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Executive Summary
The Hunter Estuary near Newcastle, New South
Wales, Australia has been greatly modified since
European settlement. Valuable fisheries habitat
has been lost due to draining, filling, installation of
restrictive culverts and construction of flood
mitigation structures. Degradation of these
wetlands is also of concem as the Hunter Estuary
is the most important site within New South Wales
for migratory shorebirds.
The Kooragang Nature Reserve is one of three
sites in New SoutfrWales to be listed as a
'Wetland of International Importance' under the
Ramsar Convention because of its importance for
migratory shorebirds which are protected under
international agreements with China and Japan.

The Value Management process builds on the
detailed and specialist knowledge which resides
within the workshop participants and proceeds to
analyse the project in detail and then generate
ideas for value improvement.
At the conclusion of the Workshop a detailed
Action Plan was developed which identifies tasks
which require to be completed in order to advance
the project, and ensures that issues noted in the
body of this report are addressed.
Key Factors which emerged in the course of the
Workshop and the Study Outcomes are
summarised below.

Key Factors

Lush rainforest once covered upland areas of the
estuarine islands but now exists only in isolated
remnants due to clearing for agriculture over the
last century

•

The Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
was launched in 1993 rehabilitate, restore and
create fisheries and other wildlife habitat in
suitable sites in the Hunter Estuary;

A Feasibility Study was completed in 1992 and a
Strategic Landscape Plan developed in 1994. A
Steering Committee and Project Team have been
established and project works are in progress.

•

The project is guided by a Steering Committee
with representation from the Hunter Catchment
Management Trust, Department of Land and
Water Conservation, Newcastle City CounCil,
Port Stephens Council, National Parks and
Wildlife Service, and NSW Fisheries;

•

The three sites being rehabilitated are Ash
Island (500 hectares owned by NSW
Department of Public Works and Services),
Tomago (800 hectares owned by Tomago
Aluminium Co pty Ltd and the National Parks
and Wildlife Service), and Stockton Sandspit
(owned by Newcastle City Council and the
National Parks and Wildlife Service);

•

An unregistered lease will be signed in 1996 for
the management of Ash Island by the Hunter
Catchment Management Trust. Ash Island is
currently leased for grazing purposes and
these leases will be managed by the Trust;

•

A Feasibility Study for the project was
completed in 1992 and a Strategic Landscape
Plan prepared in 1994;

•

A large proportion of the estimated $11 million
expenditure on the project over the next 10
years is for associated community access for
education, research and recreation.
Community involvement is seen as integral to
the success of the project and rehabilitation
projects elsewhere;

•

Ownership of roads on Ash Island and
responsibilities for maintenance require
clarification. Approximately $0.75 million to

The Value Management Study was commissioned
to review the project and thereby meet a NSW
Government requirement for provision of funding.
A key element of the Study structure is the
concentrated workshop sessions attended by the
major stakeholders of the project. This was held in
Newcastle 31 January & 1 February 1996.
The specific objectives of the Value Management
Study as agreed by the study group were to:
•

Confirm the project objectives;

•

Clarify the scope of and justification for the
project;

•

Review opportunities and constraints for the
site;

•

Review the major components of the project
and identify value improvements;

•

Prioritise project activities;

•

Canvass and address key issues and
concerns of the major stakeholders;

•

Develop an Action Plan to progress the
project.

Furthermore it was to generally ensure the
provision of all necessary functions required at the
lowest total cost without compromising the
required levels of quality and performance.
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upgrade the road is currently included in the
budget;
•

Approximately $1.2 million is included in the
budget for construction of a rock wall to
stabilise the north bank of the island;

•

Project funding is obtained from a variety of
sources including organisations represented on
the Steering Committee, sponsorships from
local industries, University of Newcastle, and
Commonwealth and State Government grants.
Department of Employment, Education and
Training (DEET) funded training groups are
utilised for project works;

•

Research and education are key components
of the project. The project partially funds a
Research Fellow at the University of
Newcastle.

•

Recommended that the proposed $1.2 million
rock wall to halt river bank erosion should be
deleted from the project and, if necessary,
would be more appropriately funded from other
sources. The rate of erosion is to be calculated
and project revegetation and structures
designed to ensure an appropriate life;

•

Considered the role of the Project in future
funding of the City Farm component and
recognised that the City Farm could attract a
wider audience to the Project and therefore be
of benefit. Landcare funding has been provided
for a three year period to implement the Farm
Management Plan. The costs and benefits
require quantification and consideration of
ongoing operation and maintenance costs is
necessary;

•

Considered whether the project should be
expanded to include areas such as Hexham
Swamp. It was agreed that the Management
Plan should clearly document the current
scope of the project and allow for new
opportunities to be addressed as they arise;

•

Agreed that a variety of funding avenues
continue to be explored including
Commonwealth Government grants (eg
Landcare, National Fish Care), State
Government funds, Newcastle Bicentennial
funding, etc. The group concluded that in the
initial stages entry fees should not be charged
but could be considered in the longer term;

•

Resolved that requirements for a high ground
flood refuge be considered as part of the Flood
Management plan which is to be developed;

•

Concluded that access via Tourle St to the
site should be investigated as part of a traffic
management plan with a view to possibly
providing local access (to the railway line) for
fishing, etc. Through traffic is not proposed
because of the impact on birds and wetland
management. Options for access to various
project sites were proposed for further
investigation;

•

Proposed the continuing use of labour market
programs and clarified the need to

Outcomes
During the Workshop, the participants:
•

•

Debated the project objectives and agreed
that they should be redrafted to reflect the
three major aspects of the project being habitat
creation and rehabilitation, community
participation, and development of estuary
management models for application elsewhere;
Concluded that the justification of the project
requires further documentation and identified
aspects to be included. The need to integrate:
-

habitat creation and rehabilitation,

-

community focus,

-

and applied research and development of
models

to ensure viability is to be emphasised.
Documentation of the "Do Minimum" case and
the associated consequences is to form part of
the justification for the project;
•

•

Considered the advantages and
disadvantages of rehabilitating the site before
providing future community access. The group
agreed that this approach could be used in
zones but that early access for the community
was important for education in the process of
rehabilitation and gaining support for ongoing
funding of the project;
Agreed that fast growing species would be
used to improve the visual impact where they
fit the long term plan and are known native
species on the island. Education and signage
is required to explain the rehabilitation process
and its timescale;
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-

determine the tasks to be contracted;

-

determine the most appropriate delivery
method for each task;

-

develop schedules of work with clear
parameters;

-

work groups to provide advance notice of
daily work plans and materials to be
provided by Kooragang Wetland
Rehabilitation Project;

•

Identified the need to develop a maintenance
plan for ongoing management of completed
projects;

•

Resolved that the use of the labour of
detainees at Tomago Correctional Centre be
pursued. Tasks are to be identified to match
the skills of inmates. Maintenance and clean up
activities were suggested;

•

Concluded that the relationship of the
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project to
the Shortland Wetlands Centre requires
formalising and suggested that consideration
be given to a committee to oversee all Hunter
River Estuary activities be formed to overcome
concerns about integration of the project into
the broader Estuary Management Plan;

•

Proposed that the overall Management Plan
being produced should include the City Farm
Plan, Revegetation Plan, Wetland Creation
Plan, Stockton Sandspit Plan, Interpretative
Plan, Research Plan, Education Plan, Tomago
Plan, Expansion Options Plan;

•

Proposed that the appointment of an
Education/Promotion Officer be investigated to
assume the education workload of other staff
and the Shortland Wetlands Centre staff, to
assist with interpretive signage and to increase
revenue through marketing the project to
groups;

•

Identified the need to include staff, research
and education costs in the draft project budget.
Allowances for ongoing maintenance,
operations costs and bridge crossing for
bicycles are to be reviewed;

•

Proposed improving National and International
involvement with the project, initially through
publications, meetings and workshops and in
the future by recruiting visiting reSf; lrchers and
overseas higher degree students;

•

Recognised the importance to the project's
success of involving all interested parties and
decided that the local Aboriginal communities
will be approached to ascertain their views on
recognition in the project of prior Aboriginal
occupation of the site;

•

Noted that research activities are directly
related to project requirements and results in
publications which assist wetland managers
and educational opportunities. Clarification of
the relationship between the University of
Newcastle, the project team and other
researchers is required. Establishing a role of
research associate or a Research Institute was
suggested and is to be further pursued;
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•

Identified the value of increasing community
ownership of the project and proposed
consideration of the appointment to the
Steering Committee of 2-3 community
representatives (each representing a number
of interests) and the establishment of a
"Friends of Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation
Project" program to assist with specific
projects;

•

Considered the possibility of generating
revenue by consulting to other projects on a
commercial basis using the knowledge gained
on the project. The group agreed that while this
might be a future option, the project has been
established for the community benefit and to
gain knowledge for further wetland projects in
NSW and it would not be appropriate to sell the
knowledge gained at this stage;

•

Identified and assessed the broad risks
associated with the project. Vandalism and the
perception that the island breeds mosqu~tos
were assessed as high risks and strategies to
minimise their impact will be developed;

•

Agreed that the costs and benefits of the
component parts of the project require
quantification and inclusion in the Management
Plan and will be used in determining project
priorities;

•

Noted that the priorities of project components
will be dependent on the availability of funding
for specific components from the funding
sources. The information available to the
Study Group was inadequate for prioritising the
project components;

•

Resolved that a program timeline will be
developed to establish the future of existing
lessees on Ash Island and their integration into
the project. Written agreement with the lessees
is to be obtained;

•

Proposed several ideas relating to tourism and
education to be investigated;

•

Canvassed issues and concerns of the major
stakeholders. Issues and concerns were
addressed in the workshop by formulating
recommendations or reference to the Action
Plan;

•

Developed an Action Plan to progess the
project;

•

Gained a comprehensive awareness of the
overriding issues associated with the process
and were provided with a forum to express
views, exchange ideas and to seek clarification
of matters raised in the course of the
Workshop.
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1. Introduction
1.1 Value Study Background

The Value Study Group included representatives
from:

The Hunter Estuary near Newcastle, New South
Wales, Australia has been greatly modified since
European settlement. Valuable fisheries habitat
has been lost due to draining, filling, installation of
restrictive culverts and construction of flood
mitigation structures. Degradation of these
wetlands is also of concern as the Hunter Estuary
is the most important site within New South Wales
for migratory shorebirds.

•

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project;

•

Department of Land and Water Conservation;

•

NSW Fisheries;

•

Awabakal Field Studies Centre;

•

Commercial Fisheries Advisory Council;

•

Department of Land and Water Conservation;

The Kooragang Nature Reserve is one of three
sites in New South Wales to be listed as a
'Wetland of Intemational Importance' under the
Ramsar Convention because of its importance for
migratory shorebirds which are protected under
international agreements with China and Japan.

•

Hunter Catchment Management Trust;

•

History Consultant;

•

Hunter Water Corporation;

•

Newcastle City Council;

•

NSW Fisheries;

•

NSW National Parks and Wildlife Service

•

Patterson Britton & Partners pty Ltd

•

Port Stephens Council

•

Port Waratah Coal Services

•

Shortland Wetlands Centre

•

Throsby Land Care

•

Tomago Aluminium

•

Trees in Newcastle

1.2 Value Study Methodology

•

University of Newcastle

The Product Evaluation Unit (PEU) of the
Department of Public Works and Services was
commissioned by the Project Coordinator,
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project to
undertake a Value Management Study for the
project.

