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WCPS comments on the  
OCU Site Assessment Technical Note  

provided under GIPA 
Overall Conclusions 

 The impact on No.20 Unwin St is made unbearable by the awkward E-W orientation 
of the OCU that Sydney Water chose for the alternative site.  

 Even with that E-W orientation, the alternative site is actually preferable to the 
original one, apart from the impact on No.20. 

 WCPS has a new proposal that significantly reduces the impact on No.20. 
 
General Remarks 
The Technical Note acknowledges several defects: 

 that it has low accuracy, as no quantity surveying has been undertaken (p1) – its pricing 
figures are therefore suspect 

 “No geotechnical, survey, odour modelling or noise modeling investigation work has been 

undertaken on the alternative site” (p7) 
 “Existing ground conditions for the alternative site have not been assessed by a geotechnical 

engineer.”(p8) 
Sydney Water undertook those studies for its own site, but not for the alternative one, 
although the proposal for it has been known to them since December 2018.The 
construction delay until early 2022 announced by Sydney Water in April 2021 made 
those studies possible, but they have not been undertaken. Yet the fact that these 
studies have been done for the original site is cited as a positive for it.  

 In Attachment 1 to the Technical Note, Sydney Water internal stakeholders several times 
note that the “Original site has been endorsed by Sydney Water as the preferred location for the 

OCU.” This is irrelevant to a comparison of the two sites.  
  “The proposed OCU site at Unwin Street, Tempe (Figure 1) was chosen as the preferred location 

for the new OCU after the completion of a two-year study using multi criteria assessment with 

Sydney Water stakeholders.” (p6, emphasis added) There is no indication that this related 
assessment was undertaken with any external stakeholders, so this is a very one-sided 
sample.  

  “Additional desktop investigations were done to perform a high level evaluation of the proposed 

alternative site [at Unwin St] to determine if it offered any advantages over the original site.” (p6, 
emphasis added). This underlines the fact that no serious on-site examination was made 
of the alternative option, just some educated guesswork.  
 

No consideration was given in the comparison to the acquisition of the adjacent house 
property (20 Unwin St) to overcome some of the negatives cited, as urged by WCPS in 
October 2019. That would push up the costs for Sydney Water, but there may be solutions 
for that. 
 
Main Issues with the Technical Note 
 
1 the essential information that was sought under GIPA is totally redacted (pp17-18) (see 

note 1) 
2 what evaluative parameters are evident use overly simple scales - 

advantageous/disadvantageous; low/medium/high (Sections 4.2.4 and 4.2.5) 
3 we take issue with a number of the listed items and evaluations made on these scales 

(see Note 2)  
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4 even with the disputed evaluations noted under 3 above, which are no doubt reflected 
in the redacted tables 5 and 6, the scores of the two sites are close, 2.9 vs 2.26 (p19), 
and the original site has a higher cost (p19) 

5 Issues with the (redacted) Multi-Criteria Analysis: 

 no indication is given of why the five criteria in the redacted Table 5 were selected;  

 the environment and community is only one criterion among the five and no description 
is given of what is included in this;  

 there is no criterion in relation to impacts on built heritage listed on state and national 
registers;  

 four of the criteria seem to relate only to Sydney Water concerns;  

 there is no criterion relating to Stakeholders as used in the wider site comparison (table 
between pp18 & 19) - even there, the stakeholders considered are only internal Sydney 
Water ones, although WCPS, local MLAs, local Councils, NSW Nature Conservation 
Council, National Trust, plus 4,300 petitioners can all legitimately claim to be 
stakeholders in relation to Unwin St. 

 Weightings for the five criteria are not disclosed in redacted Tables 5 & 6, but may well 
be like those shown alongside the Calculation Table, at the bottom of the table inserted 
between pp 18 & 19, where a similar analysis is applied to a wider range of sites. There 
the weightings seem to have no impact on the scores, but were the weightings to be 
applied to the raw scores, the ranking of the sites would be somewhat different (see 
attached spreadsheet). Again we have no information on why the criteria were chosen; 
why these weightings were assigned; or how the raw scores were derived; and there is a 
significant fudge factor in ’additional benefits’. If something similar applies in relation to 
table 6 the already very close scores for the two options (2.9 vs 2.26) on the MCA 
analysis are in question, even on Sydney Water’s own process. 

