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INTRODUCTION 1-1 
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Modelling of the catchments of Botany Bay was recently completed for the Sydney Metropolitan CMA 

using the E2 modelling framework (see WBM 2007).  These results indicated that significant pollutant 

loads are predicted to enter into the Bay from the more urbanised catchments of the region, however 

further assessments were required to quantify the predicted loads as derived from specific Council 

regions.  These assessments will allow for the development of targeted awareness activities and the 

prioritisation of Council specific management actions. 

The Botany Bay E2 model has been revised to facilitate this reporting, though all hydrologic and 

constituent parameters are completely consistent with the original catchment model.  Further details 

on the model set up are presented in Section 2. Model Results describing land use loads per council 

area and for individual land uses as well as individual council pollutant loading rates are provided in 

Section 3 of the report. 
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To allow assessments to be undertaken on a Council jurisdictional basis, the E2 model was 

reconfigured using the Council boundaries as a basis for model network definition. This model 

reconfiguration was required to minimise the numerous hand calculations required to derive 

proportions of catchments within council boundaries and then back-calculating average flows and 

pollutant exports from these council areas.  The following steps were followed to reconfigure the 

model to council boundaries: 

·  Council boundaries were supplied to BMT WBM as a shape file. These boundaries were used to 

represent conceptual council catchment areas; 

·  The council boundary shape file was trimmed and reshaped according the Botany Bay 

catchment boundary; 

·  The catchment areas upstream of the Woronora dam were trimmed and excluded from the 

model (no flow from these catchments passed downstream of the dam in the original E2 model);  

·  The original E2 land use map was overlaid on the council boundary catchment map; 

·  Climate/rainfall files were reprocessed for each council subcatchment; 

·  All council subcatchments were linked directly to the catchment outlet (no routing was used in 

the original model) as shown in Figure 2-1; 

·  The output was interrogated and post processed using spreadsheet analysis; and 

·  The model results for total flow  and total load  were compared to the original E2 model flows 

and loads with comparable results (nominally +- 1%-2%). 

 

Figure 2-1 Reconfigured Botany Bay E2 ‘Council’ Mod el
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The results below show a comparison of total pre-European and present condition load contributions 

(as mean annual loads) for each Council jurisdiction which partially or fully drains to Botany Bay. 

Tables containing all of the data used to generate the plots are presented in Appendix C. 

Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(TSS t/yr)
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Figure 3-1 Pre European and Current Condition TSS L oad Comparison 
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Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(Faecal Coliforms x10^6)
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Figure 3-6 Pre European and Current Condition Faeca l Coliform Load Comparison 
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The results below show the contributions (as mean annual loads) for each Council jurisdiction which 

partially or fully drains to Botany Bay.  They represent the likely contributions discharging to the Bay 

from each jurisdiction over the climatic period 1986-2006. Each plot shows a breakdown of the total 

load from each council area and the land use attributable to each load for the 6 pollutants modelled 

(TSS, TN, TP, BOD, TOC and Faecal Coliforms). Tables containing all of the data used to generate 

the plots are presented in Appendix B.  
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Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area

(Total Suspended Solids t/yr)
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Figure 3-7 TSS Loads per Council Area 

 
Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area

(Total Nitrogen t/yr)
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Figure 3-8 TN Loads per Council Area 
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Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(Total Phosphorus t/yr)
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Figure 3-9 TP Loads per Council Area 

Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(Biochemical Oxygen Demand t/yr)
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Figure 3-10 BOD Loads per Council Area 
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Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(Total Organic Carbon t/yr)
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Figure 3-11 TOC Loads per Council Area 

Mean Annual Pollutant Loads Per Council Area
(Faecal Coliforms x10^6)
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Figure 3-12 Faecal Coliforms per Council Area 
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The results show that the councils delivering the highest pollutant loads to Botany Bay are:  

·  Sutherland; 

·  Campbelltown; 

·  Liverpool; 

·  Fairfield; and 

·  Bankstown.  

