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The Hon Stephen Smith MP 
Minister for Defence 
Parliament House 
Canberra ACT 2600 
 
 
Dear Minister 
 
 
I am pleased to provide you with the Report of the Independent Review of the 

Potential for Enhanced Cruise Ship Access to Garden Island Sydney in 

accordance with your media release of 16 June 2011. 

 
In essence, the Review was tasked with assessing current and future Navy 

requirements at Fleet Base East and to identify whether scope exists to 

enhance access by large cruise ships to Garden Island. 

 

The five options presented for consideration are summarised succinctly in the 

Executive Summary.  The spectrum of options ranges from retaining the 

status quo with improvements to the approval process for cruise industry 

usage of Fleet Base East, through to relocation of some naval activities out of 

Sydney. 

 

Aspects covered under each option can be drawn on to provide short-medium 

and long term solutions to the cruise industry demand. 

 

It will be important that you have the results of two related enquiries before 

settling on the way ahead, viz: 

 

• the Force Posture Review Report which is due with you in the first half 

of this year; and 



 

 

• the NSW Government Transport Infrastructure and Tourism reviews, 

including the NSW Visitor Economy Taskforce whose findings are due 

in May 2012. 

 

In closing, I want to pay particular tribute to Commodore Vince Di Pietro,  

Mr Andy Mackinnon, CMDR Ted Wynberg and LCDR Mary Ganter who 

provided the Secretariat and helped in researching and drafting this Report.  

Any errors, omissions or oversights are my responsibility. 

 

 
yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Allan Hawke 
 
 
1 February 2012 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
In May 2009, the then New South Wales (NSW) Minister for Planning 

established the Passenger Cruise Terminal (PCT) Steering Committee to 

investigate growth in the cruise shipping industry.1

2 The resultant Part B Report 

 

2

3 On 16 June 2011, the Minister for Defence, the Hon. Stephen Smith 

MP, announced an independent review into enhanced access by larger cruise 

ships to Garden Island Naval Base in Sydney.

 concluded that there are clear future 

capacity issues for large cruise vessels (greater than 80,000 Gross Tonnage) 

that cannot fit under the Sydney Harbour Bridge.  It also concluded that no 

new viable berthing locations were available for passenger ships east of the 

Harbour Bridge and recommended that, among other things, dialogue 

continue with Navy about occasional use of Garden Island Naval Base for 

cruise passenger ships. 

3

                                                 
1  6 May 2009 letter from The Hon Kristina Keneally MP (NSW Minister for Planning) to The Hon Joel 
Fitzgibbon MP (Minister for Defence) inviting Royal Australian Navy participation in a Passenger Cruise 
Terminal Steering Committee. This Committee first met on 15 June 2009 and the Chairman issued a Part A 
report on cruise ship facilities requirements west of Sydney Harbour Bridge on 20 November 2009. 

  In doing so, the Minister 

referred to the increase in large cruise ships visiting Sydney and the 

difficulties with obtaining berthing highlighted in the Part B Report. He also 

noted the considerable constraints on Garden Island, increased use by larger 

Naval vessels (including the Canberra class Landing Helicopter Dock ships, 

the Landing Ship Dock vessel HMAS Choules, and three Hobart Class Air 

Warfare Destroyers) and that the ongoing primary obligation at Garden Island 

was to provide for Navy and military requirements. 

2  The Chairman of the Passenger Cruise Terminal Steering Committee issued a Part B report on 31 January 
2011 to the NSW Minister for Planning, addressing “Identification and investigation of future infrastructure 
requirements and potential locations for a Cruise Passenger Terminal east of Sydney Harbour Bridge”.  
3 Minister for Defence Media Release of 16 June 2011: Improved Civilian Access to Military Facilities – 
Cruise ship docking at Garden Island, Sydney (see Annex A). 
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4 In essence the Minister directed the Independent Review to assess 

whether scope existed to enhance cruise ship access to Garden Island without 

adversely impacting on its priority role of supporting Navy and Defence’s 

maritime operations.4

5 The Review comes to the following strategic judgements: 

 

 maximising the economic contribution and benefits from both tourism 

and the Defence presence is in the economic interest of the 

Commonwealth and State governments; 

 the full economic benefits from the cruise ship sector will only be 

realised through supporting infrastructure for large cruise vessels;  

 use of taxpayer funded facilities to support numerous sectors 

simultaneously represents responsible use of government funds; 

 primacy of Defence use of Garden Island must remain paramount; 

 enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island should not impede 

achievement of Defence operational outcomes; 

 enhanced cruise ship access to Commonwealth-owned Garden Island 

infrastructure should be on a full recovery “user-pays” basis for 

provided infrastructure, and operational costs and overheads of 

alternative arrangements for Defence and Navy ships; and 

 enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island will impact significantly 

on local residents. 

