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COPYRIGHT:  The concepts and information contained in this document are the property of Sinclair 
Knight Merz Pty Ltd. Use or copying of this document in whole or in part without the written 
permission of Sinclair Knight Merz constitutes an infringement of copyright. 

LIMITATION:  This report has been prepared on behalf of and for the exclusive use of Sinclair 
Knight Merz Pty Ltd’s Client, and is subject to and issued in connection with the provisions of the 
agreement between Sinclair Knight Merz and its Client. Sinclair Knight Merz accepts no liability or 
responsibility whatsoever for or in respect of any use of or reliance upon this report by any third 
party. 
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1. Introduction 

The New South Wales Wetland Recovery Program (NSW WRP) aims to fund a suite of projects 
that will contribute to the recovery of the Macquarie Marshes, Gwydir Wetlands and associated 
riverine and floodplain ecosystems.  The Central West and Border Rivers Gwydir Catchment 
Management Authorities have been working in conjunction with Sinclair Knight Merz (SKM) and 
their subcontractor Hassall and Associates to facilitate both the development and submission of 
projects for funding under the NSW WRP and the formulation of a project evaluation framework 
that can be used to assess and prioritise projects that are then considered for funding. The purpose 
of this report is to provide the NSW WRP Project Control Group (PCG) with an update on the 

development of the project evaluation framework and to elicit their input into the finalisation of the 
criteria and associated weightings that underpin the framework. 

1.1 Background to the Project Evaluation Framework 
The evaluation framework is a decision support tool that can be used to: 

�  Facilitate the prioritisation of projects for funding under the NSW WRP; 

�  Provide a transparent and consistent approach to the assessment of projects under the NSW 
WRP; 

�  Provide a vehicle for the identification of key stakeholder values and criteria for use in the 
evaluation of projects under the NSW WRP; and 

�  Incorporate assessment criteria that are broadly consistent with the objectives of the NSW 
WRP. 

Thus the evaluation framework is a tool that allows the comparison of alternatives based on a series 
of criteria.  It is important to note that this framework will not provide the ultimate decision on 
which projects will be funded.  Whilst the framework is a mechanism for identifying the most 
appropriate projects to be funded, it is still the responsibility of the PCG to make the final decision 

on which projects will be funded.   

The criteria are split into Major Criteria and Subcriteria such that each Major Criterion has a 
number of Subcriteria. These criteria are agreed upon through consultation with appropriate 
stakeholders in order to make the project selection process as transparent as possible. The major 
criteria and subcriteria are then weighted according to their perceived importance to the objectives 
of the program. Projects are then scored against the criteria with the projects receiving the highest 
overall scores being those further considered for funding by the PCG. It is envisaged that the PCG 
will undertake the scoring and prioritisation of projects using the project evaluation framework.  

The degree of funding to be provided for each project remains at the discretion of the PCG.  Some 
projects may be fully funded, whereas others may be funded contingent on the outcome of a 
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detailed feasibility study that would include (but not be limited to) environmental impact 
assessment, design, costing and community consultation. 

Whilst this assessment framework was initially developed to provide an open and transparent 
decision support tool for the prioritisation of funding under the WRP, it is envisaged that the 
framework will remain applicable for a range of funding sources well into the future.  Not only has 
the project identified potential projects in both the Gwydir and Macquarie valleys, but a repeatable 
assessment process has been developed that can be amended to suit the objectives of any future 
funding bodies (eg. CMAs, the National Plan for Water Security).  It is this project’s potential 
future life span that enhances the possibilities that its development creates. 
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1.2 Wetlands Recovery Program 
The NSW WRP is aimed at gaining better knowledge of wetland processes to support improved 

decision making.  The WRP program objectives include: 

 

�  Achieving healthier wetlands and rivers while maintaining viable human communities;  

�  Building engagement of communities in the management of natural resources within their 
catchments, including through the involvement of Catchment Management Authorities;  

�  Building community ownership of the science and research results; and  

�  Applying adaptive management principles to the management of the Wetlands.  

 

And as outlined in the Key Program Messages for the NSW WRP, projects should aim to: 

·  Balance sustainable productive use of the wetlands with their conservation 

·  Focus on water recovery, water application, adaptive management research and 
development in conjunction with land management practices  

·  Enhance the resilience of the wetlands and their ability to respond to water flows 

A method of achieving this is by implementing water savings projects that typically consist of 
saving water by improving efficiency or by implementing ways of accessing alternative water 
sources so that the water saved remains in the river and wetland system.  As a result, many projects 
fall into this category.  In this document water savings projects are referred to as Category 1 

Projects.   

