery Program in October 2006, it
was agreed that a two-stage process be adoptedhyh@iProject Development Tool be developed
to allow the interactive development of water sgsiprojects and development of the Evaluation
(MCA) Framework to assess these projects.

In late October 2006, SKM were asked by CW CMAxpand the scope of work to include the
Border Rivers Gwydir CMA (BRG CMA). In November 2805KM and HA were also invited to
attend a PCG meeting to provide an outline of th&dation Framework and Consultation
Strategy and to advise on progress of the prdj@ttowing the PCG meeting and due to concern
about time constraints on the WRP, SKM were thd&ecs$o simultaneously:

Identify and develop to concept stage water sayiwgser efficiency and water purchasing
projects in both the Gwydir and Macquarie Riverchatents with known Government projects
to be collated and reviewed first;

Develop the Evaluation Framework to guide projestafopment and facilitate project
evaluation; and

Undertake stakeholder engagement to aid identibicatf potential water recovery projects
and facilitate development of the Evaluation Frameu

This revised project was then to be known as “WRovery for the Environment on the
Macquarie and Gwydir Floodplains”.

In late November 2006 meetings were convened \Wwitthien Department of Natural Resources in
Tamworth and Dubbo to ascertain the range andsstditexisting government WRP projects. It
became evident at this time that only very prelemyninformation was available on most of these
projects with many requiring substantial additioetibrt to understand costs, water savings,
benefits and community support which was largelyolnel the scope of the project. It was also
evident that no structured approach was in placéhiodevelopment and submission of project
proposals under the WRP.

HA in conjunction with CW CMA and SKM then develapa stakeholder consultation program
with the dual purpose of establishing criteriatfog Evaluation Framework and identification of
potential projects for submission for funding bg #WRP. Given that these activities had to be
carried out simultaneously over a relatively shioneframe, there was limited opportunity to
implement broad-scale regional communications anthf@rmation dissemination strategy about
the NSW WRP or to establish a project applicatimtess such as an on-line facility.

The development of the project evaluation framevaré identification of potential projects
through this particular CW CMA-managed project wasentially an assessment process piloted by
the WRP PCG. Some issues with this particularegugr were encountered and recommendations
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have been made to address similar issues that atawtfally arise in subsequent assessment
processes. Such refinement will allow for greaféiciencies in the future when developing and
assessing projects.

1.2 The NSW Wetlands Recovery Program
The Macquarie Marshes and the Gwydir Wetlands densive wetland systems comprising

important nesting sites for waterbirds while theerisystems also support valuable enterprises for
commercial cattle grazing and cultivation farmiBgth the Gwydir Wetlands and the Macquarie
Marshes include Ramsar listed areas, in recognitidheir international significance.

The NSW Wetland Recovery Program has been creatslbe the Macquarie Marshes and
Gwydir Wetlands are considered to be in declinetdygressure from drought and land and water
management practices. The Program consists ofeduprojects that aim to contribute to the
recovery of the Gwydir Wetlands and Macquarie Masslit is jointly funded by the State
Government and the Australian Government’s WatearSawstralia programme and is delivered
in partnership by the Department of Environment @fichate Change, Department of Water and
Energy and the Central West and Border Rivers-Gm@dichment Management Authorities.

1.2.1  Program Background

The NSW Wetland Recovery Program seeks to regterbealth of the internationally significant
Macquarie Marshes in central west NSW, and the GyWetlands, located downstream of Moree,
in the north of NSW. Long term and permanent bésédi ecologically significant wetlands are
sought from the suite of projects being developbitivshould collectively contribute to the
recovery of two of the most important wetland arieadSW.

The NSW Wetland Recovery Progravill develop specific short, medium and longer-term
measures to achieve healthier wetlands, riversyiide human communities. The projects
implemented through the Program will combine to@ase the resilience of rivers and wetlands
and reduce risk as much as possible and will a@ssistlancing sustainable productive use of the
wetlands with their conservation.

The NSW Wetland Recovery Program mirrors the Livitigrray Initiative by focussing on water
recovery, water application, adaptive managemesgareh and development in conjunction with
land management practices.

Private landholders who, as custodians of wetlamtlse Macquarie Marshes and Gwydir
Wetlands region, make an enormous contributiondttamd conservation. The NSW WRP will
help private landholders to continue to balancdamétconservation with productive use of the
land. While the NSW Wetland Recovery Program isifsed on the Macquarie Marshes and
Gwydir Wetlands, the projects undertaken in thesewetlands are intended to inform the
development of recovery strategies for other imgartvetlands.

S S
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The Government investment in water purchase foetiwronment and increases to the efficiency
in water infrastructure will be dedicated to aciigvimprovement in the ecological function of
these two significant wetland areas. Monitoringgsams will be developed to ensure that the
water recovered through the NSW Wetland Recoveogfam is actually delivered to intended
environmental assets and to ensure environmerntebimes are monitored. This information will
be reported.

When fully implemented, the NSW Wetland RecoverggPam will provide:
Better knowledge and decision making;
Environmental improvements to rivers and wetlands;
More water and improved flow regimes for rivers avetlands;
Bio-physical improvements to rivers and wetlands] a

Greater direction for the management of wetlands @atchment Action Plans
prepared by Catchment Management Authorities.