The diagram on the next page shows the key areas and their locations in 

Sydney Harbour as a visual aid to the issues and options that follow. 

 

 
                                                 
4  Annex B details the full Terms of Reference. 



 

iii 

  Figure 1 - Port Jackson – K
ey B

erth A
reas 

                      



 

iv 

6 Since 2006, Navy has accommodated annual requests from the industry 

to berth large cruise ships at Garden Island in the February-March timeframe, 

based on extended notice and with only one ship visit per year.  Late notice 

requests for two additional ships to visit in early 2009 were denied due to lack 

of berth space at Garden Island arising from changes to the fleet program.  

Queen Mary 2 will berth at Garden Island on two occasions in early 2012 and 

2013.  The circumstances which have allowed for these visits will, however, 

change as a consequence of the need to provide berth space for new, larger 

Navy ships entering service in the near future.  Also of note, and of 

international reputational profile, is that all Sydney berths and anchorages will 

be fully occupied during the period surrounding the planned International 

Naval Review on 7 October 2013 by RAN and foreign visiting ships. 

7 Most submissions to this Review supporting enhanced access by the 

cruise industry to Garden Island have been formulated on the premise that 

sufficient excess capacity, over and above the needs of Navy, does in fact 

exist.  This led to an assessment of Garden Island’s actual capacity to meet 

the future berthing requirements of both Navy and the cruise ship industry 

8 This Review finds that there is some capacity to enhance access by 

cruise ships to existing Garden Island facilities on an ad hoc and shared basis 

outside the peak period of December-February each year, while still allowing 

Navy to meet its raise, train, sustain and operational requirements.  Of note, 

the cruise industry peak demand period lies within the Australian cyclone 

season, when Navy is required to maintain ships at short notice readiness to 

respond if required.  This will include times when ships are alongside at 

Garden Island.  Additional berth and terminal facilities for larger cruise 

vessels are required, however, if the economic benefits from this sector are to 

be fully realised.  Provision of facilities to alleviate the anticipated shortage of 
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berth space for large cruise ships east of the Sydney Harbour Bridge cannot 

be achieved without additional investment. 

9 There is no current Defence capability driver for development of 

facilities solutions at Garden Island which would as a side product support 

cruise ship berthing requirements.  Defence has invested over many years in 

the facilities it needs in Sydney Harbour and the Sydney basin shore 

infrastructure to support Defence and specifically Navy functions.   The 

Captain Cook Graving Dock is a fundamental component of Navy ship repair 

and maintenance on the east coast and a driver for an enduring Navy presence 

at Garden Island.  Primary responsibility for provision of facilities to support 

commercial ship operations rests with the NSW Government and commercial 

operators. 

10 A whole-of-Government solution to cruise ship berthing requirements, 

including some relocation of Navy activities from Garden Island, is possible.  

It would be irksome if the options outlined below, which involve facilities 

enhancements to relocate Navy activities, should come at a cost to the 

Defence budget.  Having decided to relocate Defence activities from Garden 

Island, it may well be that partial Fleet Base wharf access fails to satisfy 

cruise industry demand and is under-utilised in the quiet tourism months. 

OPTIONS  

Option 1 – Disperse Cruise Ship Support between the Overseas 

Passenger Terminal (OPT), Athol Bay and Port Botany. 

11 Option l would only entertain cruise ship access to Garden Island if all 

available commercial facilities in Port Jackson and Port Botany were utilised 

and Navy operations were not impeded.  Because Navy would be unable to 

provide the cruise ship industry with the 18-24 months advanced guarantee of 
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berth space that it requires, even for occasional visits, use of Garden Island 

under this option would be spasmodic. 