This result is to be expected given the size of each council area (See Appendix A). Figure 3-13 

shows the proportion of total TSS load per council area. Results for other pollutants are provided in 

Appendix A.  

 

Figure 3-13 TSS Load Proportion per Council Area 
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Analysis of pollutant loading rates delivered from each council provides further insight to which 

council areas may be delivering a disproportionate load of pollutants to Botany Bay.  The results for 

some council areas need to be viewed in conjunction with the total loads and mean annual load 

results shown in previous sections.  Those councils with only small proportions of their council area in 

inside the Botany Bay catchment (and hence very small annual loads) will have pollutant loading 

rates that relate only to that small section of their area and are unlikely to reflect the true pollutant 

loading rate for the whole council area.  This means pollutant loading rates for Auburn, Waverley, and 

Ashfield, in particular, and to some extent Burwood and Strathfield councils need to be viewed in this 

context.  The results are presented in the Figures below. 
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MODEL RESULTS 3-12 

The Pollutant Loading Rate data shows a clear distinction between councils with very high 

proportions of urbanised areas (inner city suburbs on the northern side of Botany Bay) versus council 

areas with large areas of bush or rural lands such as Sutherland and Campbelltown.  



SUMMARY 4-1 
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This report details the E2 model of the Botany Bay catchments was modified to allow the calculation 

of: 

·  Council specific total pollutant loads; 

·  Council specific individual land use loads; and 

·  Council specific loading rates. 

The data shows that councils associated with high pollutant load exports are not necessarily the 

highest load per unit area contributors. Inner city suburbs generally are associated with higher loading 

rates but only moderate to low overall pollutant export.  

Work is ongoing to model future land use scenario with the Botany Bay catchment. 
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Table A-1: Total Loads per Council Area 

 

Units Area km2 Name 
TSS  
(t/yr) 

TP  
(t/yr) 

TN  
(t/yr) 

BOD  
(t/yr) 

TOC  
(t/yr) 

Faecal 
Coliforms 
X10^6 

SC #6 13.12 HOLROYD 381.1 0.73 6.0 48.5 75.6 29794.9 
SC #3 74.11 FAIRFIELD 1939.3 3.71 30.7 245.3 314.6 231332.6 
SC #18 67.23 BANKSTOWN 1926.0 3.71 30.5 245.5 327.3 214522.7 
SC #14 1.04 AUBURN 11.5 0.02 0.2 1.6 2.9 231.5 
SC #10 7.42 STRATHFIELD 260.8 0.50 4.1 33.0 47.8 24979.0 

SC #17 2.34 BURWOOD 97.1 0.19 1.5 12.3 13.8 13907.4 
SC #12 0.49 ASHFIELD 19.5 0.04 0.3 2.5 2.8 2788.1 
SC #24 33.10 CANTERBURY 1268.0 2.43 19.8 160.3 188.1 172578.6 
SC #20 160.52 LIVERPOOL 2252.7 3.93 41.8 262.7 374.9 182823.7 
SC #11 261.72 CAMPBELLTOWN 3030.6 5.10 60.0 340.9 517.5 191865.0 
SC #7 71.77 WOLLONDILLY 753.1 1.55 17.0 108.3 178.6 17711.6 

SC#15 17.20 WOLLONGONG 340.3 0.60 8.0 42.6 68.0 4282.6 
SC #21 159.26 SUTHERLAND 3413.6 6.70 60.7 453.3 628.8 317528.4 
SC #1 15.51 KOGARAH 659.7 1.26 10.3 83.2 95.4 92506.8 
SC #23 27.55 ROCKDALE 1094.9 2.11 17.3 140.7 178.3 131041.5 
SC #16 21.62 BOTANY BAY 933.7 1.79 14.7 122.4 192.3 64251.4 
SC #9 12.10 MARRICKVILLE 486.4 0.93 7.6 62.0 83.0 53876.7 