The Value Study Team comprised Mr Bob
Andrews as Workshop Facilitator and Mr Gary
Milligan as Value Analyst.

The Value Study format is outlined in Figure 1.

Definitive aimslobjectives are required to maintain
value study focus and direction during the
workshop.

Lush rainforest once covered upland areas of the
estuarine islands but now exists only in isolated
remnants due to clearing for agriculture over the
last century
A Feasibility Study was completed in 1992 and a
Strategic Landscape Plan developed in 1994. A
Steering Committee and Project Team have been
established and project works are in progress.
The Value Management Study was commissioned
to review the project and thereby meet a NSW
Government requirement for provision of funding.

A key element of the Study structure is the
concentrated workshop sessions attended by the
major stakeholders of the project. This was held in
Newcastle on the 31 January and 1 February
1996.
The Value Management Study Workshop was
largely carried out to the requirements of
Australian/New Zealand Standard for Value
Management AS/NZS 4183: 1994.
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A full list of participants is provided in Appendix 1.

1.3 Value Study Objectives

General Objective
In broad terms the objective of the Value
Management Study is to provide all necessary
functions required of the project at the lowest total
cost consistent with the required levels of quality
and performance.

The Value Study Group reviewed the specific
objectives circulated in the Background Papers
and agreed on the following objectives:

1.4 Value Study Report
This report has been compiled by the Product
Evaluation Unit (PEU). It seeks to provide an
objective overview of the project aspects and
value management outcomes.

Specific Study Activities
•

Confirm the project objectives;

•

Clarify the scope of and justification for the
project;

•

Review opportunities and constraints for the
site;

•

Review the major components of the project
and identify value improvements;

•

Prioritise project activities;

•

Canvass and address key issues and
concerns of the major stakeholders;

•

Develop an Action Plan to progress the
project.

The report is built from the pre-study briefings,
Value Study Background Papers and the
information and discussion generated during the
formal Value Study Workshop sessions.
The report is intended to provide a basis for the
final decisions on project direction, specification
and scope.

Value Management Process
NSWPublic Sector NkxIeI

Value Study Group Input - 2 cSys

Value Study Team Total Study lirmframe: 6 - 8 v.eeks

Project
Ufe

Figure 1
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2. Project Information

2.1 Introduction
Background Papers were circulated prior to the
workshop and several brief presentations on the
salient aspects of the project were made at the
start of the workshop. This provided a platform for
informed questioning and later generation of ideas
for improvement. The information below is
extracted from the Background Papers and the
presentations made.

Major activities on each of the three sites are as
follows (see Strategic Landscape Plans,
Appendix 3):

• Ash Island - create about 200 ha of wetland
through culvert replacement and excavation to
enhance and expand fish, prawn, crab and
waterbird habitat; regenerate and revegetate
littoral rainforest containing population of the
endangered rainforest vine Cynanchum
Elegans; establish city farm for educational and
research purposes; establish visitors centre for
educational purposes; establish investigation
zone for on-going experiments in estuarine
ecology; trial mosquito control techniques;
establish walking and bicycle paths as well as
fishing and picnicking areas; study birds, fish,
vegetation and hydrology to guide
management activities and assess
effectiveness of rehabilitation.

2.2 Project Background
The Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project is
of national and international significance due to
the broad scope of its rehabilitation activities;
unique integration of research and wetland
management; and the high level of cooperation
which has been achieved among a variety of
industries and conservation groups. As a result of
this effort, the Project received the 1995 Gold
Award for Community Projects from RiverCare
2000 and the 1995 Environmental Achievement
Award for Community Partnerships from
Newcastle City Council.
The Project aims to rehabilitate, restore and
create fisheries and other wildlife habitat in
suitable sites of the Hunter Estuary. Opportunities
for research, education, recreation and tourism will
be developed to complement the habitat work.
Since its inception, the Project has aimed to
actively encourage cooperation between industry
resident in the estuary and conservation groups ..
The Hunter estuary contains one of only three
sites in New South Wales designated as being a
'Wetland of International Significance' under the
Ramsar Convention. The wetlands in and around
the Kooragang Nature Reserve provide critical
wintering habitat for migratory wading birds which
are protected under international treaties with
Japan and China. These wetlands also provide
essential fisheries nursery habitat for a variety of
commercially important fish, prawn and crab
species.
The three sites (see plan of the sites in
Appendix 2) being rehabilitated are Ash Island
(500 ha owned by NSW Public Works and
Services); Tomago (800 ha owned by Tomago
Aluminium Co Pty Ltd and NSW National Parks
and Wildlife Service); and Stockton Sandspit (10
ha owned by NPWS and Newcastle City Council).
It is possible that other sites suitable for
rehabilitation will be added to the Project if they fit
within the guidelines of the management plan.
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

•

Tomago - introduce a tidal regime to a former
saltmarsh area to restore a wetland as a high
tide roost for migratory shorebirds as well as
enhance fish, prawn and crab habitat; provide
interpretation sites connected by a bicycle
track for educational purposes; monitor birds,
fish, vegetation and hydrology to assess
effectiveness of rehabilitation.

•

Stockton - create a tidal lagoon to serve as a
high tide roost for migratory shorebirds;
establish bird hide, walking path, screen
planting and mangrove boardwalk to educate
people about the nature reserve and allow
unobtrusive bird observing.

2.3 Project Management
The management structure of the Project currently
consists of a project coordinator, design
coordinator, works supervisor, and city farm
coordinator who report to a Steering Committee
which was formed in 1992 and is currently made
up of representatives of six resource management
agencies and patron/community representative.
The organisations that are represented are Hunter
Catchment Management Trust (HCMT);
Department of Land and Water Conservation
(DLWC); Newcastle City Council (NCC); Port
Stephens Council (PSC); NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Service (NPWS) and NSW Fisheries
(NSWF). These organisations also contribute
financially to the Project.

3

2.4 Project Sponsors
Eleven sponsors support various components of
the Project. These sponsors are the Australian
Nature Conservation Agency; BHP Steel;
Brambles; Commonwealth Steel Co; Department
of Employment, Education and Training; Gardner
Perrott; Orion Energy; Pacific Power; Port
Waratah Coal Services; TransGrid; and the
University of Newcastle. It is due to this high level
of cooperation that the Project won the 1995
RiverCare 2000 Gold Award for Community
Projects and the 1995 Newcastle City Council's
Environmental Achievement Award for Community
Partnerships.

2.5 Project Justification
Throughout history and pre-history, the Hunter
Estuary has supported a valuable fishery which
has produced significant amounts of fish, prawns,
crabs for human consumption. However, large
areas of mangroves, saltmarsh and mudflats
(which provide critical nursery habitat for fish,
prawns and crabs) have been drained and
reclaimed for industrial development and landbased agriculture. These activities have resulted
in the loss and/or degradation of fisheries nursery
habitat.
This Project acknowledges that the long-term food
production potential of low-lying, brackish
wetlands in the estuary is in the production of
aquatic species - fish, crabs and prawns. In 1985,
Hunter Estuary had 14.5% of the mangroves,
8.7% of the saltmarsh and O. 1% of the seagrass
found in New South Wales (West et al. 1985).
The Project has been documenting how the areas
covered by different vegetation types have
changed since European settlement and the
extent to which they have been degraded
(Williams et al. 1995).
The Hunter Estuary is the most important site in
New South Wales for wintering migratory
shorebirds and resource managers are obligated
under several international agreements to protect
or enhance shorebird habitat. The mudflats of
Fullerton Cove provide the main feeding area with
certain nearby areas providing high tide roosts
(Geering and Winning 1993).
In 1984, the Kooragang Nature Reserve was listed
as a 'Wetland of International Importance' under
the Ramsar Convention because of its importance
for migratory wading birds. More than 5000
migratory wading birds can be found in the estuary
each year (Geering 1995; Gosper 1981; Kingsford
1995). Thirty-eight of the 66 species of migratory
waders presently covered in the Japan-Australia
Migratory Bird Agreement occur in the Hunter
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

Estuary. Eight shorebird and one tern species
occurring in the estuary are listed as vulnerable
and rare or threatened on Schedule 12 of the
National Parks and Wildlife Act (SWC Consultancy
1995).
The project was initiated to help compensate for
this loss of fisheries habitat and grew to
incorporate activities to create and enhance
wading bird habitat as well. Education, research
and recreation works complementary to the
habitat work will encourage wise use and
understanding of the estuarine ecosystem that
exists on the doorstep of the large metropolitan
area of Newcastle and its associated industrial
development.
The Hunter Estuary has been greatly modified
since Europeans first explored it in 1798. Initial
major commercial activities included timber cutting
and mining beds of oyster shells for lime. These
activities were followed by clearing and draining
for agricultural and heavy industry (Turner, in
prep.).
The greatest change to the islands of the Hunter
estuary occurred between 1951 and 1959 when
Ash, Moscheto, Dempsey, Walsh, Spectacle and
Goat islands were joined to create one island
(Kooragang) for industrial development. Spit
Island was connected to the mainland in 1959 for
expansion of BHP steelworks and associated
industry.
A railway link between Kooragang and the
mainland system was opened in 1968. The
railway was an encouragement to industrial
development as well as an effective barrier
between the industrial and more natural areas of
the island.
The conservation values of these natural areas on
Kooragang Island and associated estuarine
wetlands were documented in a series of reports
(Briggs 1978; Coffey 1973; Dames & Moore 1978;
Kendall & Van Gessel 1972, 1974; Moss 1983)
which culminated in the gazettal of the Kooragang
Nature Reserve in 1983.
The nature reserve lies adjacent to the Ash Island
site, forms approximately half of the Tomago site
and most of the Stockton site. The NSW National
Parks and Wildlife Service owns and manages the
reserve and is represented on the Project's
Steering Committee. This administrative link
ensures that the Project's educational and
research activities in the reserve are
complementary to the nature reserve's primary
purpose of protecting migratory shorebird
wintering habitat.
The lush and diverse rainforest that once covered
Ash Island has been reduced to a number of
4

isolated remnants due to extensive clearing for
agriculture. The endangered rainforest vine,
Cynanchum Elegans, still exists in several of the
patches and provides a biological focus for the
rainforest regeneration and revegetation of the
upland sites on the island. This work is part of the
overall recovery program for C e/egans which is
being coordinated by NPWS.

•

Australian Nature Conservation Agency
(shorebird research, $23,510);

•

BHP (car park, $25,257; 3 yr PhD scholarship
for mosquito research, $60,000);

•

Brambles (car park, $25,257; lagoon
excavation & culvert earthworks, $30,930);

•

Commonwealth Steel (3 yr support for
rainforest regeneration, $30,000);

•

Department of Employment, Education and
Training (support for 9 LEAP and NWO teams);

•

Gardner-Perrott (industrial services such as
cleaning and painting, est. $15,000);

The Project acknowledges the strong community
interest shown in the estuary's colourful history
and its recent agricultural past in the proposed
displays at the visitors centre and the city farm
concept. The city farm will have a historical focus
in the Milham's Farm site but be primarily
demonstrating progressive and alternative
agricultural techniques that can protect and
enhance wetlands.