12 Existing Sydney port facilities could be maximised by implementing a 

one day maximum stay at the OPT, with ships on visits of more than one day 

transferring to a new dolphin berth constructed at Athol Bay.  Sydney Ports 

Corporation (SPC) would enter into arrangements with commercial operators 

at Botany Bay to co-share wharf space, leveraging existing commercial 

facilities to the fullest extent.   Over the long term, this may require 

investment in specific wharf facilities and passenger processing for the cruise 

ship industry at Port Botany.  Facilities could then be priced to reflect a 

premium associated with entry to and berthing in Port Jackson. 

13 Minimum investment (by NSW Government only) is estimated as $74 

million.   

14 This option would meet the cruise ship industry’s requirements, 

although not the ideal level of functionality, allowing investment to be staged 

in concert with the actual build-up in cruise ship numbers.     

15 Sharing facilities envisaged for container or other port operations with 

cruise ships is not the preferred choice of some elements of the cruise industry 

or SPC.  If the NSW economy is to benefit from the forecast boom in 

passenger cruise tourism, some compromise is required to ensure facilities are 

made available on an affordable, profitable basis.   

16 The following diagram will facilitate understanding of the options that 

follow. 
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Figure 2 – Garden Island and Fleet Base East Berths 
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Option 2 – Co-share Fleet Base Berths 2-3 with Cruise Shipping on the 

basis that Glebe Island 2/White Bay 3 Berths were made available to 

Navy.  No additional facilities investment. 

17 This option proposes shared access to Fleet Base Berths 2 and 3 at 

Garden Island during the annual peak cruising season of November – March.  

The cruise ship industry would be able to book berths 18-24 months ahead for 

this period.  Defence would be provided access to SPC facilities at Glebe 

Island and White Bay on a priority basis whenever insufficient berth space 

was available at Garden Island due to the agreed cruise ship booking 

schedule. Because of time-critical or short notice operational and maintenance 

requirements, Defence could not provide the same notice of its berthing 

schedule to SPC which would necessarily be subject to change.  If SPC was 

unable to provide a berth for warships during the peak cruise ship period, any 

cruise vessel booked to berth at Garden Island would have to be relocated to a 

buoy to allow warship access in accordance with Defence’s primacy of use 

principle.   

18 It is also contingent on the ability to accommodate cruise shipping 

access within the prevailing Safe Base security requirements. 

19 No capital facilities investment is envisaged for Defence.   

20 It will result in increased operational costs for Defence due to the 

inefficiency of operating at three disparate sites, two of which do not provide 

full fleet base functionality, and the requirement to provide increased Garden 

Island security while cruise vessels are alongside.   It will be difficult to 

capture the full operating cost impost of this option.  

21 Ironically, the single biggest increase relates to the NSW Maritime 

Seabed Lease currently associated with Defence use of Garden Island berths.  

NSW Maritime has advised that regular commercial use of Garden Island will 
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increase lease costs to Defence by $5.5 m per annum.   The NSW 

Government should be prevailed upon to waive whatever this fee turns out to 

be under the various options or pay it and charge the cruise industry the 

offsetting amount as a pre-requisite to adoption of whatever turns out to be 

the preferred option. 

22 This option does not, however, meet the full requirement for three 

guaranteed cruise ship berths on the eastern side of Sydney Harbour Bridge 

during the peak cruise ship period, as guaranteed uninterrupted access to Fleet 

Base Berths 2-3 cannot be given. Moreover, this option displaces warships 

from specifically designed support facilities available at Garden Island for 

initially three months a year (around 2020) and up to seven months of the year 

in the long term (2030).  This would interfere with routine maintenance 

activities and crew training and leave, with adverse impacts on readiness.  

While theoretically achievable, in practice this option does not provide the 

certainty or functionality sought by either the cruise ship industry or Defence.  

Option 3 – Lease5

23 This option involves leasing 650 metres of wharf space at Fleet Base 

Berths 2-5 to SPC specifically for priority cruise ship use, and for periods 

initially ranging from three months (i.e. December through February), but 

with scope to be extended as cruise ship demand increases.   This option is 

based upon a Carnival Australia proposal in its submission to the Review.

 Fleet Base Berths 2-5 to SPC for Priority Cruise Ship 

Use, with Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2 being transferred to the 

Commonwealth for dedicated Defence use.  This Option requires 

Infrastructure Enhancement to support cruise shipping and Navy 

operations in new locations. 

6

                                                 
5  The lease would be predicated on full cost recovery of additional Navy expenses associated with this 
arrangement.  The duration of the lease would need flexibility to cater for the increasing cruise ship berthing 
demand expected to occur between 2020 and 2030.   