There are however, a number of submissions that consist of projects that could potentially fulfil the 
above aims by means other than saving water such as purchasing ecologically sensitive lands for 
conservation, fencing or improving infrastructure or research and extension activities. These 
projects are called Category 2 Projects. 

Because there are both water savings and non-water savings projects, it is envisaged that two 
frameworks will be needed to evaluate all projects. The reason for this is that a key criterion for 
water savings projects are the volume and cost of water saved whereas other projects also have 
significant potential to meet WRP objectives without direct water savings. 

1.3 Progress to Date 
To date, the framework has been developed following community consultation with various 
landholders and community groups in the Macquarie and Gwydir valleys.  At community 
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workshops and meetings, various major and minor criteria have been identified to reflect the goals 
of the WRP and stakeholder input. 

Stakeholder workshops and meetings include: 

�  Three workshops at each of Dubbo, Nyngan and Quambone which were attended by a total of 

50 participants representing broad stakeholder interests; 

�  A workshop at Quambone attended by approximately 12 landholders; and 

�  Two meetings in the Gwydir Valley with landholders. 

Through this process Major Criteria and Subcriteria and associated weightings have been 
identified. These are outlined in Section 2. 
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2. Evaluation Framework Assessment Criteria  

Through stakeholder consultation it was broadly agreed that the three Major Criteria for the 
evaluation framework should be:  

·  Environmental 

·  Financial/Technical  

·  Social/Economic 

While there were differences in opinion among stakeholders about the relative weightings for the 
Major Criteria a number of participants supported equal weighting (where weighting is out of 100). 
For the purposes of PCG input, equal weighting of 33.3 has been maintained initially for each of 
the Major Criteria. If individual members of the PCG consider that one or more of the Major 
Criteria should have greater (or lesser) weighting then this will be elicited in Section 3 of this 

report. 

Under each of the Major Criteria, several subcriteria were suggested as follows: 

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 

�  water application 

�  research and development 

�  land management practices 

 Volume of water saved Measured as ML/annum 

 

 Sustainability of Water Savings 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 

Financial/Technical 

 Cost per ML of Water Saved  

 Operating and Maintenance  



�

� !"�# $��! %&���'$(� ������
�

4-56�785$�&9��
"56������5����:���#��"5������8��&�
5 ������8��&�
�
����;���"5
����;�'�<=>1;&�� $
>6�:��

Major Criteria Subcriteria Explanatory Notes 

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 
Regional Economy 

Will the project impact on the 
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 
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3. What We Would Like You to Do 

3.1 Category 1 – Water Savings Projects 
This section allows you to provide feedback on the criteria developed for the evaluation framework 

for Category 1 Water Savings projects and to consider weightings for these criteria.  There are four 
issues we would like you to consider: 

1) Selection of Major Criteria  

Do you agree with the Major Criteria – Environmental, Financial/Technical and 
Social/Economic? If you agree or disagree please type agree/disagree against each of the 
Major Criteria in Table 1. If you disagree or have additional criteria please provide details in 
Table 1of what you think the Major Criteria should be. 

2) Weighting of Major Criteria 

How would you weight each of the Major Criterion in the evaluation framework? Currently 
the Major Criteria are equally weighted (out of a total of 100). If you think this is appropriate 

please type agree in Table 1 If you disagree please provide details in Table 1 of your preferred 
weightings for each of the Major Criteria. 

�  Table 1 Category 1 Water Savings Projects Major Cri teria and Associated Weightings 

Current Major 
Criteria 

Current Major 
Criteria 

Current 
Weighting 

Current 
Weighting 

Proposed 
Weighting 

 Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree  

Environment  33.3   

Financial/Technical  33.3   

Social/Economic  33.3   

Alternative Major Criteria 

 

Proposed 
Weighting 

  

  

  

  

  

  

   TOTAL 100 

 

3) Selection of Subcriteria 

Do you agree with the Subcriteria listed under each of the Major Criteria? If you agree or 
disagree please type agree/disagree in Table 2 against each Subcriterion. If you consider there 
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are suitable alternatives or additions to the list of Subcriteria please provide details in Table 2 
of what you think the alternatives/additions should be. 