Potential benefits of the NSW Wetland Recovery Rapginclude:
Increased social, economic and ecological residignc
Restoration of regionally, nationally and internatlly important wetlands;
Maintenance of sustainable irrigation industries;
Maintenance of social cohesion:
Building of adaptive capacity; and

Establishing effective partnerships and sharedorespilities between governments
and communities, essential to address the chakgogsed by global and regional
climate change, and regional and local environnelggradation.

1.2.2 NSW WRP Funding
The $26.8 million NSW Wetland Recovery Progranoistly funded by the NSW and

Commonwealth Governments. The $13.4 million annedrzy the NSW Government in 2005 was
matched in August 2006 by the Australian Governmetit their announcement of a $13.4 million
grant from the Australian Government’s Water SrAarstralia programme.

1.2.3 NSW WRP Project Information
Implementation of the NSW Wetland Recovery Progisito be guided by Environmental

Management Plans (EMPs). The Department of Enviesiirand Climate Change (DECC) is
responsible for delivery of the EMPs for both thadquarie Marshes and Gwydir Wetlands.

The Environmental Management Plans will functiothesbase-line for projects that aim to
improve the sustainability of the wetlands and eisdéed rivers. The Environmental Management
Plans will:

Define specific ecological assets for protection;
S S 4

28 8+ 9 *8 48: *8 8 ) 5 8H)< 6/ +<



_SKMm

Define desired ecological outcomes;
Identify water needs (volume, timing and securityjneet ecological outcomes;
Establish benchmarks of condition;

Identify and implement water recovery and efficigpeojects (infrastructure and operational)
to realise environmental water to meet identifiedeting needs;

Address the effects of land and water managemeuwtipes on the wetlands, in particular,
diversion banks, channels, grazing and cultivatéomd

Determine other actions required in order to ach@daptive management and ecological
outcomes.

There are a number of projects currently underwaleuthe auspices of the NSW WRP. These
include:

The development of Environmental Management Plansdch wetland, water efficiency
projects, purchase of water and other projectmfrove wetland management;

A number of science-based research projects whasemes will inform the development of
the respective Environmental Management Plans;

The Central West Catchment Management Authoritythadorder Rivers-Gwydir
Catchment Management Authority are undertakingettakder engagement and community
consultationin support of the NSW Wetland Recovery Program;

Stakeholder engagement is being undertaken foNIS Wetland Recovery Program
activities to ensure that best available knowladgesed to inform selection of effective
options for water recovery;

A three-year research program is being undertdik@ugh the University of New England to
investigate whether grazing management in wetlaedsacan reduce the spread, distribution
and abundance of Lippia;

A three-year research program is being undertak@ugh CSIRO to determine the potential
for the biological control of Lippia, including idéfying control agents and their potential
effectiveness;

The Border Rivers-Gwydir CMA and the Central WeBtACare undertaking Lippia mapping
projects in the Gwydir Wetlands and the Macquarardes respectively to determine the
extent of Lippia infestation in the floodplainsjmgan understanding from landholders about
the success of control methods, and establishipgi&is response to major rainfall events;

The Border Rivers-Gwydir CMA is managing a threewyprogram aimed at the integrated
control of Water Hyacinth in the Gingham Channebtlygh mechanical control, spraying,
biological control agents and containment structure
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The Central West CMA is managing a project that eélvelop a rigorous assessment
framework which will allow water recovery projedtsbe assessed consistently against social,
economic and environmental criteria;

Investigations are continuing into the design aabibility of upgrading the Gradgery Lane
near the Macquarie Marshes to allow for a randggtier flow events to occur without
adverse flooding restricting local landholder’sess;

Investigations are continuing into the design aakibility of replacing the current stock and
domestic water supply along the open Gingham CHanittea more efficient pipeline system
in conjunction with a Cap and Pipe the Bores Scheme

The Central West CMA in conjunction with local ldradders is identifying willow infestation
along the Macquarie River downstream of Marebon& Wiich will lead to the removal of
the willows to improve the river channel capacityth rehabilitation of the sites with native
species to occur;

Independent consultants are undertaking a studg@Buck, Crooked and Marra Creeks in
the Macquarie Valley to determine the pre-regutatigdrology of the creeks, assess their
existing ecological values and determine the waguirements to maintain or improve the
identified ecological values;

The purchase of Water Access Licences from wiliellers in both catchments for
environmental use; and

The development of concept designs for potentsaliays at the Marebone Weir, to enhance
fish passage along the Macquarie River.

Project Flow Chart

The key components of this project include commuaoitnsultation to guide the formulation of a
project Evaluation Framework, the construction &raject Development Tool to assist in
developing projects and to test basic project apsions culminating in the evaluation and
prioritisation of projects against the objectivéshe NSW WRP using the Evaluation Framework.
This process is shown diagrammatically below iruFégl.

S S
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Figure 1: Project Flow Chart
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2. Overview of the Project Development Tool
and Evaluation Framework

This section of the report provides a brief oveamwd the concepts that underlie the Project
Development Tool and the Project Evaluation Frantewbhese concepts are introduced early in
this report as the formulation and use of theskstwas an important part of the stakeholder
consultation program which is outlined in the nexttion of the report.