SC #5 13.22 SYDNEY 618.9 1.19 9.8 78.7 126.2 44342.8 
SC #22 22.91 RANDWICK 995.8 1.92 16.0 128.3 165.6 113985.6 
SC #4 1.43 WAVERLEY 66.3 0.13 1.1 8.5 10.7 8024.3 
SC #8 22.72 HURSTVILLE 849.1 1.63 13.3 107.8 126.5 115199.7 

 



TOTAL LOAD PROPORTION BY COUNCIL AREA A-2 

 

 



TOTAL LOAD PROPORTION BY COUNCIL AREA A-3 
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Table B-1: Individual Land Use Loads – Total Suspen ded Solids 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) TSS (t/yr) 

HOLROYD 167 8 195 0 0 0 12 381 
FAIRFIELD 1548 4 305 0 13 11 58 1939 
BANKSTOWN 1400 0 366 87 20 0 53 1926 
AUBURN 0 0 4 0 0 0 7 12 
STRATHFIELD 154 0 101 0 0 0 6 261 
BURWOOD 97 0 0 0 0 0 0 97 
ASHFIELD 19 0 0 0 0 0 0 20 
CANTERBURY 1192 0 62 0 0 0 14 1268 
LIVERPOOL 1164 36 227 30 256 476 64 2253 
CAMPBELLTOWN 1161 0 366 0 618 886 0 3031 
WOLLONDILLY 46 50 0 0 634 24 0 753 
WOLLONGONG 0 0 0 0 239 101 0 340 
SUTHERLAND 2034 305 135 0 883 29 29 3414 
KOGARAH 643 0 13 0 0 0 3 660 
ROCKDALE 874 0 75 114 0 0 33 1095 
BOTANY BAY 334 33 267 268 0 0 31 934 
MARRICKVILLE 350 0 119 8 0 0 10 486 
SYDNEY 236 0 360 0 0 0 23 619 
RANDWICK 757 91 75 0 7 0 66 996 
WAVERLEY 54 0 6 0 0 0 6 66 
HURSTVILLE 795 0 40 0 14 0 0 849 

 



LAND USE LOADS BY COUNCIL AREA B-2 

Table B-2: Individual Land Use Loads – Total Nitrog en 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) TN (T/yr) 

HOLROYD 2.59 0.12 3.02 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30 6.03
FAIRFIELD 23.97 0.05 4.73 0.00 0.32 0.27 1.39 30.73
BANKSTOWN 21.76 0.00 5.68 1.35 0.48 0.00 1.27 30.54
AUBURN 0.00 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.24
STRATHFIELD 2.39 0.00 1.57 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.14 4.10
BURWOOD 1.51 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.51
ASHFIELD 0.30 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.30
CANTERBURY 18.51 0.00 0.96 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.33 19.80
LIVERPOOL 18.01 0.56 3.50 0.47 6.18 11.54 1.55 41.81
CAMPBELLTOWN 17.98 0.00 5.68 0.00 14.88 21.48 0.00 60.01
WOLLONDILLY 0.71 0.76 0.00 0.00 15.01 0.56 0.00 17.05
WOLLONGONG 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.62 2.38 0.00 8.00
SUTHERLAND 31.54 4.73 2.09 0.00 21.00 0.68 0.68 60.73
KOGARAH 10.00 0.00 0.20 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.08 10.28
ROCKDALE 13.59 0.00 1.16 1.77 0.00 0.00 0.79 17.31
BOTANY BAY 5.17 0.51 4.16 4.16 0.00 0.00 0.74 14.75
MARRICKVILLE 5.46 0.00 1.85 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.23 7.65
SYDNEY 3.66 0.00 5.58 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.55 9.79
RANDWICK 11.73 1.41 1.17 0.00 0.16 0.00 1.56 16.04
WAVERLEY 0.84 0.00 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.13 1.07
HURSTVILLE 12.36 0.00 0.62 0.00 0.34 0.00 0.00 13.32

 



LAND USE LOADS BY COUNCIL AREA B-3 

Table B-3: Individual Land Use Loads – Total Phosph orus 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) TP (T/yr) 