 

6  Carnival Australia submission of 31 October 2011, page 5-6. 
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Some use of Fleet Base Berths 2-5 by Navy when not required by the cruise 

industry would be feasible. 

24 To offset the loss of Fleet Base Berths 2-5 for at least three months 

during Navy’s peak demand period, and potentially for up to seven months in 

the longer term, Defence would be fully compensated for the additional costs 

involved, including transfer of the 467 metres at Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2, 

as well as associated wharf space, to the Commonwealth for Defence use as a 

Fleet Base Annex.  This option envisages infrastructure enhancement at the 

Glebe Island site to ensure the conduct of Navy’s raise, train, sustain and 

operational activity at the same level as Garden Island. 

25 Minimum investment estimated at $143 million. 

26 This option has reasonable functionality, while not fully meeting the 

requirements of any party, but it comes at a significant financial cost. 

27 As there is no Defence requirement for relocation to Glebe Island and 

the Commonwealth, on behalf of the Australian taxpayer, has already invested 

in facilities to support Navy functions at Garden Island, facilities and 

operating costs attributable to this option should not be borne by the 

Australian Government. 

Option 4 – Lease Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC and develop a 

Replacement Wharf for Navy on the eastern side of Garden Island. 

28 This option proposes a transfer by the Commonwealth of the entire 870 

metres of wharf on the western side of Garden Island (Fleet Base Berths 1-5) 

to SPC, through a long term lease arrangement, permanently segregating 

cruise ship and Defence functions.  A new fully-serviced wharf facility 

providing equivalent wharf metres would be constructed on the eastern side of 

Garden Island, for exclusive naval use.   
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29 The NSW Department of Roads and Maritime Services would need to 

implement new traffic arrangements for large vehicle access to Garden Island 

to support cruise ship turnaround. 

30 Minimum total capital investment is estimated at $342 million. 

31 As there is no Defence requirement for this development, capital 

facilities costs associated with this option should be offset completely through 

the SPC leasing and facilities transfer process. 

32 This option would fully meet both Navy and the cruise industry’s 

requirement for berth space.  It is the only shared option at Garden Island that 

also fully meets Navy’s security and operating requirements.  It may also 

provide space for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet Base Berths 4-5, thus 

supplementing the cruise ship facilities currently being developed by the 

NSW Government at White Bay to meet short term requirements.  

33 It is unlikely this option could be fully operational until at best 2025 

and it would be likely to inflame local resident opposition. 

Option 5 – Disposal and Transfer of Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC and 

transfer Navy’s Amphibious and Afloat Support Group to new dedicated 

facilities in a port other than Sydney. 

34 This option also proposes disposal and transfer of the entire 870 metres 

of wharf on the western side of Garden Island (Berths 1-5) to SPC for cruise 

shipping or other appropriate maritime functions. 

35 It accords with a preliminary conclusion of the Force Posture Review, 

whereby Navy’s Amphibious Afloat Support Group comprising at least two 

LHDs (Canberra and Adelaide), one LSD (Choules), and potentially the AOR 

(Success or its replacement) might be relocated to a new Fleet Base facility. 
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36 A new, fully-serviced Navy home-port base facility would be provided 

elsewhere to offset the significant loss of berth space in Sydney.  

37 In order to gain a better understanding of the implications and cost 

associated with this option, the Review commissioned a scope and costing 

study using the Port of Newcastle as an exemplar.  Newcastle has been used 

for this purpose, on the basis that existing port facilities could be acquired and 

developed for permanent Navy use as a less costly option than development 

of a “green field” site.  This option applies equally to any other Australian 

port considered strategically sound, including, for example, Brisbane, 

Gladstone or Townsville. 

38 In existing port locations, there are no readily available sites that could 

accommodate a new naval base without major expansion of port facilities 

which are currently fully committed to commercial shipping activity.  

Creation of “green field” port facilities would involve added development 

costs and greater environmental challenges. 

39 Minimum total investment is estimated at $1.003 billion. 

40 The initial cost estimate is for core base facilities only.  It does not 

include land acquisition costs or any associated compensation required for 

compulsorily acquiring appropriate land holdings and dislocating existing 

activities.  It does not include numerous indirect costs such as additional 

Defence housing, personnel relocation costs or additional operational costs 

that might be borne by Defence due to separation from other Defence (Navy) 

shore based technical training and operational support facilities located in the 

Sydney basin area, and the industrial base.  It also does not include any 

industry relocation costs and implications. 