2.1 Project Development Tool
During the early phase of the project it was detithat the development of a Project Development

Tool would be beneficial in facilitating the fornatilon of projects for the NSW WRP and for use
in estimating water savings, infrastructure requigats and project on-costs. The Project
Development Tool was subsequently designed to:

Assist stakeholders to develop projects for poaéfitnding under the NSW WRP;

Provide a framework for determining water savinggastructure requirements and project
costs in a consistent and reliable manner; and
Allow verification of water savings and associaieflastructure, project management and
other project on-costs.
The tool was developed as an EXcgpreadsheet model incorporating basic engineedngepts,
costs and predictions of water savings. Furtheaildedf the Project Development Tool are
provided in Section 4.

2.2 Project Evaluation Framework
The Evaluation Framework is a decision support toal aids the assessment of projects in a
consistent and transparent manner for potentiaifighunder the NSW WRP. The framework aims
to:

Provide a vehicle for the identification of keylstholder values and criteria for use in the

evaluation of projects under the NSW WRP;

Incorporate assessment criteria that are broadigistent with the objectives of the NSW
WRP;

Provide a transparent and consistent approactetasbessment of projects under the NSW
WRP; and

Facilitate the prioritisation of projects for fundi under the NSW WRP;

S S
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Thus the evaluation framework allows the comparisioalternatives based on a series of criteria.
That is, it is a Multi-Criteria Analysis process @A). It is important to note that this framework
does not provide the ultimate decisions regardihgivprojects should be funded. Whilst the
framework is a mechanism for identifying the mqgpr@priate projects to be funded in a clear and
transparent manner, it is still the responsibititydecision makers to make the final decision on
which projects should be funded in light of broadensiderations.

The criteria are split into Major Criteria and Stitaria such that each Major Criterion has a
number of Subcriteria. These criteria are agresultih consultation with appropriate stakeholders
in order to make the project selection processasparent as possible. Only criteria that can be
easily scored on a project-by-project basis ardiegipe to the evaluation process. The major
criteria and subcriteria are then weighted accagytintheir perceived importance to the objectives
of the Program. Projects are then scored agaiestriteria with the projects receiving the highest
overall scores being those ranked in priority orttés the responsibility of the decision makens,
this case the PCG, to undertake the scoring andtBation of projects using the project
evaluation framework.

The degree of funding to be provided for each ptajemains at the discretion of the PCG. Some
projects may be fully funded, whereas others mafubded contingent upon the outcome of a
detailed feasibility study that could include (Imat be limited to) environmental impact
assessment, design, costing and further commuaiityuitation.

Whilst this assessment framework was initially deped for the prioritisation of projects for
funding under the WRP, it is envisaged that thenéaork will remain applicable to a range of
funding sources well into the future. For exantpkeframework could be amended to suit the
objectives of a variety of future funding sourced associated projects such CMA projects, NAP,
NHT and NWI projects and funding sources.

S-S L %
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3. Community Consultation

In order to develop the Evaluation Framework amghiify potential projects for funding via the
NSW WRP, community consultation with various sta®dlrs and community groups was
undertaken in the Macquarie and Gwydir valleys. Gtiesultation process involved the following:

Meeting with the CW CMA in Dubbo to design a valgyecific consultation process;

Development of a Stakeholder Engagement Plan &Mécquarie River Floodplain in late
November 2006;

Development and mail-out of a Stakeholder Infofamatetter detailing the NSW WRP and
forwarded to a broad range of stakeholders in taeduarie Valley in January 2007;

Development and mail-out of a Project Registraiorm designed to allow stakeholders to
identify potential projects for submission to th6W WRP;

Community workshops in Dubbo, Nyngan and Quambone;

Planning workshop with the BRG CMA and Departmdntlatural Resources in Moree to
design a valley-specific consultation process;

Letter and email contact with follow-up telephodifor consultation in the Gwydir valley;
Stakeholder meetings at Mallowa and Lower Gwydir;
On-going consultation with stakeholders in bothMeequarie and Gwydir valleys.

SKM, Hassall and Associates, CW and BRG CMAs atggaged individually with a variety of
stakeholders during the project to answer questonsassist with the development of project
proposals for submission to the Program.

An outline of the consultation program in each ewlis provided below.

3.1 Macquarie Valley Consultation Program
The Macquarie Valley consultation program comprised

Attendance as observers at an Effluent Creek wogkéhnNyngan in October 2006 convened
by CW CMA as part of a broader consultation program

Participation at a series of workshops in Dubbap@an and Quambone;
Participation in a follow-up meeting with the Lowdacquarie landholders in Quambone.

Attendance at the initial Nyngan workshop with Efuent Creek landholders provided early
insights into some of the issues surrounding theP\Fdtential water recovery and infrastructure
projects and an opportunity to meet stakeholdédris ififormation aided in the formulation of
subsequent workshops at Dubbo, Nyngan and Quambone.

S S &
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The purpose of these Macquarie valley workshopstaas

Provide an overview of the project Evaluation Framek;
Provide an overview of the Project Development Tool

Identify community values and objectives associatéd the NSW WRP for use as criteria in
the Evaluation Framework; and

To seek community ideas about potential water reigowvater purchasing and infrastructure
projects.

A summary of workshop attendance is provided betoWable 1.