•

MetNorth Energy (formerly Orion Energy)
(materials for culvert reconstruction, $16,500);

•

Port Waratah Coal Services (3 yr support for
fisheries research technician, $125,000);

•

TransGrid and Pacific Power (education
display, $20,000; solar power, $20,000);

•

University of Newcastle (3 yr support for
research fellow, $60,000).

2.6 Project Funding

Key activities of the Project both in capital works
and research have been made possible by the
generous cash contributions and in kind support
from these organisations.

The Project has become a repository for
information about the rich social and natural
history of the estuary. The two are inextricably
linked and need to be understood to produce a
coherent and lasting management plan for the
estuary.

In summary, the Project had, at 30 June 1995,
carried out works to the value of $770,888 (cash
expenditure plus in kind contributions from
sponsors) and had received grants totalling
$334,000 from the Govemment's Estuary
Management Program with a commitment of a
further $17,000.
Total contributions from committee members and
local companies was $549,900. The difference
between committee member's expenditure and
NSW Govemment grants through the Estuary
Management Program at 30 June 1995 was

$198,900.
The projected budget for the Project will assume
similar level of contribution as in 1995/96 for
committee members and sponsors. Department
of Land and Water Conservation's Estuary
Management Program can provide no more than
50% of the budgeted cost of works for activity
which is available for funding under the Estuary
Management Program.
The project will be primarily funded in the short to
medium term by contributions from members of
the steering committee and sponsorship from
private companies and other organisations.
Applications for government grants (state and
commonwealth) will be submitted to fund specific
aspects of the project.
In 1993/94 - 1994/95, eleven sponsors contributed
to the Project. They were as follows:
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DEET-funded training groups have been
regenerating and revegetating rainforest,
landscaping, and building fences and boardwalks.
A Jobskills team renovated the Kooragang
Wetland Rehabilitation Project office at the
Shortland Wetlands Centre. The Project is
continuing to support applications for more
activities to be undertaken as training projects.
In 1993/94 - 1994/95, grants were received from
Rivers Reborn (river bank clean up and
stabilisation) and National Landcare (city farm
coordinator).
In the medium to long term, additional income
could be generated by offering estuarine
management and rehabilitation services to other
projects andlor organisations. Sales of books
produced by the project could also become
another source of income. Cooperation with
utilities currently maintaining access roads on Ash
Island can achieve objectives for the Project as
well.
Preliminary estimates indicate that the cost of the
Project over the next 10 years is $11 million. A
preliminary budget was tabled at the Value
Management Study and is included in
Appendix 4.
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2.7 Project Components

2.8 Other Stakeholders

Milestone dates for key activities will be available
when the staging and costing section of this
document is completed by the consultants. in
general, the key activities will take place over the
next 10 years, with many of the components
completed in the next 5 years depending on the
availability of funding. The key components are
listed below.

Not all parties with an interest in the project were
able to be accommodated in the workshop.
Identified interested parties including sponsors
were invited to submit their issues and concerns
for consideration by the workshop. Three
submissions were made prior to the workshop and
the main points were raised in the workshop (see
submission details in Appendix 5. Other
submissions were not received in time for
consideration in the workshop (see Appendix 6).

Wetland Rehabilitation
Full tidal flows will be restored in creeks on the
Ash Island and Tomago sites. Over 700 hectares
will be rehabilitated on the two sites.
Wetland Creation
brackish: approximately 200 ha created with a
combination of opening culverts and engineering
works.
freshwaterlintermittent.: extend existing areas for
frogs and waterbirds that prefer fresher water.
Regeneration/Revegetation
Cleared upland areas will be revegetated and
rainforest remnants will be regenerated to meet
aesthetic, conservation and education goals.
Specifically, regeneration will focus on conserving
the endangered rainforest vine, Cynanchum
E/egans and expanding the area of rainforest.
Applied Research Program
Management activities will be linked with applied
research which will guide and monitor the works.
Assessment of the effectiveness of the various
activities is critical as it will allow future works to
be modified and improved as well as establish the
Project as a source of expertise in the field of
estuarine rehabilitation.
Education Program
Educating school groups, the community and
casual visitors can engender greater appreciation
of the estuarine ecosystem; help managers find
clear ways in which to explain why and how
various rehabilitation activities are being done; and
foster new ideas from a variety of sources.

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study
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3. Project Analysis

3.1 Overview
The Value Study Group established the project
objectives, identified project drivers and
constraints, questioned assumptions, considered
key issues, concerns, and examined the major
cost influences.
These steps expanded participants understanding
of the project and_set the scene for generation of
improvement ideas.

3.2 Project Objectives
The presentations and the Background Papers
provided the participants with the necessary
information to review the project objectives. These
were stated in the Background Papers as:
The aim of the Project is to rehabilitate, restore
and create fisheries and other wildlife habitat in
suitable sites of the Hunter estuary. Opportunities
for research, education, recreation and tourism will
be developed to complement the habitat work and
enhance appreciation and responsible use of the
estuaries ecosystem. The Project also aims to
demonstrate that industry and the environment
can sympathetically coexist.

10. establish conservation agreements with
landowners of the rehabilitation sites;
11. demonstrate sympathetic coexistence
between industry and the environment;
12. develop a national and international profile for
the project in order to ensure that the project
is in a position to advise on rehabilitation
elsewhere.
13. demonstrate ecosystem restoration strategy
directed by a scientific research program
Participants considered that many of these
objectives were strategies ("how to") for achieving
the broader objectives. These objectives were
broadly be classified as:
•

create and rehabilitate habitat;

•

community participation;

•

develop estuary management models.

During the Development Phase of the workshop a
subgroup examined redrafting the objectives and
concluded that Objective 1,2,3,4,5,6,7 related to
habitat, Objectives 8,9,10 to community, and 12,
13 to model development.

1.

increase available nursery habitatfor fish,
prawn and crab species;

2.

increase diversity and abundance of fish and
crustacean species using tidal creeks;

The subgroup proposed rewriting the aim as "The
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project aims to
use community participation, education, and
research to rehabilitate, restore and create
fisheries, bird and other wildlife habitat in the
Hunter Estuary in cooperation and coexistence
with industry and farming interests".

3.

increase availability of high tide roosts for
wintering migratory shorebirds;

The need to include an objective about cost
effectiveness was identified.

4.

manage mosquito breeding in rehabilitated
and created wetlands;

The Study Group concluded that the objectives
should be revised as an Action Plan item.

5.

improve soil and water quality of tidal streams
and catchments;

3.3 Project Drivers

6.

regenerate and revegetate rainforest
remnants with special emphasis on the
recovery of the endangered rainforest vine
Cynanchum Elegans;

7.

enhance the diversity of flora and fauna
native to the local floodplain on upland sites;

The project objectives are:

8.

develop facilities for community access (for
education, recreation and tourism) that are
complementary to rehabilitation activities;

9.

gain support of the community and
encourage involvement in the Project;
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To establish the motivators for the project the
group was asked to define what is driving the
project.
The scope and justification of the project was seen
as:
•

Compensation for the loss of fisheries habitat
in the Lower Hunter Estuary (64% of
commercial fish use wetland in their lifecycle
and at least 60% of NSW coastal wetland has
been destroyed)

•

Opportunity for a large reversal of wetland loss.
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•

•

•

An integrated approach to the project is
needed to ensure its viability involving fish
habitat, wetland and people.
There is a Government expectation dating
back to the 1970's that something will be done
on Ash Island;
The Tomago site is 800 hectares of degraded
wetland that is easily rehabilitated;

•

Articulating research outcomes ie linking
research to specific project strategies;

•

The role of Ash Island leaseholders - potential
agistment;

•

Potential for the security of long term access to
the site;

•

Marketing and public relations in the future;

•

Protection of dry rain forest particularly
endangered vine Cynanchum Elegans;

•

City Farm included to specifically attract people
to the site;

•

How many people will use the facility;

•

Possibility of future expansion of the project to
Hexham swamp;

•

Transport access to the island (roads, bridges,
canoes, bicycles, pedestrians);

•

National Parks and Wildlife Service identified
the endangered vine Cynanchum Elegans.

•

Transport access to Fullerton Cove site;

•

The viability of the City Farm component of the
project;

3.4 Project Constraints

•

To establish the limitations on the project the
Value Study group identified, debated and
recorded the following project constraints:

The ongoing management structure (Steering
Committee);

•

Lack of site security and resulting vandalism;

•

Mosquitos;

•

Financial;

•

•

Government policies, paperwork and red tape;

There is not a lot to see after a number of
years of the project;

•

Extent of biological knowledge - research
required;

•

•

Community opinion - "traditional" use;

Flooding may/will destroy the project (City
farm, plantings, boardwalks, buildings).
Insurance costs and disruption to income from
tourism;

•

Time - elections, funding.

•

Active participation (areas, activities);

•

Time available to do the work required;

•

Continuing funding;

•

Expectation by sponsors and others of
achieved outcomes;

•

Employment programs continuity;

•

The balance between funding for habitat and
community aspects. High proportion for
community;

•

Costs and benefits of components of the
project;

•

Length of time required to achieve outcomes
(biological time);

•

Physical site conditions - prior use;

•

Land ownership, lease and zoning;

•

Lease land use -grazing;

•

Evolution of project objectives and interaction
between activities;

•

Public dumping and lack of access control;

•

Cost of river bank protection;

•

Lack of understanding of the complexity of the
project;

•

Integration of works into the Hunter Estuary
Catchment Management Plan;

•

Resources - people availability and skill levels.

•

Concern on quantifying cost/benefits to the
community;

•

The long term viability of the project (property
rights);

3.5 Key Issues and Concerns
Participants formed sub groups to identify issues
and concerns and assumptions being made about
the project. This provided a better focus on the
motivations and requirements for the project.

•

Staff salaries;

•

Whole of life costs (post 2003);

•

In summary the issues and concerns identified
were:

The impact of the community on the project
and the need for visitor support;

•

Clarification of objectives;

•

Lack of detailed management program and
strategies to guide implementation;

•

Performance indicators;

•

Management of leases;

•

No commercial program for the project;

•

Land ownership and zoning. Status of the sites;

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study
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•

Access to the sites;

•

•

The relationship between Kooragang Wetland
Rehabilitation Project and the University of
Newcastle;

•
•

•

Keeping current users happy;

•

Management of labour;

•

Timing of research and management (feedback
mechanisms);

•

Overexpectations - people want visible results
in an unreasonable time;

•

Coordination between farm, wetlands and
. forest;
rain

•
•
•

Exotic vegetation control;

•
•

•
•
•

-

Efficient utilisation of sponsors plant;
National Parks and Wildlife Service consent
required for work involving Cynanchum
Elegans vine;

•

Possible detrimental effect on rainforests of
altered drainage flows;

•

Work starting without a management plan;

•

Need for works that are low maintenance in the
future;

•
•

Rushed approach to rainforest rehabilitation;
Degradation of Cynanchum Elegans by project
works;

•
•
•
•

Species planted that aren't native to the island;
Connectivity of rainforest to the high ground;
Trampling of seedlings by visitors;
Cynanchum Elegans exposed to dry
environment with lantana removal;

•

Need to pursue low cost tasks (weeds, rubbish,
trees, shade);

•

Need for pasture control - continue with grazing
to minimise weeds, snakes, etc and produce
revenue.