41 It is unlikely this option could be fully operational until around 2025. 
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Conclusion 

42 It would be possible to combine elements from the Options canvassed 

above to arrive at agreed short-medium and long term outcomes.   

43 Taken overall, it would appear that for all but Option 1, the return on 

investment to accommodate a seasonal cruise industry in Sydney may not 

warrant the massive capital investment and major capability implications that 

would arise from dislocating Navy either partially or permanently from its 

continued use of the Fleet Base berths. 

44 The enduring requirement to maintain a credible and effective national 

Defence capability, including through a highly professional, versatile and well 

trained, maintained and equipped Navy, and a highly visible presence in the 

nation’s largest recruiting pool, is of paramount importance.   

45 On the other hand, if the Force Posture Review’s preliminary 

conclusion about a new Fleet Base facility comes to pass, then the sensible 

way ahead would involve Option 5 or some variation thereon and adoption of 

a phased approach drawing on aspects of the other Options. 
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CHAPTER 1 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
 
 
 

 
 Fleet Base East by night 
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In May 2009 the then New South Wales Minister for Planning established a 

Passenger Cruise Terminal (PCT) Steering Committee to: 

a. confirm the long term growth projections for the cruise shipping 

industry in Sydney Harbour; 

b. make recommendations to cater for that growth; 

c. identify and investigate potential locations for new cruise terminals for 

both west and east of Sydney Harbour Bridge; and 

d. consider potential improvements to the Overseas Passenger Terminal 

(OPT) at Circular Quay. 

1.2 The Steering Committee reported in two parts: Part A addressing 

potential permanent infrastructure needs west of Sydney Harbour Bridge; 

with Part B recommending potential locations for additional passenger cruise 

terminals for the outer harbour (east of Sydney Harbour Bridge). 

1.3 Among the Part B findings was the observation that, while the new 

Cruise Terminal Facility proposed for White Bay 5 and ongoing use of the 

OPT can cope with current demand for berthing facilities west of the Sydney 

Harbour bridge, there are clear future capacity issues for those vessels that 

cannot fit under the Bridge.7

1.4 The Part B Report concluded that no new viable berthing locations 

were available for passenger ships east of the Bridge and recommended that, 

among other things, dialogue continue between the cruise ship industry and 

Navy regarding occasional use of Garden Island Naval Base for cruise 

passenger ships. This recommendation also noted that further dialogue 

offered little prospect of increased access to existing berths during the peak 

  

                                                 
7 Part B Report from the Cruise Passenger Terminal Steering Committee, January 2011, section 4.5, page 16. 
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season, or capacity to guarantee berth availability with the degree of 

advanced notice sought by the cruise industry.8

Reason for the Review 

  

1.5  On 16 June 2011, the Minister for Defence, the Hon. Stephen Smith 

MP, announced an independent review into potentially enhanced access by 

larger cruise ships to Garden Island Naval Base in Sydney.9 In making this 

announcement, the Minister noted the increase in large cruise ships visiting 

Sydney and associated difficulties with obtaining berthing highlighted in the 

Part B Report. He also noted the considerable constraints on Garden Island, 

the increased use by new larger Naval vessels10

1.6 The Minister directed that the Review assess whether scope existed to 

enhance cruise ship access to Garden Island without adversely impacting on 

its priority role of supporting Navy maritime operations. The Review was to 

focus on opportunities for greater civil-military cooperation in the use of 

finite berthing resources for very large vessels in Sydney and to carefully 

assess whether Navy’s needs can be balanced with cruise industry 

requirements to secure berth bookings for cruise ships well in advance of 

their visit to Sydney Harbour. 

 (including the Canberra class 

Landing Helicopter Dock (LHD) ships, the Landing Ship Dock (LSD) vessel 

HMAS Choules, and three Hobart Class Air Warfare Destroyers (AWD)) 

and that the ongoing, primary obligation at Garden Island was to provide for 

Navy and military requirements.  