Table 1 Details of NSW WRP Stakeholder Workshops in ~ the Macquarie Valley

Workshop Date Participants

Dubbo 20/2/07 18 attendees including:
Community Groups

Industry Groups

Local Government
Conservation Groups
Agency Representatives

Members of the Environmental Flows
Reference Group

Nyngan 21/2/07 13 attendees including:
Landholders from Marra Creek

Landholders from Duck Creek
Landholders from Crooked Creek
Local Government

Quambone 22/2/07 19 attendees including:
Landholders from the Quambone region

Landholders from the Carinda region
Local Government

Representative of DEC - National Parks

A summary report on community consultation in thadguarie Valley is provided in Appendix A.

The workshop in Dubbo was attended by a wide rafigéakeholders with varying degrees of
background knowledge of the NSW WRP, the Prograns @&nd objectives, composition and role
of the PCG, the role of the Evaluation Frameworthimassessment process and potential
application of the Project Development Tool. Noeétss, stakeholders participated openly and
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contributed positively to the identification of M&jCriteria and sub-criteria for potential
incorporation into the Evaluation Framework. Nogydial projects were identified at this
workshop.

The agenda for the Nyngan workshop was modifieor pa the meeting to facilitate clearer
explanation of the NSW WRP, the role of the EvabraFramework and Project Development
Tool. The stakeholders contributed positively te tkebate, potential Major Criteria and Sub-
criteria for the incorporation into the EvaluatiBramework were identified along with preliminary
weightings for criteria. The Project Developmenbiliwas demonstrated on a potential water
savings project and a number of potential projeeie discussed. Overall the workshop produced
positive results.

The Quambone workshop was well attended with ppditts initially expressing considerable
frustration regarding a variety of water managensues in the Lower Macquarie. While this was
not the direct subject of the consultation progrtmis, discussion placed the NSW WRP in context
of broader water management issues including tipadts of ongoing drought. Key outcomes of
this workshop included:

Identification of a number of potential stock arahstic, water purchasing and other
projects for submission for potential funding untter NSW WRP;

Projects should align with NSW WRP objectives, grase local environmental values,
be cost effective and have community support; and

Funding should not be applied to government infuastire projects

3.2 Gwydir Valley Consultation Program

Two meetings were held in the Moree region duriadyeApril 2007. The first was with the
Mallowa Stock and Domestic Water Users Associatkasociation members expressed keen
interest in the NSW WRP and funding for a varidtgtock and domestic and infrastructure
projects. Key considerations expressed at the ngpeiere:

Projects should have strong local support;
Projects should result in positive environmentdtomes; and
Local environmental values should not be diminished

The second meeting was convened with the Lower Gv8tdck and Domestic Users Association.
The Association chairperson expressed strong sufgahe NSW WRP and outlined a potential
domestic water supply project encompassing apprabeiy 24 properties on the Lower Gwydir.
The chairperson committed to convening a watersuggsociation meeting with the aim of gaining
support for submitting the project to the NSW WRPgotential funding.

A summary report on community consultation in they@ir Valley is provided in Appendix B.
S S
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3.3 Summary of Project Evaluation Criteria

During consultation with stakeholders they wereedsto identify criteria that they considered
applicable to the evaluation of potential NSW WRBjgcts. The various criteria identified are
summarised below in Table 2.

Major Criteria Subcriteria

Socio-Economic Socio-economic impacts identified and managed
Maintain or improve local amenity
Demonstrated social benefits
Demonstrated community support for project
Aids in drought proofing
Maintain reliability and quality of S&D supply
Equitable allocation of water
Maintain or improve local and regional economy
Heritage values protected
Environmental Volume of water saved
Volume of water is sustainable
Timing of the delivery of savings from the project
Net environmental benefit
Local and regional environmental benefits
Local environmental values maintained
Other environmental benefits
Greenhouse gas emissions
Environmental risks identified and managed
Alignment with NSW WRP objectives
Financial/Technical Cost effectiveness ($/ML)
Overall project feasibility
Overall cost
O&M cost
Technical risk/uncertainty
Financial risks identified and controlled
Proponent contribution
Cost uncertainty
Technical innovation

Restricted to private infrastructure projects
Table 2: Major Criteria and Subcriteria

3.4 Summary
A number of issues arose during the course of dineudtation process. These are summarised
below:

S S
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The change in scope to include the Gwydir Vallethia project plus the need to elicit projects
in both valleys meant that less time was availébleonsult with communities in both valleys
on the evaluation framework as well as the iderdgtion of potential projects;

The approach taken in the Gwydir Valley wherebyday stakeholder representatives were
consulted resulted in a more efficient approadnéddentification of potential projects
although it limited the ability to assess communijues with respect to the Evaluation
Framework;

The consultation process was hampered to an exyethie lack of information on the NSW
WRP in the public domain. Clearly broad-scale comirations and advertising of the NSW
WRP would have facilitated a more informed andcedfit consultation process in both valleys
and would have provided consistent messages aingla policy setting across catchments;

Future consultation programs should be tailoregctieve a limited number of outcomes for
any particular round of consultation. For examjtlejould have been more effective to
consult on community values as input to the evalndtamework and the identification of
potential projects in different rounds of consudtat This would also facilitate a different
approach to each component of the consultationrgneglt would also avoid “information
overload” and over-consulting particular stakehrdge