6. The OCU on the alternative site has been shown with an E-W orientation rather than N-S, 
as shown the original site (pp11-12) - that puts it much closer to the house. WCPS has a 
proposal to overcome this and also avoid the strange route chosen for the piping. (See 
Note 3) 

7. The argument from ‘core values: customer at the heart’ is very narrowly conceived – it 
ignores the fact that almost all Park users are also Sydney Water customers. 

______________________________________________ 
Note 1: The information sought under GIPA was: 
o the multiple criteria used to assess the sites considered 
o the rating given to each site considered on those criteria 
o the weighting given to each criterion in the overall assessment of site suitability 
o the reasoning for choosing those criteria and for assigning those ratings and weightings. 
 
Note 2: Concerns with Tables 3 & 4 
Table 3 
Option A 

 the first three positives are only such because Sydney Water has failed to undertake the 
comparable studies on the alternative site, although the proposal for it has been known 
since December 2018. 

 positive 5 does not take into account impacts on the houses to the NE of the original site, 
whose house levels would be much closer to the top of the vent stack. Any move closer 
to Unwin St is a move further away from them and a positive for Option B. 

 positive 6 is at odds with the correct observation by one of Sydney Water’s own 
stakeholders (ED in Attachment 1) that “The original location is more likely to impact on any 
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Aboriginal heritage.”  
 positive 7 is a negative. Sydney Water has acknowledged that 300 sq m of bushland will 

be destroyed. It may be that no species will be made extinct or threatened by this but it 
is simply wrong to claim that native flora will not be impacted. 

 positive 8 is positive only if just immediate residences are counted: it is a negative for 
walkers and for travellers on the East Hills line, for both of which the OCU will be visible 
and the Bluff wrecked. 

 
Option B omits several positives 

 the connectivity of the bushland of the Wolli Creek Regional Park is preserved 

 additional remnant bushland can be added to the Regional Park 

 Wolli Bluff is not marred 

 the Two Valley Trail is not interrupted for OCU construction or for maintenance activity 

 Regional Park users, seeking a nature experience, are not faced with an industrial 
intrusion 

 only a single, continuous security fence is required 

 the risk of projectiles from above being thrown onto the OCU is eliminated. 
 

Table 4 
 
Construction cost – High Cost for Option A is clear, for option B unclear and can’t be 
assumed to be High Cost.  

A three point scale doesn’t allow for fine discrimination, but Option B is clearly lower 
cost. This is acknowledged in the Technical Note at p19: “Based on the high-level MCA 

assessment detailed herein (Section 4.2.5), the original site (although it has a higher cost).....” 
 
Environment and Community Impact –  
Rating Option A as Medium Impact is based on faulty reasoning:  

o it ignores the impact on residences on Bayview St (see Table 3, positive 5 comment); 
o it doesn’t multiply the ‘transient’ impact on the public by the numbers of them 

involved as Park users over generations;  
o the impact on flora is much higher than in Option B (see Table 3, positive 7 

comment above).  
 
Rating Option B as High Impact uses the same faulty logic re residences and numbers and 
appeals to possible future complaints – which are equally likely from residences above the 
vent stack.  
On the items listed there is little differentiation except for the boardwalk, a negative for 
Option A, and the positives for Option B listed under Table 3 comments above.  
If anything, the relative impacts are reversed – Option A high, Option B medium. 
 
Construction Impact – these impact evaluations are based on not acquiring the residential 
property at No.20 Unwin St. Impacts for Bayview St properties under A and Unwin St ones 
under B are otherwise broadly similar, but probably greater for Option A, where more rock 
cutting is required. However, construction is a relatively ‘transient’, one-off matter.  
Other than for a single property, Option B has lower impact. . An improved alternative is 
available that considerably reduces the impact on this single residence (see Note 3). 
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Operation and Maintenance Requirements – Again the evaluation assumes the non-
acquisition of the relevant property. If acquired, there would be little difference between 
the options.  
There is no differentiation between the options, other than for a single property. An 
improved alternative is available that considerably reduces the impact on this single 
residence (see Note 3). 
 
Note 3: Alternative Proposal  
To the N of No.22 Unwin St there is an unused road reservation owned by Canterbury-
Bankstown City, part of which could be acquired to extend the space available for the OCU 
on this site at No.22 (see diagram 1 attached). With the added space it is possible to 
reorient the OCU N-S and distance it from the residence on No.20. 

 
 