HOLROYD 0.32 0.01 0.37 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 0.73
FAIRFIELD 2.96 0.01 0.58 0.00 0.03 0.01 0.13 3.71
BANKSTOWN 2.68 0.00 0.70 0.17 0.04 0.00 0.11 3.71
AUBURN 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.02
STRATHFIELD 0.29 0.00 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.50
BURWOOD 0.19 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.19
ASHFIELD 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.04
CANTERBURY 2.28 0.00 0.12 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.03 2.43
LIVERPOOL 2.22 0.07 0.43 0.06 0.56 0.45 0.14 3.93
CAMPBELLTOWN 2.22 0.00 0.70 0.00 1.34 0.84 0.00 5.10
WOLLONDILLY 0.09 0.09 0.00 0.00 1.35 0.02 0.00 1.55
WOLLONGONG 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.60
SUTHERLAND 3.88 0.58 0.26 0.00 1.89 0.03 0.06 6.70
KOGARAH 1.23 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 1.26
ROCKDALE 1.67 0.00 0.14 0.22 0.00 0.00 0.07 2.11
BOTANY BAY 0.64 0.06 0.51 0.51 0.00 0.00 0.07 1.79
MARRICKVILLE 0.67 0.00 0.23 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.93
SYDNEY 0.45 0.00 0.69 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 1.19
RANDWICK 1.45 0.17 0.14 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.14 1.92
WAVERLEY 0.10 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.13
HURSTVILLE 1.52 0.00 0.08 0.00 0.03 0.00 0.00 1.63

 



LAND USE LOADS BY COUNCIL AREA B-4 

Table B-4: Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr) BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr)  BOD (T/yr)  

HOLROYD 21 1 25 0 0 0 2 48
FAIRFIELD 195 0 38 0 2 1 8 245
BANKSTOWN 177 0 46 12 3 0 8 246
AUBURN 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 2
STRATHFIELD 19 0 13 0 0 0 1 33
BURWOOD 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 12
ASHFIELD 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2
CANTERBURY 150 0 8 0 0 0 2 160
LIVERPOOL 147 5 29 4 37 31 9 263
CAMPBELLTOWN 147 0 46 0 90 58 0 341
WOLLONDILLY 6 7 0 0 94 2 0 108
WOLLONGONG 0 0 0 0 36 7 0 43
SUTHERLAND 257 43 17 0 131 2 4 453
KOGARAH 81 0 2 0 0 0 0 83
ROCKDALE 110 0 9 16 0 0 5 141
BOTANY BAY 42 5 34 38 0 0 5 122
MARRICKVILLE 44 0 15 1 0 0 1 62
SYDNEY 30 0 45 0 0 0 3 79
RANDWICK 95 13 9 0 1 0 10 128
WAVERLEY 7 0 1 0 0 0 1 8
HURSTVILLE 101 0 5 0 2 0 0 108

 



LAND USE LOADS BY COUNCIL AREA B-5 

Table B-5: Individual Land Use Loads – Total Organi c Carbon 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) TOC (T/yr) 