Due to the diverse nature of attendees at the Dulbkshop, it was difficult to gain
concensus on criteria and associated weightings;

Generally, community stakeholders were engageldrptocess and were keen to participate.
It may have been more productive, however, if tB&Hhad identified key criteria for the
evaluation framework and then communicated thibéocommunity as general information
about the objectives, process and progress of 8% M/RP with the remaining effort directed
at the identification of potential projects;

S S 4
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4.  Project Development Tool

As previously indicated, during the early stagethefproject it was evident that the development
of a Project Development Tool would be benefiaiaiacilitating the formulation of projects and
for use in estimating water savings, infrastructaguirements and project on-costs. Developed as
an Excel © spreadsheet, the tool was designedaw akers to input project information and
provide a consistent way to estimate cost, waterathel, water savings and levelised costs. The
Project Development Tool was initially designedhdsio-staged process for the development of
NSW WRP projects. The two stages were formulaseidléows:

Screening Level Assessmenthis stage provides a relatively simple overvidthe key
components of the project to ensure that the dosttereness and other attributes of the projeet ar
consistent with requirements of the NSW WRP;

Detailed Level Assessmenthaving fulfilled the basic requirements of tieeegning level
assessment the tool then allows a more detailedulation of the project and allows estimation of
costs for infrastructure, estimation of cost per Mater saved and net present value.

For the purpose of the current project the tool wsesl where possible to assist with the
development of projects and to provide an objeatimethod of cost and water demand estimation.

4.1 Screening Level Assessment
The screening level assessment comprises two §itkpdirst step involves the entry of basic

information about the project, investment requirete@nd estimates of water savings. The
information requirements for this stage are a®od:

Project Proponent details;

Project Title;

Investment requirements;

Water Purchase details;

Estimates of the Volume of Water Delivered to tmiEbnment; and

Community support information
The tool can be set so that a project must meeiusstandards before it is approved for detailed
assessment. The concept here is that it allowgrtsgonent the opportunity to gain an overview of
the project prior to proceeding to a detailed assesit.
If the results of the screening level assessmengi@en then the project has met the basic
requirements set within the tool for project sutsitis for potential funding under the NSW WRP.
If the results of the screening level assessmenteat then the project has not met the basic
standards set within the tool and the project ghbelreformulated and resubmitted. Screen shots
of the screening level assessment are shown batpwe=2 and Figure 3.
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Figure 2: Screening Level Assessment A

Figure 2 shows screening level information requaets necessary to assess the basic water
savings and cost implications of the project. & twst per ML exceeds $2000 then the Project
Feasibility cell will be coloured green and willice“High” suggesting that the cost of the water
savings are competitive based on the water mafkée cost ML exceeds that pre-set within the
tool then the Project Feasibility cell will readdWw” and will be coloured red. This suggests that
the costs of the water savings are not likely tedmpetitive on the water market.

Figure 3 shows the second stage of the screenmebdssessment which includes basic project
registration details and then a series of yes/mstipns that need to be satisfied for the profect t
progress to detailed assessment. These quessiaidigh project feasibility, deliverability,
community support, environmental benefits and iration. Again, key questions need to be in the
affirmative for the cell entitled “Proceed to Détdi Assessment” to be affirmative and coloured
green.
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Figure 3: Screening Level Assessment B
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4.2 Detailed Level Assessment

The detailed level of assessment requires thetagkfine project specific information to generate
an estimated water balance and to estimate themeo@i water savings that depends on whether
the project is related to irrigation efficiencytesthative water sourcing, water purchasing, reducti
in evaporative losses project. The level can lea seFigure 4.

Figure 4: Detailed Level Assessment

S S

28 8+ 9 *8 48: *8 8 ) o 84)< 6/ +<



_SKMm

At this stage of the assessment the user also neausut estimated pipe, bore and irrigation
system requirements of the project that are thed tsestimate the overall cost of the project.
This is done in the detailed test level of assessiared is shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Final Costing and Project Summary
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4.3 Cost Estimation
Built into the Project Development Tool are cogdineations based on user input for various project

requirements such as pipe lengths, bores, irrigaystem requirements and so on. All costs are
based on cost estimating manuals and costs esiimsatbtained by project proponents from
contractors during the course of developing thejgets. It should be noted that cost estimates
using the Project Development Tool are generalihéi than those calculated by many of the
project applicants because the Project Developifeoltincludes factors such as:

Project management costs;

Cost for approvals;

Design costs;

Site supervision costs; and

Costs for environmental impact assessment.

Levelised costs were calculated by using a Netdhitégalue calculation based on annual water
savings at a discount rate of 7%. This generatesiper litre of water saved over the entire
timeframe of the project and provides a consisteayt of comparing the cost of water saved across
all water savings projects. The maximum time frdoreprojects used here was 25 years.

4.4 Demand Calculations
The tool allows for the user to input demand esi@mndor water use per person, per head of stock

and per square meter of land for irrigation systeifise tool then can calculate overall water
demands for a property. This contributes to a mizdtance calculation that will estimate either an
overall water surplus or an insufficient water dypfepending on the land use within the project.