3.6 Assumptions
Assumptions being made about the project and
identified by the subgroups were then assessed
as being either valid or challengeable.
The assumptions were:

A'$:SumRti&oiII I

II
Ii'o< o'i':o

•
•
•
•

0

0:: iNalidAssumptioris»o//oo
The community will benefit from the
project;
The objectives of rehabilitation can be
achieved in isolation;
Industries are interested in the
environment;
The project will make a significant
positive difference;

..
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•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•
•

•
•
•
•

•
•

•
•
•

•

•
•
•

•
•

There is a need for additional
environment for waders;
Education works;
Wetland rehabilitation will improve the
physical conditions;
Wetlands have aesthetic value;
There is international interest in the
project;
Government is interested in theprOiect;
Works on Ash Island site will not have a
negative impact on other areas;
By broadening the project the initial
objectives can still be met;
iChalleiigeableAssumptioiis}
Wetlands in the lower Hunter estuary are
productive (fish, vegetables, etc);
The project is viable in the long term and
able to adapt to community expectations
overtime;
There is a need for intervention;
Pollution in the south arm of the river will
not affect fish;
ManaQement of mosquitos is needed;
The project is worth $11 million;
The project will be successful. Need to
manaQe expectations;
Appropriate diversity will improve;
Objectives of the project will remain valid
in the 10nQ term;
There will be continued industry support,
involvement and funding;
Industry will continue to cooperate;
All interested parties have been
identified;
Scientific method works;
The project is unique;
Works on Tomago site will not have a
neQative impact on other areas;
All project areas will be appropriately
rezoned;
The project has ongOing government
fundinQ;
The project has an ongoing lease on the
Ash Island site;
Labour market training programs will
continue to provide labour for the
projects;
Community support will prevent the sites
from reverting to other uses ie industry;
The history of the island is of significance
to the community;
Flooding won't impact on the project;
The rock bar in the south arm of the river
does not affect water Quantity and Quality;
People will recognise the environmental
worth of the project;
Research outcomes will produce
expected wetland models;
The sponsors can be worked with without
compromisinQ the project objectives;
The City Farm can be established on the
site with so manv phvsical constraints .
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Assumptions that were assessed as challengeable
provided part of the basis for the generation of
ideas in the Creativity Phase of the workshop. At
the end of the workshop a subgroup reviewed the
assumptions challenged with a view to identifying
whether they had been adequately addressed in
the workshop or if any additional actions are
necessary. Actions identified were included in the
Action Plan.

3.7 Cost Factors
Preliminary cost estimates available to the study
group (see schedule in Appendix 4) provided the
basis for the analysis of the major cost factors set
out below.

pathways
Buildings

0.15

Consolidation of these costs indicated that
approximately $7.8 million was to be spent on
community facilities, $3.2 million on habitat
rehabilitation and $0.5 million on the development
of estuary models from research activities. This
analysis showed that while the main driver for the
project was restoration of habitats for fish and
other wildlife a large proportion of costs were
related to facilities to attract and educate the
community.
Involvement of the community in this way was
seen as an integral part of the project to maintain
support for funding.
Of the $3.2 million to be spent on habitat
restoration approximately $1.2 million is proposed
for erosion control measures on the north bank of
the island.
While the total estimate of the project is some $11
million up to $3 million is expected to be provided
from "in kind" sources and between $1 and $2
million from industry sponsorship. Subsidy from
the NSW Government will be sought on the basis
of the remaining $~-7 million expenditure.
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project • Value Management Study
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4. Project Improvement

4.1 Methodology

The ideas rated 1 for further evaluation were
classified into groups as follows:

Sections 2 and 3 of this report summarise the
outcomes of the first two stages of the Value
Management "Job Plan", ie. the Information and
Analysis Phases. These phases provided the
platform for the generation of ideas/options for
improving project value.

A. Habitat

The ideas generated resulted from asking the
following questions with respect to the areas
under investigation.

E. Management/Operations

Can We .... ?

•
•
•
•
•
•

Simplify anything?
Eliminate anything?
Combine anything?

B. Facilities
C. Funding/lncome
D. Access

F. Research

G. CommunitylEducation
Issues flowing from the ideas generated were
used in the development of the project within the
workshop or were considered for inclusion in the
Action Plan.

Re-/ocate anything?

4.3 Habitat

Change anything?

A proposal to develop the project in two stage was
considered by the Study Group. Initially the sites
would be rehabilitated and revegetated followed
by later inclusion of access to the public.

Add anything?

The generation of ideas was undertaken in 4 subgroups to ensure a full coverage of salient aspects
of the project and to maximise the range of ideas.
Participants were asked to generate as many
ideas to improve the project as possible and to
defer judgment of ideas until later in the
Workshop.

4.2 Ideas Generated
Overall, over 140 ideas/ questions were generated
by the sub-groups. The assessment of the ideas
generated was carried out by the combined Study
Group.
A full list of speculative "Can We" ideas/questions
and the Group's assessment is provided in

Appendix 7.
The Study Group was requested to assess and
rate each idea/ question using the following scale:
1.

Good Idea to be considered further in
Workshop;

2.

Good Idea but outside the scope or timeframe
of the workshop. To be considered for
inclusion in the Action Plan for investigation;

3.

Consider no further - seemed like a good idea
at the time.

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

Advantages were listed as:
•

When opened to the public there would be
more to see;

•

Expenditure on community access could be
postponed;

•

Allows the project to focus on habitat.

Disadvantages were seen as:
•

Opening to the public would be delayed;

•

Possible difficulty in obtaining funding/ support;

•

People would be unable to be informed and
educated by seeing progress made and
techniques used.

The group agreed that the approach would be
suitable for certain areas and would require
appropriate signage.
Deletion of community access facilities from the
project was considered, however, community
access to the project generally is an integral part
of the project because it is envisaged that, without
public interest, support for funding will not be
forthcoming.
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To obtain quicker revegetation results and thereby
providing habitat, erosion control and greater
visual impact, the planting of quick growing
species was proposed. The group agreed that this
was appropriate provided the species were site
natives. Education and signage to explain the
revegetation process is planned.
$1.2 million of the preliminary project budget
tabled at the workshop is for river bank erosion
control on the northern side of the island. A rock
embankment is proposed as the construction
material. The Study Group questioned the need
for the wall and whether less expensive material
(eg logs) could beiJsed to achieve the same
function at lower cost.

4.4 Project Facilities
City Farm
The Study Group considered whether the City
Farm component of the project was an appropriate
part of the project.
A three year grant from National Landcare
Program has been received for funding a City
Farm Coordinator to implement the farm
management plan.
The City Farm Coordinator outlined the benefits of
the farm to the project. Benefits stated were:
•

provides a focal point on the island.

•

can be occupied daily.

•

will enhance security.

•

will enable revenue collection and possibly be
the only revenue source on the island.

•

will enhance exposure to the Kooragang
Wetland Rehabilitation Project.

•

is the ideal site for project security.

It was proposed that existing survey data be used
to assess the rate of erosion and that proposed
project facilities such as walkways be located to
provide an adequate service life before it is
affected by erosion.

•

will attract the greatest diversity and number of
possible visitors.

•

provides a focus on land care issues and
hence a political focus.

The Study Group recommended that rock should
be deleted from the project and, if it is necessary,
would be more appropriately funded from other
sources.

•

will provide environmental education and
resource management.

•

can be an ideal focus for Landcare seminars.

•

no equivalent venue in the region.

•

the city farm movement is growing.

•

hands on possibilities for education.

•

relevant to rural education more than wetland
rehabilitation.

The following ideas were referred to the Action
Plan for investigation:

•

ideal alternative energy forum.

•

Giving more consideration to bird habitats
(nesting, feeding, roosting)

•

excellent tourism potential. 5000 visitors per
annum assumed which is one sixth of the
visitors attending Fairfield City Farm in Sydney.

•

Finding the freshwater aquifers.

•

centre of bicycle hire.

•

Reintroduction of the swamp wallaby.

•

•

Reintroduction of brolgas, bellbirds, whipbirds,
bats, etc.

•

Locating and protection of sea grass reported
to exist.

diverse opportunity for funding grants including
National Landcare, Heritage Council, Australia
Council, Coastcare, Urban Forestry, Corridors
of Green, City Landscape, One Billion Trees.
Volunteer labour will also contribute
significantly.

The rock wall is proposed to stop erosion of the
property including protection of an electricity line
tower and reduce the sedimentation in the harbour
downstream. The view was expressed that the
erosion was a natural river process and that some
birds and fish rely on eroding banks for habitat.
Recreational fishermen and women use the bank
and are not in favour of rock.

Removal of the rock bar between Hexham Island
and Kooragang Island to improve quality in the
south arm of the river was suggested, however,
the group didn't consider it to be a priority at this
stage.

The City Farm is proposed to occupy 10-15% of
the site and is estimated to cost 7% of the funding
of which a significant amount is already available.
The total cost is estimated to be $750,000 to
establish and a similar amount for operation and
maintenance.
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study
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The farm provides a means to continue agistment
of cattle on the island to assist management of
pasture areas. Approximately 60% (300 hectares)
of the Ash Island site could be managed by the
farm.
Participants recognised that the City Farm could
attract a wider audience to the Project and
therefore be of benefit. It was agreed that the
costs and benefits of the farm require
quantification and further consideration by the
Steering committee of ongoing operation and
maintenance costs is necessary. Links to the
overall project objectives also need to be
established.

funding of the road by the property owner
(Department of Public Works and Services) or the
utilities requiring access be further explored.
The following ideas relating to access were placed
on the Action Plan for investigation:
•

a canoe trail from the south arm of the Hunter
Provision through project waterways to
Moscheto Creek

•

water transport from the wetlands to island.

•

water transport from Kooragang Island to the
Tomago site and Moscheto Island.

•

transport links to Tomago House.

Project Expansion

•

disabled access/transport.

Expansion of the project to include other parts of
Kooragang Island and Hexham Swamp was
suggested. These areas could be managed with
minor increases to project resources compared
with establishing separate committees and project
teams to manage the areas. There is a need to
keep the project at a manageable size at this
stage to ensure project objectives are achieved. It
was agreed that the scope of the project would be
clearly set out in the Management Plan and that
options for future expansion should be included.

•

cycle access to Honeysuckle

Negotiation with BHP to establish a high ground
viewing area on their dump site was proposed and
referred to the Action Plan for investigation.