4) Weighting of Subcriteria 

How would you weight each of the Subcriteria in the evaluation framework? Currently the 
Subcriteria are weighted (out of a total of 100) as indicated in Table 2. If you think this is 
appropriate please type agree in Table 2. If you disagree please provide details in Table 2 of 
how you think the Subcriteria should be weighted. 

�  Table 2 Category 1 Water Savings Projects Subcriter ia and Associated Weightings 

Major Criteria Current 
Subcriteria 

Agree/Disagree Current 
Weighting 

Agree/Disagree Proposed 
Weighting 

Environmental Alignment with 
WRP Objectives 

 50   

 Volume of water 
saved 

 40   

 Sustainability of 
Water Savings 

 10   

Financial & 
Technical 

Cost per ML of 
Water Saved 

 40   

 Operating and 
Maintenance 

Costs 

 20   

 Overall Cost of 
the Project 

 40   

Social & 
Economic 

Broad Community 
Support 

 70   

 Maintenance of 
Local and 
Regional 
Economy 

 30   

Major Criteria 
Alternative Subcriteria 

 

Proposed 
Weighting 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

  TOTAL 100 
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3.2 Category 2 – Non-Water Savings Projects 
This section allows you to provide feedback on the criteria developed for the evaluation framework 
for Category 2 Non- Water Savings projects and to consider weightings for these criteria.  There 
are four issues we would like you to consider: 

1) Selection of Major Criteria 

Do you agree with the Major Criteria – Environmental, Financial/Technical and 
Social/Economic? If you agree or disagree please type agree/disagree against each of the 
Major Criteria in Table 3. If you disagree or have additional criteria please provide details in 
Table 3of what you think the Major Criteria should be. 

2) Weighting of Major Criteria 

How would you weight each of the Major Criteria in the evaluation framework? Currently the 
Major Criteria are equally weighted (out of a total of 100). If you think this is appropriate 
please type agree in Table 3. If you disagree please provide details in Table 3of your preferred 
weightings for each of the Major Criteria. 

�  Table 3 Category 2 Non-Water Savings Projects Major  Criteria and Associated 
Weightings 

Current Major 
Criteria 

Current Major 
Criteria 

Current 
Weighting 

Current 
Weighting 

Proposed 
Weighting 

 Agree/Disagree  Agree/Disagree  

Environment  33.3   

Financial/Technical  33.3   

Social/Economic  33.3   

     

     

Alternative Major Criteria 

 

Proposed 
Weighting 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

   TOTAL 100 

 

3) Selection of Subcriteria 

Do you agree with the Subcriteria listed under each of the Major Criteria? If you agree or 
disagree please type agree/disagree in Table 4against each Subcriteria. If you consider there 
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are suitable alternatives or additions to the list of Subcriteria please provide details in Table 4 
of what you think the alternatives/additions should be. 

4) Weighting of Subcriteria 

How would you weight each of the Subcriteria in the evaluation framework? Currently the 
Subcriteria are weighted (out of a total of 100) as indicated in Table 4. If you think this is 
appropriate please type agree in Table 4. If you disagree please provide details in Table 4 of 
how you think the Subcriteria should be weighted. 

 

�  Table 4 Category 2 Non-Water Savings Projects Subcr iteria and Associated Weightings 

Major Criteria 
Current 

Subcriteria 
Agree/Disagree 

Current 
Weighting 

Agree/Disagree 
Proposed 
Weighting 

Environmental Alignment with 
WRP 

Objectives 

70    

 Sustainability 
of Project 
Benefits 

30    

Financial & 
Technical 

Operating and 
Maintenance 

Costs 

20    

 Overall Cost of 
the Project 

60    

 Project 
Innovation 

20    

Social & 
Economic 

Broad 
Community 

Support 

70    

 Maintenance of 
Local and 
Regional 
Economy 

30    

Major Criteria 
Alternative Subcriteria 

 

Proposed 
Weighting 

   

   

   

   

   

   

   

    TOTAL 100 

 



�

��

4. Summary & Way Forward 

The next step of the NSW WRP is to begin assessing the projects once the final Major and 
Subcriteria and weightings have been finalised.  This assessment and the associated feedback is the 
final stage of consultation required before this can occur. Please return your completed assessment, 
preferably electronically by CoB Friday 27 April 2007 to: 

Renee Shepherd 
Coordinator, Wetland Recovery Program 
Department of Natural Resources 
  
PO Box 1840 
DUBBO  NSW  2830 
T: 02 6883 3047    F: 02 6883 3099 
M: 0429 881 018 
renee.shepherd@dnr.nsw.gov.au 
  

 