4.5 Summary
The Project Development Tool was developed in oraéacilitate the development and

assessment of projects either by project proponedisding individual landholders or collectives

of landholders or by member organisations of thePNRCG such as CW CMA. It can also be used
to assess the robustness of proposals particureidyms of project costs and water savings. A
number of issues arose with respect to the devedapand costing of projects which are
summarised below:

For programs such as the WRP where funding is beffieged for a limited number of projects
which meet the objectives of the program, it isamant that the information provided by
proponents is consistent across projects, thatat reasonable quality and accuracy and that
project costs are calculated in a consistent matintis is not achieved then any comparison
between projects is questionable;

Many proponents have limited access to particulajept information such as costs for bores,
pipelines, pumps, project on-costs and project imamant costs. It is also inherently difficult
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to calculate water savings for any particular pbj&éhe Project Development Tool was
initiated in order to assist proponents developguts using the cost estimation facilities
provided in the tool together with the water sasiglculation facilities. Again, the tool was
developed to facilitate the provision of consist@firmation across projects both in terms of
cost and water saved;

The Project Development Tool was only ever intengegrovide an order-of-magnitude cost
for a project and in so doing aid the assessmepitajécts. Projects funded under the WRP
would clearly need to go through a series of staggading concept design and costing,
detailed design and costing, environmental impssessment, further consultation etc.

In the absence of a tool such as the Project Dpuaat Tool to aid in the development of a
project, the proponent would need to provide sigffitdetails of costs and water savings to
ensure that their estimates are reasonable. Ademde rating could be assigned to any
particular estimate depending on the robustnetiseahformation provided. For example, if
cost information is provided in the form of a fodlmaotation to the project proponent by a
recognised supplier then this would have a higbafidence rating that if the information was
simply estimated by a project proponent. This psecgould need to be developed and clearly
documented;

In order for the tool to remain useful, it will neige further enhancement to ensure cost
estimating algorithms are robust and to ensurewthédr savings are accurate across a range of
applications. In addition, the tool needs to bepdifiled to provide a user-friendly interface, it
should be accompanied by a user manual and pdtasées should undergo basic training in
the use of the tool. It would be preferable foroaganisation like CW CMA to provide an
extension service to potential users of the Prdjestelopment Tool.
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5. Project Evaluation Framework

Through stakeholder consultation it was broadleadrthat three Major Criteria should be
incorporated in the evaluation framework as follows

Environmental
Financial/Technical
Social/Economic

While there were differences in opinion among dtakegers about the relative weightings for the
Major Criteria a number of participants supportqda weighting (where weighting is out of 100).
Under each of the Major Criteria, several subdaterere also identified during stakeholder
workshops as outlined below in Table 3. The firdéstion of criteria for the Evaluation

Framework was based primarily on a consistent d@swng stakeholders that these criteria were
fundamental to proposals associated with the NSWPVERI that these criteria are measurable and
able to be scored.

Table 3 Major Criteria and Sub-criteria identified during stakeholder workshops

Major Criteria Subcriteria Explanatory Notes

Environmental

Alignment with WRP Objectives Measured in terms of meeting

WRP objectives including:
resilient rivers and wetlands

balance of sustainable use
and conservation

water recovery

more efficient water
application

research and development

improved land management
practices

Volume of water saved

Sustainability of Water Savings

Measured as ML/annum

Are the water savings
sustainable/reliable through time.

Sustainability of Project Benefits

This is a measure of the longevity
of project benefits and applies
particularly to non-water savings
projects
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Major Criteria Subcriteria Explanatory Notes

Financial/Technical

Cost per ML of Water Saved
Operating and Maintenance

Costs

Overall Cost of the Project Measured as Total Cost

Project Innovation A measure of project innovation
for Non-Water Savings projects

Social/Economic

Broad Community Support Community support for projects
should be explicit

Maintenance of Local and Will the project impact on the

Regional Economy local or regional economy by

drought proofing, stimulating jobs,
good for ongoing local and
regional businesses. Measured
as negative effect, no effect,
broad positive effect

Given that water savings and non-water savingeptsjhave slightly different subcriteria, it was
necessary to split these two types of projectssefmarate analyses. Criteria and weightings for
water savings projects are shown below in Tablddeveriteria and weightings for non-water
savings projects are shown in
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Table 5.

Table 4 Major criteria, subcriteria and weightings for NSW WRP water savings projects

Major Criteria Weightings Current Subcriteria Weighting
Environmental 33.3 Alignment with WRP Objectives 50
Volume of water saved 40
Sustainability of Water Savings 10
Financial & 33.3 Cost per ML of Water Saved 40
Technical Operating and Maintenance Costs 20
Overall Cost of the Project 40
Social & 33.3 Broad Community Support 70
Economic Maintenance of Local and Regional 30

Economy
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Table 5 Major criteria, subcriteria and weightings

for NSW WRP non-water savings

projects
Major Criteria Weightings Current Subcriteria Weightings
Environmental 33.3 Alignment with WRP Objectives 70
Sustainability of Project Benefits 30
Financial & 33.3 Operating and Maintenance 20
Technical Costs
Overall Cost of the Project 60
Project Innovation 20
Social & 33.3 Broad Community Support 70
Economic Maintenance of Local and 30
Regional Economy

SKM submitted a draft report on the Evaluation Fearork to the PCG for review with resultant
comments incorporated into the final report.