4.5 Access
Provision of access to the Ash Island site from the
Tourle St bridge was proposed. Fishermen use
the river bank in this area and local access would
provide more direct access obviating the need to
travel across the whole site. The access could
also reduce the traffic onto Maitland Rd, however,
this was not seen as a major issue.
General access though the site from Tourle St
was opposed because of impacts on the wetland
habitats. A route is proposed but will be limited to
tours, cycles and access to services by Utilities.
The Study Group proposed that access from
Tourle St to the railway line be investigated and
BHP be approached to ascertain their attitude to
the proposal.
A loop road between the two accesses was not
favoured because of cost and impact on the
wetland environment.
Provision of parking at the entry points with site
transport being provided was proposed but
considered to be too expensive and impractical.
It was agreed that the road to the Radar Station be
provided but that the standard of road necessary
requires further investigation. Investigation of
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

Reduction in the length of walkways proposed on
the sites was suggested to reduce costs, however,
it was considered that in fact more walkways
would be required. Provision of walkways will be
staged to suit funding availability and the project
program.
The fact that the site floods requires that access
provisions be designed for this inevitability. The
idea of using site fill to create a high ground flood
refuge was considered and will be considered in
the Flood Management Plan to be developed

4.6 Fundingllncome
A sub group was aSSigned the task of considering
a number of ideas relating to funding of the project
and the generation of income. The sub group
proposed that:
1. Funding sources be investigated (eg
Commercial Fish Care) and that sources of
funds for various parts of the project be
detailed and documented. Newcastle City
Council should be approached regarding
availability of Bicentennial funding.
2. Commercially viable activities on the site be
subcontracted and a commercial management
plan be developed. Further corporate
sponsorship of industries linked to the estuary
could also be encouraged.
3. Opportunities for ecotourism be explored with
local advisory services.
4. All local politicians be kept fully informed about
the projects goals and achievements.
5. Using the estuary's status as a Ramsar site for
migratory birds as a selling point to encourage
special funding (eg emergency funds for
expected visitors).
6. Continue to look at innovative ways to source
more funds for the project.
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7. Exploration of all possibilities to achieve self
funding of the project.
8. No admission charge be levied in the initial
stages of the project but be looked at in the
future. The project design should include the
possibility of future charging for admission.
These and other ideas regarding funding were
referred to the Action Plan for further investigation.

4.8 Community/Education
A subgroup considered and developed ideas
relating to this topic and proposed:
1. Increasing community involvement in the
project by:
•

appointing 2-3 community representatives
to the Steering Committee. Each
representative would be chosen to
represent several interest groups.
Consideration of whether this would delay
decisions by making the Committee
unwieldy is necessary before implementing
the proposal.

•

Establishment of a "Friends of Kooragang
Wetland Rehabilitation Project" to assist
with implementation of specific projects
(clearing, planting, city Farm, etc) would
also promote community involvement and
hasten tangible results. Such a program
would have the disadvantage of imposing
additional load on the project staff.

4.7 Management/Operations
A subgroup examined ideas relating to this topic
and proposed:
1. The continued-use of Labour Market Training
Programs requiring the:
•

determination of appropriate tasks to be
contracted;

•

determination of what groups/program are
best to carry out the required tasks;

•

development of schedules of works with
clear parameters;

•

work groups to provide the Kooragang
Wetland Rehabilitation Project with
advance notice of material needs, daily
work plan and flexibility plan.

•

establishment of a maintenance/
management plan for completed works.

2. The use of detainees at Tomago Correctional
Centre for identified suitable project tasks (eg
maintenance, clean up) be pursued. Projects
should be selected to match the skills of the
detainees.
3. Formalisation of the relationship with the
Shortland Wetlands Centre which involves
possible options for the future of the Steering
Committee including it being a subcommittee of
the Hunter Catchment Management Trust, an
independent incorporated body, part of the
Shortland Wetlands Centre or some
combination of these alternatives.
4. Production of the overall Management Plan
which would consist of an overview document
with supporting documents for the City Farm
Plan, Reafforestation and Revegetation Plan,
Wetland Creation Plan, Stockton Sandspit
Plan, Interpretative Plan, Research Plan,
Education Plan, Tomago Plan. The group
concluded that a plan for future expansion
options should also be included.
5. The idea of creating a marketing manager role
for the project team could not be justified but
that if a position of Education Officer is created
then marketing tasks be assigned to the
position.
.,.
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2. While revenue could be raised by selling the
knowledge gained on the project as
consultancies to similar projects it would be
inappropriate because an aim of the project is
to benefit the community and the broader task
of wetland rehabilitation. Establishment of a
"commercial division" may be appropriate in
say 10 years time when the project is well
established and results demonstrable. This
could be done in partnership with the Shortland
Wetlands Centre.
3. Creation of a position of Education Officer for
the Project (ie not shared with the Shortland
Wetlands Centre) would assist promotion of the
Project and:
•

generate revenue by attracting groups;

•

reduce the education workload presently
carried by other staff;

•

assist in development of interpretative
signage

The sub group proposed that the role could be
Project Promotions with additional
responsibilities for education in association with
Shortland Wetlands Centre for school liaison
and the Botanical Gardens.
The costs of such a position would need to be
justified. A large administrative structure is not
desirable.
The Study Group concluded that establishment of
a position should be pursued.

14

Other ideas for increasing community involvement
through education and tourism were placed on the
Action Plan for further consideration. These were:
•

Using fishing competitions to educate the
community.

•

Having open days.

•

Providing an ecotourism resort in association
with Fort Wallace.

•

Planting bush tucker trees and having tours.

•

Providing an aquaculture facility.

•

Planting suitable trees for a koala reserve.

•

Establishing the market and promote pilot
programs.

•

Providing self guided tours of coal loader and
environment activities.

•

Providing for legal overnight camping.

•

Conducting a study to assess likely
tourist/visitor numbers.

•

Providing wetland experience tours with
encompassed walkways, dome with mud walk,
mangroves, under the Hunter River walkway
(watch the aquatic life including tidal activity).

related to the project rather than continuing
with the eXisting Research Fellow;
•

A Wetland Rehabilitation Research and
Training Centre as a possible better option
to the existing University links

4. Developing better links between education!
public relations! and research.
•

The research program could expand by
using higher degree students.

•

A university course on wetland ecology is
awaiting approval.

•

Issue press releases.

•

Use Youth ANZAAS

•

Involve Labour Market Program groups in
research.

Resolution of these issues was referred to the
Action Plan.

4.10 Project Justification
To strengthen the case for the project a subgroup
listed the following as justifying the project:
•

Compensation for the loss of fisheries habitat
in the Lower Hunter Estuary. Research and
information documentation indicate that 64% of
commercial fish use wetlands during their
lifecycle and at least 60% of coastal wetlands
have been destroyed in NSW. The project is an
opportunity for a large reversal.

•

Migratory shorebird habitat protection and
enhancement.

4.9 Research

•

The area will become further degraded if
nothing is done about it.

A subgroup examined ideas relating to this aspect
of the Project and proposed:

•

Managing the areas will ensure the security of
the existing ecosystems and will restore and
improve the degraded areas;

•

The dry littoral rainforest and the endangered
rainforest vine Cynanchum Elegans will be
protected.

•

The site will provide a protective buffer zone for
the Ramsar site.

•

Public awareness and educational value of
estuarine wetlands.

•

Opportunity for wetland ecosystem research
and application of the research outcomes.

•

Maintain the historical significance of European
occupation (eg farming, war relics, land
clearing).

•

Training opportunities eg Landcare, agriculture,
wetland management, alternative technologies.

•

Marketing cycleways for rollerbladers too.

•

Establishing World Wide Web home page with
educational material on the project.

•

Making a video on the project.

•

Arranging a segment on TV shows such as
Quantum, Beyond 2000, etc.

1. Establishment of more international and
national involvement through publications,
meetings and workshops. In the future,
recruitment of visiting researchers, foreign
higher degree students and consultancies
could be pursued.
2. All research on the project is directly related to
project requirements with results fed back to
management in publications. The research also
provides educational and public relations
opportunities. There is a need to demonstrate
(measure) the benefit of research to the
project.
3. Clarifying the relationship of the project with the
University of Newcastle and other researchers
•

A pOSition of Research Coordinator
(Associate) to coordinate all research

"
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•

Progressive attitude in environmental
education. Next step from conservation and
protection to rehabilitation.

•

Example of wise-use of wetlands and support
of Ramsar principles.

•

Venue for the demonstration of the harmonious
coexistence of sustainable agriculture and the
natural environment.

•

Production of an end product that will be useful
for other wetlands.

•

Provides a "green lung/kidney" to the City of
Newcastle.

4.11 Issues and Concerns
To ensure that issues and concerns raised had
been addressed in the workshop a subgroup
reviewed the matters identified in the Information
and Analysis Phases of the workshop and
concluded that the following additional actions are
required.
•

The Rehabilitation Plan will need to address
the control of exotic vegetation.

•

The Project budget will need to include staff
salaries.

•

The costs and benefits of the component parts
of the Project require quantification and
inclusion in the Management Plan.

•

A timeline is required for the integration or
exclusion of existing lessees (with written
agreement) into or from the Project.

•

Compensating lessees for implementing best
practice on Ash Island.

•

Approaching the local Aboriginal community
with a view to establishing details of prior
Aboriginal occupation of the island and
appropriate representation in the Project.

•

Project works require integration into the total
Hunter Estuary Management Plan. A
committee for the whole estuary was proposed
for further investigation.

•

Potential uses of the Tomago site (is public
access required) are to be identified and
transport/access issues resolved.

the range of funding sources and would be
dynamic.
Suggestions were made that the Project's image
might be improved by doing the road works first
and that the Project could be designed in a
different order.

4.13 Performance Indicators
The Study Group recognised that achievement of
Project Objectives should be measurable and
demonstrable. A subgroup proposed performance
indicators that might be used. These were:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Measure increase in area of each type wetland
in the estuary.
Number and variety of opportunities for
participation.
Number of responses to opportunities.
Response to survey question on the worth of
the project.
Vehicles for targeting different groups.
Visitor numbers to the island.
survey understanding pre-visit.
survey understanding post visit.

Other indicators suggested were:
• Length of track/trail provided.
• Number of trees planted.
• Length of fencing provided.

4.14 Other Matters
Site Security
Site security and the possibility of vandalism on
the island was rated as a high risk area.
Participants proposed for further investigation as
Action Plan items:
•
•

Provision of a full time security (resident)
officer.
Placing a lockable gate near the Radar Station
(with keys available to registered users).

Related Matters
The following ideas were raised and place on the
Action Plan for further consideration by the
Steering Committee:
•

4.12 Project Priorities

•

An objective of the study was to review project
priorities, however, information available in the
workshop was insufficient to enable the Study
Group to achieve the objective within the time
available.

•

the Coal Loader expansion project be used as
a means of getting the Coal Loader to dredge
the river channel to Tourle St.
a sewerage system for Kooragang Island be
provided with recycling on the island.
Utilities services on the island be redesigned in
the longer term.

Participants concluded that project priorities
depended heavilY1>n funding for components from
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study
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4.15 Risk Assessment
The Study Group identified areas of concern and by rating the likelihood of occurrence and the consequence
if it occurred developed a rating of the risk to the project. Two areas of concern were rated as high level
risks. Table 1 sets out the risks assessed with high level risks shown in bold italics.

I
1.

£=11 •
Loss of tenure (no lease of Ash
Island)

L

H+

2.

Flood (destruction of the works)

H

L

M

3.

Rising of sea level

L

L

L

4.

Loss of 1JU"dnuity of funding

L

L

L

5.

Lack of interest (visits) by the public

L

L

L

6.

Lack of community support
(volunteers)

L

H

M

(if managed)

7.

No NSW Treasury funding

L

H

M

8.

Drought and fire

L

L

L

9.

Vandalism

H

H

H

10.

Loss of community support

L

H

M

11.

Public perceive the project wetlands
as a source of mosquitos

H

H

H

12.

Vt::I1'<;'t:: access is not "n .. ~""t .. for the
demand.

L

L

L

13.

Safetyl Public Liability

H

L

M

(if designed
correctly and
insured)
14.

River changes its course

L

L

L

15.