HOLROYD 23.75 1.82 46.67 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.31 75.55
FAIRFIELD 220.12 0.85 73.48 0.00 3.53 1.24 15.33 314.55
BANKSTOWN 199.62 0.00 87.67 20.94 5.23 0.00 13.84 327.31
AUBURN 0.00 0.00 1.04 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.85 2.89
STRATHFIELD 21.92 0.00 24.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.55 47.78
BURWOOD 13.84 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.84
ASHFIELD 2.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 2.78
CANTERBURY 169.66 0.00 14.85 0.00 0.00 0.00 3.60 188.11
LIVERPOOL 165.56 8.64 54.56 7.22 68.43 53.30 17.22 374.93
CAMPBELLTOWN 164.93 0.00 88.30 0.00 164.93 99.34 0.00 517.51
WOLLONDILLY 6.53 11.86 0.00 0.00 157.68 2.54 0.00 178.61
WOLLONGONG 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 57.46 10.53 0.00 67.99
SUTHERLAND 289.50 73.16 32.48 0.00 223.27 3.11 7.25 628.78
KOGARAH 91.45 0.00 3.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.83 95.44
ROCKDALE 124.57 0.00 17.98 27.34 0.00 0.00 8.39 178.27
BOTANY BAY 47.62 7.85 64.33 64.65 0.00 0.00 7.82 192.27
MARRICKVILLE 50.14 0.00 28.67 1.83 0.00 0.00 2.40 83.04
SYDNEY 33.74 0.00 86.72 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.74 126.21
RANDWICK 107.54 21.85 18.07 0.00 1.69 0.00 16.43 165.59
WAVERLEY 7.73 0.00 1.54 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.40 10.66
HURSTVILLE 113.21 0.00 9.62 0.00 3.66 0.00 0.00 126.49

 



LAND USE LOADS BY COUNCIL AREA B-6 

Table B-6: Individual Land Use Loads – Faecal Colif orms 

 

 Urban Industrial  Commercial  Airport Bushland  Rural Parkland  
All Land 

Uses 
Name FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  FC x 10^6  

HOLROYD 23841 215 5550 0 0 0 188 29795
FAIRFIELD 221383 101 8704 0 200 74 870 231333
BANKSTOWN 200569 0 10375 2476 302 0 801 214523
AUBURN 0 0 123 0 0 0 109 231
STRATHFIELD 22012 0 2876 0 0 0 91 24979
BURWOOD 13907 0 0 0 0 0 0 13907
ASHFIELD 2788 0 0 0 0 0 0 2788
CANTERBURY 170610 0 1757 0 0 0 212 172579
LIVERPOOL 166510 1022 6433 855 3847 3185 971 182824
CAMPBELLTOWN 166195 0 10438 0 9303 5929 0 191865
WOLLONDILLY 6591 1407 0 0 9555 159 0 17712
WOLLONGONG 0 0 0 0 3608 675 0 4283
SUTHERLAND 291077 8672 3847 0 13308 191 432 317528
KOGARAH 92085 0 372 0 0 0 50 92507
ROCKDALE 125198 0 2126 3217 0 0 501 131042
BOTANY BAY 47619 930 7600 7632 0 0 470 64251
MARRICKVILLE 50142 0 3374 217 0 0 143 53877
SYDNEY 33744 0 10249 0 0 0 350 44343
RANDWICK 108168 2583 2135 0 103 0 997 113986
WAVERLEY 7758 0 181 0 0 0 85 8024
HURSTVILLE 113845 0 1138 0 216 0 0 115200

 



COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PRE-EUROPEAN CONDITIONS C-1 

+  ����-
	.  
	 �
 +�����
 ��
 	 ������
 +��
  �� "� ��� �+�


	 ��������� 


 

Table C-1: Total Pre-European Loads per Council Are a 

 

Units Area km2 Name 
TSS  
(t/yr) 

TP  
(t/yr) 

TN  
(t/yr) 

BOD  
(t/yr) 

TOC  
(t/yr) 

Faecal 
Coliforms 
X10^6 

SC #6 13.12 HOLROYD 20.8 11.5 1.89 0.17 79 1186 

SC #3 74.11 FAIRFIELD 106.0 58.3 9.62 0.87 397 6023 
SC #18 67.23 BANKSTOWN 106.9 59.6 9.78 0.88 407 6150 
SC #14 1.04 AUBURN 1.9 1.1 0.17 0.02 7 110 
SC #10 7.42 STRATHFIELD 14.1 8.1 1.31 0.12 55 826 
SC #17 2.34 BURWOOD 4.9 2.9 0.46 0.04 19 292 
SC #12 0.49 ASHFIELD 1.0 0.6 0.10 0.01 4 61 