51 Summary

The development and implementation of the Projeail&ation Framework presented a number of
challenges as follows:

Ideally, the criteria underpinning the Project Exaion Framework would have been resolved
by the PCG with further input from the communityit€ria should have been identified early
in the process via a workshop with the PCG;

The evaluation criteria could then have been usédférm application for funding process as
they would form essential criteria for the assesgrmpeocess;

The assessment process is best informed by a warksith participants - in this case the
PCG. This requires commitment by all stakeholderthé process. Scoring of projects can
then be undertaken either by individuals or as gesinaring common interests. SKM has
extensive experience in the successful implememtati MCA across a diverse range of
projects and was well placed to facilitate thisqess;

The application and assessment process must lspar@mt and the call for submissions
should contain all relevant information includitgtbackground to the program, key
objectives, essential criteria, timeframes, avéddbnding etc.
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6. Summary of Projects Submitted for Potential
Funding

SKM prepared a project template in order to proyidgponents with a structured approach to
project submission. A copy of the template is pded in Appendix D. The project response and
quality of submission in terms of planning and detaried considerably with some proponents
providing detailed submissions while others progigtery brief submissions.

A summary of the projects submitted for assessmentiescribed briefly in the following section.

6.1 Non Water Saving Projects
Non-water savings projects are those projectsdbaiot have as a principal objective, saving water

through on-farm or associated efficiencies. Thejude water recovery projects, extension
projects, research and development projects, laddvater purchasing projects and infrastructure
projects. It should be noted nonetheless that thegects do in some instances provide potential
for water recovery although this is not the pritigim of the project in the short-term. In additio
while these projects will not explicitly lead to i®asavings, they still address the objectivedef t
WRP and are therefore projects worthy of considmmaProjects received as non-water savings

projects are outlined below:

Project Title

Project Description

Marebone Choke
Removal and Gradery
Lane Upgrade

The project is to raise (and upgrade) the Gradgery Lane to an
acceptable level, without restricting road access to facilitate the efficient
downstream delivery of greater volumes of water.

Willow Removal

Removal of willow trees from Marebone Choke.

Extension Proposal

A survey of existing graziers regarding current practices. Targeted
workshops to implement best practice on-farm management.

Water Efficiency
Training: Best
Practice Management

An education training project for on-farm water use efficiency leading to
improvements in land management and resulting in water for the
environment.

Purchase of
Supplementary Water
Licences

The purchase of Macquarie River supplementary irrigation licenses.

Fish Response

A research project to study fish behaviour and responses to different
flow and water quality conditions to inform environmental flow
management to enhance fish reproduction.

Gingham Land

The proposal is for the Gwydir Valley Irrigators Association, possibly in
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Project Title Project Description

Purchase conjunction with the Border Rivers/Gwydir CMA, to purchase the 2125
ha property “and to then manage it in sympathy with the adjacent
wetland.

Joint Agency Audit A two stage project. A scientific review of structures/issues that are

having a detrimental effect on the Macquarie Marshes and a joint
agency compliance operation to implement the recommendations from
the Scientific Audit Committee.

History of Macquarie An investigation to establish the long-term (2000-3000 years) history of
Marshes the broader Macquarie Marshes which aims to determine the frequency
of channel avulsion or the duration of marsh conditions.

Westholme and This project involves two strategically placed fences with gates in the
Bunnor Gwydir two most significant wetland areas of the ‘Gingham Wetlands’ system.
Crooked Creek To channel or pipe water over a distance of 5.5 km from the Macquarie

River to Crooked Creek floodplain and associated wetland.

Gwydir Retreat Installation of water delivery systems, grazing management and
environmental enhancement on the property “Retreat” in the Mallowa.

Mallowa Project This project involves 15 properties and involves the purchase of a
General Security License and the installation of water delivery systems
on 15 properties that will result in water use accountability and efficiency
for the Mallowa Creek, floodplain and wetlands.

6.2 Water Savings Projects
Water savings projects are largely associated thighmore efficient provision of stock and

domestic supplies.

Project Title Project Description

Glen Johnstone A water supply project for a group of four landholders consisting of a
closed stock and domestic scheme to replace extractions from the
effluent creek system.

Wamerawa A small water supply project for 2 homesteads and 1 workers cottage
near Carinda. It involves the installation of bores and pipeline in order to
replace extractions from the creek system.

Yanda A small water supply project to 1 homestead and 1 shearer’s quarters
near Carinda. It involves the installation of a bore and pipe scheme to
provide access to groundwater for stock and domestic supply.
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Project Title Project Description

Wyninebah To supply stock and domestic water to Wyninebah Carinda by installation
of pipe and bore scheme in order to replace extractions from the creek
system.

Brewon A project involving 10 properties comprising a combined application with

Cap and Pipe the bores scheme. The project will save water from the
great artesian basin by eliminating bore drains and redundant bores and
eliminate extractions from the Macquarie River for stock and domestic
supplies.

Gingham Stock and
Domestic

A project to replace the Gingham channel extractions with a pipeline and
water tanks to improve water use efficiency through the delivery of stock
and domestic water supplies.

Gilgoin To supply stock and domestic water to Clyde homestead and Gilgoin
estate by the installation of pipe and bore scheme in order to replace
extractions from the creek system.