...g,,, ''1uake

L

L

L

16.

Industrial emission accident

L

H

M

17.

Utility accident

L

H

M

L

L

L

H

L

M

18.
19.

.~, ~,....~, It;;

crash
-r

I do not work.

(if monitor
indicators)
20.

Water luality causes adverse impact.

L

L

L

Table 1 Risk Assessment
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5. Workshop Key Factors and Outcomes
5.1 Key Factors

•

Project funding is obtained from a variety of
sources including organisations represented on
the Steering Committee, sponsorships from
local industries, University of Newcastle, and
Commonwealth and State Government grants.
Department of Employment, Education and
Training (DEET) funded training groups are
utilised for project works;

•

Research and education are key components
of the project. The project partially funds a
Research Fellow at the University of
Newcastle.

Key Factors highlighted during the course of the
workshop are summarised below:
•

The Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
was launched in 1993 rehabilitate, restore and
create fisheries and other wildlife habitat in
suitable sites in the Hunter Estuary;

•

The project is guided by a Steering Committee
with representation from the Hunter Catchment
Management Trust, Department of Land and
Water Conservation, Newcastle City Council,
Port Stephens Council, National Parks and
Wildlife Service, and NSW Fisheries;

•

•

The three sites being rehabilitated are Ash
Island (500 hectares owned by NSW
Department of Public Works and Services),
Tomago (800 hectares owned by Tomago
Aluminium Co pty Ltd and the National Parks
and Wildlife Service), and Stockton Sandspit
(owned by Newcastle City Council and the
National Parks and Wildlife Service);

5.2 Outcomes
During the Workshop, the participants:
•

Debated the project objectives and agreed
that they should be redrafted to reflect the
three major aspects of the project being habitat
creation and rehabilitation, community
participation, and development of estuary
management models for application elsewhere;

•

Concluded that the justification of the project
requires further documentation and identified
aspects to be included. The need to integrate:

An unregistered lease will be signed in 1996 for
the management of Ash Island by the Hunter
Catchment Management Trust. Ash Island is
currently leased for grazing purposes and
these leases will be managed by the Trust;

•

A Feasibility Study for the project was
completed in 1992 and a Strategic Landscape
Plan prepared in 1994;

•

A large proportion of the estimated $11 million
expenditure on the project over the next 10
years is for associated community access for
education, research and recreation.
Community involvement is seen as integral to
the success of the project and rehabilitation
projects elsewhere;

•

Ownership of roads on Ash Island and
responsibilities for maintenance require
clarification. Approximately $0.75 million to
upgrade the road is currently included in the
budget;

•

Approximately $1.2 million is included in the
budget for construction of a rock wall to
stabilise the north bank of the island;

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

-

habitat creation and rehabilitation,

-

community focus,

-

and applied research and development of
models

to ensure viability is to be emphasised.
Documentation of the "Do Minimum" case and
the associated consequences is to form part of
the justification for the project;
•

Considered the advantages and
disadvantages of rehabilitating the site before
providing future community access. The group
agreed that this approach could be used in
zones but that early access for the community
was important for education in the process of
rehabilitation and gaining support for ongoing
funding of the project;

•

Agreed that fast growing species would be
used to improve the visual impact where they
fit the long term plan and are known native
species on the island. Education and signage
is required to explain the rehabilitation process
and its timescale;
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•

•

Recommended that the proposed $1.2 million
rock wall to halt river bank erosion should be
deleted from the project and, if necessary,
would be more appropriately funded from other
sources. The rate of erosion is to be calculated
and project revegetation and structures
designed to ensure an appropriate life;
Considered the role of the Project in future
funding of the City Farm component and
recognised that the City Farm could attract a
wider audience to the Project and therefore be
of benefit. Landcare funding has been provided
for a three year period to implement the Farm
Management Plan. The costs and benefits
require quantification and consideration of
ongoing operation and maintenance costs is
necessary;

•

Considered whether the project should be
expanded to include areas such as Hexham
Swamp. It was agreed that the Management
Plan should clearly document the current
scope of the project and allow for new
opportunities to be addressed as they arise;

•

Agreed that a variety of funding avenues
continue to be explored including
Commonwealth Government grants (eg
Landcare, National Fish Care), State
Government funds, Newcastle Bicentennial
funding, etc. The group concluded that in the
initial stages entry fees should not be charged
but could be considered in the longer term;

•

Resolved that requirements for a high ground
flood refuge be considered as part of the Flood
Management plan which is to be developed;

•

Concluded that access via Tourle St to the
site should be investigated as part of a traffic
management plan with a view to possibly
providing local access (to the railway line) for
fishing, etc. Through traffic is not proposed
because of the impact on birds and wetland
management. Options for access to various
project sites were proposed for fu rther
investigation;

•

•

Identified the need to develop a maintenance
plan for ongoing management of completed
projects;

•

Resolved that the use of the labour of
detainees at Tomago Correctional Centre be
pursued. Tasks are to be identified to match
the skills of inmates. Maintenance and clean up
activities were suggested;

•

Concluded that the relationship of the
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project to
the Shortland Wetlands Centre requires
formalising and suggested that consideration
be given to a committee to oversee all Hunter
River Estuary activities be formed to overcome
concerns about integration of the project into
the broader Estuary Management Plan;

•

Proposed that the overall Management Plan
being produced should include the City Farm
Plan, Revegetation Plan, Wetland Creation
Plan, Stockton Sands pit Plan, Interpretative
Plan, Research Plan, Education Plan, Tomago
Plan, Expansion Options Plan;

•

Proposed that the appointment of an
Education/Promotion Officer be investigated to
assume the education workload of other staff
and the Shortland Wetlands Centre staff to
assist with interpretive signage and to in~rease
revenue through marketing the project to
groups;

•

Identified the need to include staff, research
and education costs in the draft project budget.
Allowances for ongoing maintenance,
operations costs and bridge crossing for
bicycles are to be reviewed;

•

Proposed improving National and International
involvement with the project, initially through
publications, meetings and workshops and in
the future by recruiting visiting researchers and
overseas higher degree students;

•

Recognised the importance to the project's
success of involving all interested parties and
decided that the local Aboriginal communities
will be approached to ascertain their views on
recognition in the project of prior Aboriginal
occupation of the site;

•

Noted that research activities are directly
related to project requirements and results in
publications which assist wetland managers
and educational opportunities. Clarification of
the relationship between the University of
Newcastle, the project team and other
researchers is required. Establishing a role of
research associate or a Research Institute was
suggested and is to be further pursued;

Proposed the continuing use of labour market
programs and clarified the need to
-

determine the tasks to be contracted;

-

determine the most appropriate delivery
method for each task;

-

develop schedules of work with clear
parameters;

-

work groups to provide advance notice of
daily work plans and materials to be
provided by Kooragang Wetland
Rehabilitation Project;

"
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•

Identified the value of increasing community
ownership of the project and proposed
consideration of the appointment to the
Steering Committee of 2-3 community
representatives (each representing a number
of interests) and the establishment of a
"Friends of Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation
Project" program to assist with specific
projects;

•

Considered the possibility of generating
revenue by consulting to other projects on a
commercial basis using the knowledge gained
on the project. The group agreed that while this
might be a future option, the project has been
established for the community benefit and to
gain knowledge for further wetland projects in
NSW and it would not be appropriate to sell the
knowledge gained at this stage;

•

Identified and assessed the broad risks
associated with the project. Vandalism and the
perception that the island breeds mosquitos
were assessed as high risks and strategies to
minimise their impact will be developed;

•

Agreed that the costs and benefits of the
component parts of the project require
quantification and inclusion in the Management
Plan and will be used in determining project
priorities;

•

Noted that the priorities of project components
will be dependent on the availability of funding
for specific components from the funding
sources. The information available to the
Study Group was inadequate for prioritising the
project components;

•

Resolved that a program timeline will be
developed to establish the future of existing
lessees on Ash Island and their integration into
the project. Written agreement with the lessees
is to be obtained;

•

Proposed several ideas relating to tourism and
education to be investigated;

•

Canvassed issues and concerns of the major
stakeholders. Issues and concerns were
addressed in the workshop by formulating
recommendations or reference to the Action
Plan;

•

Developed an Action Plan to progress the
project;

•

Gained a comprehensive awareness of the
overriding issues associated with the process
and were provided with a forum to express
views, exchange ideas and to seek clarification
of matters raised in the course of the
Workshop.

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study
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6. Action Plan
The Action Plan represents the consolidation of the structured workshop activity. The investment return
flowing from the Workshop is greatly dependent on the vigour with which the Action Plan tasks are pursued.
The Action Plan consists of items which were specifically tabled at the end of the second day of the
Workshop. To ensure the appropriate level of resource is applied to all tasks the Kooragang Wetland
Rehabilitation Project Steering Committee will coordinate Action Plan implementation.
The Action Plan is intended to establish the activities necessary to advance the process.

Required for the Management Plan
1.
Revise the project objectives to reflect the three major aspects of the project being habitat creation
and rehabilitation, community participation, and development of estuary management models for
application elsewhere. Develop performance indicators for the project.
Define and document the "Do minimum" case and its consequences.
2.
3.
Quantify the costs and benefits of project components including the City Farm and document their
role in meeting the project objectives.
Clearly document the justification for and scope of the project including the integral nature of habitat
4.
rehabilitation and community focus.
5.
Check and adjust the draft budget estimates for:
- deletion of the rock wall along the river bank
- adequacy of the allowance for the cycleway access on pipeline bridge
- allowance for staffing costs;
- provisions for maintenance and operations.
6.
Investigate the appointment of an Education/Promotions Officer to the project team.
Matters of Priority
7.
Clarify the relationship of the project with the University of Newcastle and other researchers and
consider establishment of a Wetland Rehabilitation research and training centre and/or a position of
Research Associate. Investigate involving other Universities and developing closer ties with other
national and international wetland rehabilitation projects.
8.
Investigate the following to improve community ownership of the project
- appointment of 2-3 community representatives to the Steering Committee
- establishing a "Friends of Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project" program.
Develop a timeline program for integration of island lessees into the project.
9.
10.
Approach the local Aboriginal community to ascertain significance of the sites and provisions to be
made in the project
Steering Committee to Consider
11.
Investigate the need for the rock retaining wall and appropriate funding source. Assess erosion rate
and redesign facilities to suit.
Investigate type of road construction required with a view to reducing the $3m budget cost and the
12.
possibilities for funding from Department of Public Works and Services (the owner) and/or the
Utilities who require access to the island.
13.
Approach Tomago Correctional Centre about utilising detainee labour on the project. Determine
tasks appropriate for labour market programs groups and inmates and clearly document work
schedules.
14.
Investigate the following education issues:
Establishing a Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project "home page" on the Internet;
Using a fishing competition to educate;
- Open days;
- National and International exchange.