SC #24 33.10 CANTERBURY 65.9 37.8 6.15 0.55 257 3879 
SC #20 160.52 LIVERPOOL 195.5 106.6 17.63 1.59 732 11038 
SC #11 261.72 CAMPBELLTOWN 310.3 168.4 27.91 2.52 1154 17439 
SC #7 71.77 WOLLONDILLY 157.7 93.3 14.95 1.35 631 9524 
SC#15 17.20 WOLLONGONG 74.6 46.3 7.28 0.65 310 4674 
SC #21 159.26 SUTHERLAND 350.0 202.5 32.80 2.94 1372 20688 

SC #1 15.51 KOGARAH 34.1 19.7 3.19 0.29 134 2015 
SC #23 27.55 ROCKDALE 62.1 36.0 5.80 0.52 244 3690 
SC #16 21.62 BOTANY BAY 54.2 31.5 5.11 0.46 214 3217 
SC #9 12.10 MARRICKVILLE 26.8 15.5 2.51 0.23 105 1589 
SC #5 13.22 SYDNEY 36.9 21.8 3.50 0.31 147 2217 
SC #22 22.91 RANDWICK 65.6 38.5 6.18 0.56 261 3942 

SC #4 1.43 WAVERLEY 4.5 2.7 0.43 0.04 18 272 
SC #8 22.72 HURSTVILLE 45.4 26.1 4.23 0.38 177 2671 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



COMPARISON OF CURRENT AND PRE-EUROPEAN CONDITIONS C-2 

 

Table C-2: Percentage Increase In Total Loads per C ouncil Area Since European Settlement 

 

Units Area km2 Name 
TSS  
(t/yr) 

TP  
(t/yr) 

TN  
(t/yr) 

BOD  
(t/yr) 

TOC  
(t/yr) 

Faecal 
Coliforms 
X10^6 

SC #6 13.12 HOLROYD 263% 322% 219% 329% 385% 2413% 
SC #3 74.11 FAIRFIELD 197% 320% 219% 328% 388% 3741% 
SC #18 67.23 BANKSTOWN 206% 312% 212% 321% 373% 3388% 
SC #14 1.04 AUBURN 53% 50% 37% 51% 58% 110% 
SC #10 7.42 STRATHFIELD 238% 309% 212% 325% 375% 2923% 

SC #17 2.34 BURWOOD 181% 330% 227% 347% 402% 4668% 
SC #12 0.49 ASHFIELD 170% 313% 214% 330% 383% 4481% 
SC #24 33.10 CANTERBURY 185% 324% 222% 340% 393% 4349% 
SC #20 160.52 LIVERPOOL 92% 146% 137% 147% 208% 1556% 
SC #11 261.72 CAMPBELLTOWN 67% 102% 115% 103% 163% 1000% 
SC #7 71.77 WOLLONDILLY 13% 16% 14% 15% 19% 86% 

SC#15 17.20 WOLLONGONG* -9% -8% 10% -8% 10% -8% 
SC #21 159.26 SUTHERLAND 80% 124% 85% 128% 149% 1435% 
SC #1 15.51 KOGARAH 180% 322% 223% 340% 393% 4491% 
SC #23 27.55 ROCKDALE 187% 291% 198% 302% 349% 3452% 
SC #16 21.62 BOTANY BAY 254% 288% 189% 290% 335% 1897% 
SC #9 12.10 MARRICKVILLE 210% 298% 205% 314% 362% 3290% 

SC #5 13.22 SYDNEY 242% 261% 180% 279% 321% 1900% 
SC #22 22.91 RANDWICK 152% 233% 159% 244% 282% 2792% 
SC #4 1.43 WAVERLEY 136% 217% 150% 233% 267% 2845% 
SC #8 22.72 HURSTVILLE 179% 313% 215% 327% 379% 4213% 

*The small modelled load differences from the predominantly bushland Wollongong LGA areas are 

due to slight differences in modelled runoff volumes caused by minor differences in modelled area 

between model scenarios. These results should be interpreted as no change. 



 

 

 