Salisbury To supply stock and domestic water to Salisbury estate by installation of
pipe and bore scheme in order to replace extractions from the creek

Bullarah To supply 36 houses in the Bullarah district estate by installation of pump
and pipeline to eliminate the use of open drains.

6.3 Incomplete Projects

These projects could not be assessed using thadfieal Framework as insufficient information
accompanied these proposals. The missing informatmuded in some instances the proponent’s
name, volumes of water saved, capital costs, dpgrahd maintenance costs, information on
community support and other relevant informatiooassary for project evaluation. These projects

included:

Project Title

Project Description

Albert Priest Channel
Replacement

This project is a pipeline replacement of the Albert Priest channel.

Albert Priest Channel
Replacement Study

Study that focuses on a replacement of the Albert Priest Channel

Trangie Research Station
High Security Water

The Department of Natural Resources entered into negotiations
with DPI over possible access to the unused allocation for the
Research Station for environmental purposes.

Water Infrastructure-

A project to enlarge the valve capacity of Burrendong Dam
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Project Title

Project Description

Burrendong Dam Valve
Works

Water Infrastructure-
Burrendong Flood
Mitigation Zone Operational
Policy

Currently under the Water Sharing Plan, the Burrendong storage
component of Planned Environmental Water (PEW or the Wildlife
Allocation) is up to 160,000 ML, plus carryover provisions.
Storage of additional PEW in Burrendong could help to restore a
more natural flow regime to the Macquarie River and Marshes.

Crooked, Gunningbar and
Marra Creek Systems Stock
and Domestic Water

A project to either replace channels with pipelines to landowers
on these creeks or the provide a groundwater supply from pipe
and bore systems.

Effluent Creeks Stock and
Domestic Water Supplies
Project

This project is specifically for Gunningbar and Marra Creek
systems and also proposes to either replace channels with
pipelines or to provide an alternative groundwater source.

Marthaguy Irrigation
Scheme

The Marthaguy Scheme receives regulated water supply for
irrigation and stock and domestic purposes. Because this is via
open channel, there are significant evaporation and channel
seepage losses.

Naromine — Trangie
Irrigation System

To provide alternative stock and domestic water supply
arrangements to save water lost via the current open channel
delivery system.

North Marsh ByPass
Channel (NMBC) and Lower
Macquarie River Stock and
Domestic Water Supplies
Project

There are two basic options identified at this stage;
1 Pipelines to replace the channels either partially or fully.

2 Providing stock & domestic supplies to these landholders from
alternate sources like groundwater (Great Aretesian Basin).
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/. Summary

The NSW Wetland Recovery Program aims to suppaejepts in the Macquarie and Gwydir
valleys that aid in the recovery of wetlands arsbamted rivers and floodplains through water
savings, research and development and througtr ksite management. To aid in the development
and evaluation of projects, SKM and Hassall ancbgisdes undertook extensive stakeholder
consultation to design a Project Development Tadl @ Project Evaluation Framework. The
Project Development Tool provides a method of depielg and assessing the feasibility of projects
by providing a consistent platform for calculatimgject costs and estimating water demand and
water savings. The Project Evaluation Framewodvides a platform for prioritising projects for
potential funding under the NSW Wetland RecovelygPam. This framework provides a
consistent and transparent method of ranking pi®paad to aid in the decision making process.
Both of these tools will have valuable applicatiorhe future.

This project can be seen as a fore runner foréuttater recovery projects and as a result a number
of valuable lessons have been learnt. As a rabelte are a number of recommendations to guide
future projects of this nature. These include:

The policy setting for projects of this nature néethe well formulated, consistent across river
valleys and clear and transparent to all stakehsjde

The objectives of the Program need to be well fdated and guide the subsequent process;

The progress of this project was hampered by thigdd information in the public domain
about the WRP, its objectives, associated fundintgria for funding and funding timeframes.
The process should encompass broad-scale pulmidibe Program including details of the
policy setting, the Program objectives, criterinfionding, Program timeframes, the
consultation Program and associated timelines amdde points of contact for stakeholder
enquiries. This should be undertaken well in adeasfdunding applications being sought;

The Program objectives plus initial stakeholderagggnent should inform the development of
decision support tools such as a project evaludtaomework. These tools are essential in
ensuring a transparent, efficient and effectivecpss;

Any call for potential projects should be formuthtgell beforehand and broadly publicised,;

An information package should be developed inclgdtnogram objectives, timeframes,
evaluation criteria, instruction booklet for appints, a standard application form, technical
advice templates on which to describe the projedtamy other material to aid proponents in
the development of proposals in a consistent manner

Provision should be made to allow assistance fardv@ded to proponents in developing their
projects;
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Sufficient lead time should be allowed for Prognaublicity, stakeholder engagement, project
formulation and submission of proposals;

Sufficient lead time should be allowed for projappraisal and the selection of projects for
potential funding;

The implementation Program and process for suaggssijects should be well formulated
and widely publicised;

Funding of short-listed projects should be stageallow further feasibility investigations to
be undertaken. Due to the nature of these projégssshould be a staged process whereby
during the initial stage, projects are assessemhstggeneral criteria with subsequent stages
examining feasibility, concept design, costs, emvinental and social impacts in more detail.
The final stages would involve detailed design emastruction;

The initial development of the project, changesdape and project timelines presented a
number of challenges in the successful deliverthefproject.
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