-
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Steering Committee to Consider
Investigate the following access issues:
15.
- Installation of a lockable gate near the radar station for security with access only to registered
users;
- Access from Tourle St
- Water transport wetlands to island and from Kooragang to Tomago site;
- Links to Tomago House;
- Cycle access to Honeysuckle;
- Provisions for disabled access/transport;
- Canoe trail to the South Arm of the river;
- Investigate alternative walkway standards for different parts of the site.
Investigate the following tourism possibilities:
16.
Bicycle hire, hay ride;
- Ecotourism resort in association with Fort Wallace;
- Fisheries research museum;
- Bush tucker tours;
- Koalas in suitable trees;
- Self guided tours, combined tours of coal loader and wetland, wetland experience tours;
- Farm holiday packages;
- Camping;
- Cycleway use for roller bladers;
- Night viewing program.
Investigate establishment of a public relations/ marketing program including:
17.
- Promote pilot programs;
- Video on the project;
- World wide web home page;
- TV program segment;
- Tee shirts, hats and stickers.
Explore other sources of funding including:
18.
- Commonwealth programs such as National Fish Care Program;
- Newcastle City Council Bicentennial projects funds;
- Wider range of sponsors;
- Aid from other mangrove areas;
Aquaculture/ fish hatchery;
Attract interest groups into key areas. Adopt sections of the project;
- Contributions from utilities for gas, water, electricity, telephone easements;
- Fees for fishing;
- Levies on coal, aluminium and fish;
- Sale of historic garden plants.
Investigate compensation to leaseholders for implementing best practices on Ash Island.
19.
Locate fresh water aquifer used by early settlers on the island.
20.
Investigate long term redesign of utilities services on the sites.
21.
Investigate the reported existence of sea grass and the potential for its preservation and expansion.
22.
Develop "green power" demonstrations as part of the City Farm.
23.
Conduct a study of projections of visitor numbers (utilise Newcastle City Council resources).
24.
Investigate using BHP property (high ground created by fill) to establish wetland viewing area.
25.
Prepare a Flood Management Plan including consideration of the need for a high ground refuge.
26.
Develop Maintenance Plan(s) for projects as they are completed.
27.
Investigate requirements for a full time resident security officer.
28.
Investigate (using available data) the impact of pollution in the South Arm of the Hunter River on
29.
fish.
Investigate dredging of the river to Tourle St as part of Coal Loader expansion project.
30.
Investigate a sewerage system for all of Kooragang Island with 100% reuse on the island.
31.

-

-
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Appendix 5

Stakeholder Submissions Considered in the Workshop

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

Appendix 5

KOORAGANG WETLAND REHABILITATION
VALUE MANAGEMENT STUDY

PROJ~CT

Issues and concerns of stakeholders not represented in the workshop.
The following were invited to advise in writing of any issues and concerns they might have
about the project for consideration in the Value Management Study. The following were
invited to comment.
Project Sponsors
Mr J Ahearn

Brambles Industrial Services

Mr W Ainsworth

Commonwealth Steel Co. Ltd

Mr R Caldwell

TransGrid

Mr R W Kirkby

BHP Steel, Rod & Bar Products Division.

Mr C Jinks

Gardner-Perrott Industrial Services

Ms KWeaver

Australian Nature Conservation Agency

Mr B Oakley

MetNorth Energy

Ms L Evans

Dept Employment, Education & Training

Other Stakeholders
Mr J Bacon

Fairfield City Farm

Dr P Binning

Dept Civil Engineering & Surveying

Ms S Brown

Shortland Wetlands Centre

MrG Davies

Newcastle Pro-Am

Mr B Gilligan

Environment Protection Agency

Mr J Holliday

NSW Fisheries, Port Stephens Research Station

Mr P Hughes

Society for Growing Australian Plants

Mr G Jefferies

Newcastle Chamber of Commerce & Industry

Dr R Kingsford

NSW National Parks & Wildlife Service

Mr K Maher

Island Leaseholder

Ms M Matthes

NSW National Parks & Wildlife Service

MrT Mullins

Island Leaseholder

Dr WEJ Paradice

Hunter Valley Research Foundation

Mr P Phillips

Hunter Bird Observers Club

Mr R Spring

NSW Fisheries

Mr P Straw

NSW Wader Study Group

MrTTame

Hunter Region Botanic Gardens

MrT J Tobin

Rebel Flying Club Inc.

Mrs M Thompson

Island Leaseholder

Mrs N Ward

Island Leaseholder

Dr G Willgoose

Dept Civil Engineering & Surveying

Mr R Williams

NSW Fisheries, Fisheries Research Institute

MrG Willing

Shortland Wetlands Centre

Responses (summarised on the following pages were received from BHP, National
Parks and Wildlife Service and Environment Protection Authority (advised no concerns
at this stage)

BHP
BHP has been involved in the Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation project by way of earthwork
construction projects and full sponsorship of a PhD student performing mosquito research.
The concerns expressed relate only to the civil projects that BHP has been associated with, or
to projects undertaken by Brambles Industrial Services who have used their earthmoving
equipment independently of BHP. (Brambles have a long term contract with BHP which
includes the provision of earthmoving services to the Steelworks).
Our concerns are primarily as follows:
1.

There is an impression that little actual rehabilitation work is occurring in the project
area even though all necessary players are involved and committed to the project and
funding appears to be available.

2.

Brambles plant operators have recounted to BHP officers than on occasion their
services have not been properly utilised. A case in point was during the Brambles
sponsored construction of the migratory bird roosting area at the eastern end of
Stockton Bridge. It was felt by Brambles operators that the company incurred greater
costs than they would have had a clear work plan been communicated to them when
the project commenced.

These two issues are the only matters of concern to BHP at this point and I hope that this
information will be of assistance to you in performing the value management study.
Thank you for giving us the opportunity to contribute.

NATIONAL PARKS AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

~

ISSUES
* Dry/Littoral Rainforest.
While the close proximity of rainforest to estuarine/saltmarsh wetland communities was likely
to be a more common occurrence prior to European occupation, the remnants at Kooragang
Island are relics of a once more widespread combination of rainforest-estuarine communities.
There are several small remnants of rainforest remaining on the island, with scattered isolated
trees between. However, they provide evidence that rainforest was more widespread on the
higher areas of the island.
The nationally endangered plant Cynanchum Elegans has been recorded in five of these
rainforest remnants on the island. The long term viability of these populations and their habitat
is essential for the survival of the species on the island.
The Threatened Species Conservation Act, 1996 is new legislation in NSW which protects
Cynanchum Elegans and its habitat. It is snow illegal to pick or harm these species without
the written consent of the Director-General of NPWS and should be considered in all works
undertaken.

CONCERNS

*
*

Altered Drainage Flows

*
*

Restoration Program

•

work starting without a clear and appropriate management plan (which is currently being
prepared).
the main aim should be to establish communities which require minimal maintenance in the
future. The current works are not likely to achieve this objective.
the rushed approach which is currently being applied is compromising the integrity of the
project and ignoring ecological and evolutionary processes. The rainforest took hundreds
of years to evolve, less to destroy and cannot be recreated in five years. This is a long
term project.
the overclearing of some areas of rainforest and the lack of follow-up weeding has led to
the habitat Cynachum Elegans being more degraded than when the project first began.
some of the species planted are not known to occur on the island e.g. turpentines, and
many are inappropriate for the location .chosen for planting. The plants used shpuld be
grown from local seed (either the island or Black Hill rainforest). Black Hill should also be
used as a guide to strategically plant.
the raised areas of the island are quite extensive. There is some concern that many of
these areas which would have contained rainforest and forest/woodland will be ignored in
the restoration program. The importance of connectivity should be considered in the
planning.
the trampling of seedling regeneration and compaction caused in the immediate term by
the regenerators and the longer term by visitors will not be beneficial to the long term
sustainability of the program. consideration to boardwalks in sensitive areas may reduce
the envisaged impacts.

There is some concern that the creation of unnatural drainage channels for the wetland
rehabilitation will be detrimental to the existing rainforest remnants and the present rainforest
restoration works.

There are several aspects of the rainforest restoration program which although have been
discussed with the staff working on the project, still remain a concern. These are:

•
•

•
•

•

•

•

Cynachum Elegans is a rainforest climber, which means it requires plants to climb on. In
one area all the lantana (Lantana camara) was removed from around C. Elegans. Some
plants were damaged and exposed to a dry environment without anything but a chicken
wire fence to climb on. There is concern that there is not enough care taken with regard to
the protection of this plant.
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Mr Gary Milligan
Product Evaluation Unit
Department of Public Works & Services
McKell Building
2-24 Rawson Place
SYDNEY NSW 2000
31 January, 1996
Dear Gary,

Value Management Study
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project: Fisheries Component
I provide the following points for your consideration in the value management
study. I apologise for the tardiness.

1.

Goals, objectives and aims.
A copy of these is attached in relation to the work being done by NSW ..
Fisheries at Kooragang Island .. I would be happy to elaborate as might
. be necessary. However you should note that in the study which I have
just recently completed under contract to the Fisheries Research &
Development Corporation we have examined 4229 sites in the tidal
zone of NSW for rehabilitation possibilities. These include bridges,
culverts, causeways, fords, weirs and floodgates. At least 1545 sites
were identified with rehabilitation potential: 1035 of these were
floodgates and 343 were culverts. Hence the studies at Kooragang
Island have direct application to the rehabilitation of estuarine habitat
elsewhere in the State ..

\.

2.

Achievement of the goals, etc.
The habitat studies in place are as follows:i.
. ii.
iii.
iv.

Describe the current wetland habitats of Kooragang Island,
Fullerton Cove and Hexham Swamp
Describe the historical habitats of the above
Develop appropriate elevation models.
. Predict changes in water level if controlling structures are
removed .. FISHERIES RESEARCH INSTITUTE
202 Nicholson Parade ~ PO Box 21Cranulla NSW Australia 2230
. Telephone: (02) 5278411
•
Facsimile: (02) 5278576

v.

Predict the changes in wetland habitat if controlling structures
are removed.

The fish and decapod crustacean studies in place are
i.

II.

iii.

Describe the communities in the channels of six tidal creeks: 2
natural reference creeks, 2 modified reference creeks and 2
treatment creeks (ie. sites where culverts have been removed).
As above for the tidal ponds associated with the channels
Assess the use of saltmarsh by fish and crustaceans

Fieldwork is done during the daylight hours of the highest tides of the months
of November to March, ie. 3 - 4 sampling days per month. The project is in
its third summer and needs a forth summer to conform with accepted
experimental design principles. In other words, there will be two summers of
sampling before culverts were removed and replaced with bridges and two
summers afterwards. One project report has been produced and a second is
in train.
3.

The mechanism for the studies:
NSW Fisheries provides:
1 Research officer half time
1 Research technical officer full time
Port Waratah Coal Services provides:
1 Research technical officer full time (October, 1994-1997)
The Kooragang Steering Committee provides:
Casual assistance in the field (October - March, 1994-1997)
Operational expenses.

I would be happy to answer any other questions should you need additional
information .

.J. Williams,
Project Manager.
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Appendix 1.
Goals:

Summary of Goals, Objectives and Aims for
Kooragang Island Project

~he

Assess and enhance the fish and fisheries habitats of
Kooragang Island with a view to applying the lessons learn~j
to the rehabilitation of other degradedvhabitats in NSW.

Objectives:

tA~

Stage I
1.

Devise a simple descriptive model of the habitats of
the western end of the Island.

2.

Devise a simple descriptive model of the fish and
macroinvertebrate assemblages at the western end of
the Island.

3.

Use the models to estimate the effects of different
hydraulic manipulations on floral and faunal species
composition and/or abundance.

Stage II
4.

Monitor the impact of the hydraulic works over time.

Aims:
Stage I
1.

Acquire historical topographic and other data to
construct the habitat model. These data will be in
the form of digitised and undigitised survey plans,
maps and aerial photos. Carry out ground truth
operations as may be appropriate to confirm the
accuracy of the data acquired in Aim 1.

2.

Process the habitat data with the appropriate
digitising, rectifying and image processing steps so
that a simple GIS (e.g. IDRISI or ERMS) can be loadec
with habitat information.

3.

Conduct field sampling of fish and decapods in
discreet habitat types (e.g. mangroves Sarcocornia)
replicate sampling stations and lodge appropriately
summarised data in the GIS.

c_

4.

Identify significant species - habitat relationships.

5.

Project various habitat scenarios which could enhanc~
the fisheries of the region and assess the hydraulic
requirements necessary to produce these scenarios.

6.

Select and implement an appropriate hydraulic
manipulation.

Stage II
7.

Conduct field sampling after the hydraulic
manipulation.

(01omsteel
COMMONWEALTH STEEL COMPANY UMITED
A.C.N. 000 007 694

A Member of The ANI Group

HEAD OffiCE AND WORKS:
Maud Street, Waratah, NSW 2298, Australia
P.O. Box 14, Waratah, NSW 2298
Phone: (049) 68 0411
Cables & Telegrams: ·Comstee!" Newcastle
Telex: AA28115
Fax: Domestic:
049 67 6815
International: 6149 67 6815

6 February, 1996
WA626.bc

Mr G J Milligan
Product Evaluation Unit
Dept of Public Works & Services
McKell Building
2-24 Rawson Place
SYDNEY NSW 2000

Dear Mr Milligan,
Com steel has supported the Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project because of'
the worthwhile objectives of the project and the project team.
It has not been possible for us to assess the value managem ent aspects of the .
project orwhether the final objF.!ctivesof the project are Cf\.pa.blf?, of being achieved
.....
. .
within a reasonable time period. .
Naturally, should the objectives change or should funding of this project be varied,
then we would reserve our rights to withdraw or vary our sponsorship.
I await your report with some interest, however, I remain of the view that
environmental and ecological projects within the Newcastle area are important if
the city is to change its "dirty industrial" image.

Yours faithfully,
Commonwealth Steel Company Limited

~0

.' 0 u i nsworth J..--:---:/ - . ---.,
GROUP CHIEF EXECUTIVE

Appendix 7
Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

Can We Questions
Appendix 7

KOORAGANG WETLAND REHABILITATION PROJECT
VALUE MANAGEMENT STUDY
SPECULATIVE "CAN WE ... ?" QUESTIONS
During the speculation phase of the Workshop, ideas/questions were generated by the Group in four subgroups.
Ideas/questions generated by the sub-groups were reviewed by the Value Study Group as a whole.
Given the workshop session was of limited duration, each of the ideas was assessed by the Value Study
Group as:

1. Further evaluate the idea in the Workshop;
2. Consider the idea for assignment to the Action Plan for pursuing after the workshop;
3. Discard idea - there is no benefit in further pursuing the idea or the idea is outside the scope of the
study and rejection of the idea is concurred by the Group.
The ideas rated 1 for further evaluation were further classified into groups as follows:

A. Habitat
B. Facilities
C. Fundingllncome
D. Access
E. Management! Operations
F. Research
G. Community/ Education
The list of speculative "Can We" ideas/questions and the Group's assessment is shown below:

Project: Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
Sub Group No: 1

.N§ilgij~U96rIA~j$$m~ijfl
Can We •...• 1
1 ..
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

7.
8.

9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

Have a MacDonald's fast food outlet.
Maintain the access via Tourle St bridge.
Transfer ownership of the site to the Department of Land and Water
Conservation.
Develop in two stages - first reafforestation and later demonstration.
Seek Federal Government funding eg Commercial Fish Care
Apply a levy to coal, aluminium and fish industries.
Use fishing competitions to educate the community.
Improve labour and project management of LEAP projects.
Increase community involvement.
Widen the range of sponsors eg Charlestown Sq
Seek financial aid from other mangrove areas.
Remove the rock bar between Hexham Island and Kooragang.
Provide road racing on the island.
Provide a canoe trail from the south arm of the Hunter through project
waterways to Moscheto Creek.
Have commerce on the island to sponsor the project.
Provide a foreshore road from Ash Island Bridge around the circumference
of the island.

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

3

10
2

-

1A
1C
2
2
1E
1G
2
2
2
3

10
1C
2

Appendix 7

17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.

Provide water transport - wetlands to island.
Employ the leaseholders on the island on the project.
Oblige the owners of utilities to pay for the roads.
Put all circus animals on the island and destroy the bridge.
Provide a golf course.
Have open days.
Employ prison labour (weekend detainees).
Provide ecotourism resort in association with Fort Wallace.
Provide a bicycle hiring service.
Provide a fisheries research and museum facility.
Plant bush tucker trees and have tours.
Provide aquaculture facility.
Provide water transport from Kooragang to Tomago site and Moscheto
Island.
Provide transport links to Tomago House.
Plant suitable trees for a koala reserve.
Provide self guided tours of coal loader and environment activities.
Involve other Universities.
Provide rafting around the island.
Provide a Huckleberry Finn theme park.

Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project - Value Management Study

2
3
2
3
3
2
1E
2
18
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
3
3
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Project: Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
Sub Group No: 2

IfNi?@\ll{tIi;titN.iii?ftt:i{QU@tiilhi& );;;;;;" .t{il%;'iW;il!;A~~ii$$riijfrl!
Can We ..... ?
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.

17.

18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.

Establish the market and promote pilot programs.
Look at compensating leaseholders/graziers for implementing best practices
on Ash Island.
Establish a research program on the growth of the money tree.
Put a gate with a lock near the Radar Station (keys available to registered
users).
Best sell or extend project knowledge - use of the expertise gained
Attract appropriate commercial ventures.
Adopt sections of the project eg attract interest groups to come into key
areas.
Provide a monorail.
Provide environmental music.
Tap into the services and sell off.
Charge for water/electricity/phone/gas easements.
Make Norma's pond a jet ski park.
Provide paintball with rabbits every Sunday.
Establish World Wide Web home page with educational material on the
project.
Attract ecotourism dollars.
Find the freshwater aquifers.
Gain BHP dump and create a four wheel drive park with toll charge and
rental of 4WD vehicles. Charge BHP to dump more and create new and
exciting obstacles for drivers.
Establish ecovillage around historical buildings and trails.
Provide an animated dairy with robotic cows.
Provide a virtual reality farm experience with "scratch 'n' smell.
Provide farm holiday packages - campingl bungalows on stilts.
Have "closest to 11,000 volt lines" competition or bungy jumping.
Provide wetland experience tours - encompassed walkways, dome with mud
walk, mangroves, under the Hunter River walkway (watch the aquatic life
including tidal activity).
Provide hovercraft hire.
Provide amphibious vehicle tours.
Use laser games to eradicate mosquitos.
Provide a "mozzieburger" shop.
Build "The Big Aeroguard".
Market cycleways for rollerbladers too.
Have a stand for bicycle, roller blade and canoe hire.
Have a bunyip in the billabongs.
Explore Aboriginal mythology relating to the sites.
Provide "Wetland World" (with the real Kooragang Kev).
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il

2
2
3
2
1G
repeat
2
3
3
3
1C
3
3
2
1C
2
3

3
3
3
3
3
2

-

3
3
3
3
3
2
repeat
3
2
3
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Project: Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
Sub Group No: 3

Can We
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

•.... 1
Segregate mosquito species.
Design the project in a different order.
Use (political) elections.
Use the Ramsar convention, etc.
Eliminate certain components eg City Farm.
Involve residents on the sites in rehabilitation.
Remove utilities service lines (power, water, gas, phone)
Redesign utilities services on the island in the longer term.
Establish more National and International involvement.
Find innovative ways to use the site eg Art Projects.
Expand the project.
Develop an underwater viewing site.
Employ an education officer.
Run information days.
Establish "adopt a wetland" project.
Give more consideration to bird habitats (nesting, feeding, roosting)
Establish a water bus service from Newcastle and Shortland Wetlands
Centre.
Develop a movie "Dances with Mosquitos".
Develop a canoe trail across the island.
Develop a market for mosquito eyes and wings.
Start a mosquito fan club.
Investigate a night viewing program.
Reintroduce the swamp wallaby.
Reintroduce brolgas, bellbirds, whipbirds, bats, etc.
Prioritise revegetation with quick growing species.
Introduce sea grass.
Transfer the Loch Ness monster to the big pond.
Study aquifers to determine groundwater movement from industrial areas to
wetlands.
Establish "green power" demonstration site developments eg tides.
Install a water wheel.
Develop a fish farm for visitors and charge a fee for fishing.
Develop a Wetland Rehabilitation Research and Training Centre.
Develop closer ties with other rehabilitation projects.
Develop closer ties with other international wetlands.
Clarify the association with the Shortland Wetlands Centre.
Investigate commercial farming of crocodiles.
Develop international/national exchange programs.
Make a video on the project.
Arrange a segment on lV shows such as Quantum, Beyond 2000, etc.
Sell historic garden plants from Ash Island.
Sell T shirts, hats, bumper stickers.
Develop locally grown, organic mosquito repellent.
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3
1B
1C
1C
1B
repeat
3
2
1F
1C
1B
3
1B
repeat
repeat
2
repeat
3
repeat
3
3
2
2
2
1A
2
3
repeat

-

2
2
repeat
2
2
2
1E
3
2
2
2
2
2
3
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Project: Kooragang Wetland Rehabilitation Project
Sub Group No: 4

IfN§@•.• •·IP.·.·.·.···•.•· .·....· ·. . ·.·.·.····I. .I . •.·.•. I··. . . .r·.;;;r..tw·.;rr••. ;\i;QJ,ii$fjpntn • • • •·• •· · ·• ·;.·• •·• }itW;I? iiii; ii;iIAii~~m~iff i\
Can We
1.
,
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.

..•.. ?
Delete the City Farm.
Delete community facilities.
Run the project to be self funding.
Sell knowledge gained (consultancies).
Do the road works first to improve the image.
Build a loop road from Tourle St bridge to Ash Island bridge.
Charge admission to the sites.
Negotiate with BHP to use dump site for high ground viewing of project.
Use Coal Loader expansion project to get the Coal Loader to dredge river to
Tourle St.
Use detention centre inmates on selected projects.
Have a sewerage system for Kooragang Island.
Use site fill to create a high ground flood refuge.
Provide refreshments on the island.
Conduct a study to assess likely tourist/visitor numbers.
Produce an overall Management Plan.
Get a marketing manager.
Reuse the Sydney monorail.
Provide disabled access/transport.
Provide a hovercraft.
Provide cycle access to Honeysuckle.
Provide a full time security (resident) officer.
Provide visitor parking at entrance only and provide transport.
Have Harley-Davidson bike tours.
Get research to have goals that are appropriate to the project.
Provide canoe canals.
Encourage water access.
Reduce the length of walkways proposed.
Provide for legal overnight camping.
Harvest mosquitos - sell to zoo.
Use alternative river bank protection to rock.
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repeat
1B
1C
repeat
10
repeat
1C
2
2
repeat
2
10
repeat
2
1E
1E
3
2
3
2
2
10
2
1F
repeat
repeat
10
2
3
1A
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