                                                 
8 Part B Report from the Cruise Passenger Terminal Steering Committee, January 2011, section 1.1.5, page 6 
- 1.1.5 and section 6.1, page 24. 
9 Minister for Defence and Minister for Defence Materiel, Doorstop – Capability projects and Civilian        
   access to military facilities, 16 June 2011. 
10 These ships will require suitable berthing facilities and will draw on Sydney’s strong industry support base  
    for maintenance and repairs. 
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Terms of Reference for the Review 

1.7 Among other things, the Review’s terms of reference (see Annex B) 

called for an examination of the following issues: 

a. outcomes from the PCT Steering Committee Part B Report on 

infrastructure requirements and locations for a Cruise Passenger 

Terminal east of Sydney Harbour Bridge; 

b. current and future Navy requirements for facilities at Garden Island to 

meet the operational and maintenance needs of home-ported and 

visiting RAN and allied naval ships; 

c. future Defence Materiel Organisation requirements for contracted ship 

repair and maintenance, including the need for Garden Island to be 

available for short notice emergency Navy dockings; 

d. the suitability of existing Garden Island facilities to support more 

regular cruise ship visits during peak periods and with the degree of 

advanced notice sought by the industry; 

e. the economic benefits of enhanced cruise ship access and the economic 

contribution of the ongoing Navy presence; 

f. options for alternative berthing, maintenance and support arrangements 

for naval vessels both within Sydney and other ports which might be 

required to allow enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island during 

peak periods, with estimates of feasibility, costs and timeframes 

involved; 

g. the costs, benefits and impact of the cruise industry investing in 

purpose built facilities at Garden Island to enable enhanced use of the 

island by cruise ships; and 
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h. changes to Defence’s risk profile which would be caused by enhanced 

cruise ship access to Garden Island, in terms of: 

i.  acquisition and maintenance of naval ships, 

ii. personnel support, 

iii. security, 

iv. operational readiness, and 

v. Commonwealth financial and legal liability. 

Review Process 

1.8 In formulating recommendations in accordance with the Terms of 

Reference, the Review was guided by: 

a the Two Ocean Basing policy, a central tenet of basing and disposition 

for Navy’s larger ships;  

b. strategic basing principles agreed by the Government as part of the 

2009 Defence White Paper Defending Australia in the Asia Pacific 

Century: Force 2030; 

c. the technical complexity of major naval vessels and need for ready 

access to a broad industry base possessing trades and skills peculiar to 

naval requirements; and 

d. the impact of basing Navy ships in major ports such as Sydney on 

Navy’s skilled workforce retention. 

1.9 The Review included extensive stakeholder consultation to obtain the 

views of individuals or groups that may have an interest in the future use of 

Garden Island by the cruise shipping industry. This involved input from 

representatives of Commonwealth and NSW Governments, Sydney and other 

Port Corporations, defence contractors in the ship repair sector, the cruise 
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industry, transport and tourism sectors, community groups and the team 

undertaking the broader Force Posture Review.  

1.10 In addition to targeted consultations, interested parties were invited to 

make submissions to the Review through advertisements in national, regional 

and local newspapers. Submissions closed on 31 October 2011. Details of 

these notices are at Annex C. Thirty one written public submissions were 

received. A list of individuals and organisations that made submissions is 

provided at Annex D; omitting five who requested confidentiality. Copies of 

the submissions that can be made public will be available through a Defence 

website page, along with a copy of this Review, once approved by the 

Minister for Defence.  Annex E lists the people consulted during the Review. 
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CHAPTER 2  

 
 

STRATEGIC JUDGEMENTS 
 
 
 

 
Garden Island - Bicentennial Fleet Review 1988 
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The purpose of this Review is to assess the capacity of Garden Island in 

Sydney to accommodate increased numbers of visiting cruise ships.  This 

involves an assessment of current and future RAN requirements and whether 

there is scope to enhance cruise ship access to Garden Island, noting its 

primary role of support to the RAN’s raise, train and sustain roles and 

functions and the timely delivery of maritime operational capability.  

2.2 This Chapter outlines the key strategic judgements identified during 

the Review which relate to assessment of the capacity of Garden Island to 

support enhanced access by cruise ships. 

The whole-of-government interest is in maximising the economic 

contribution and benefits from both tourism and the Defence presence. 

2.3 Cruising is the fastest growing sector of the Australian tourism 

industry.  The rapid expansion of the Australian cruise ship industry 

represents a significant economic opportunity for NSW and nationally.  AEC 

Group estimated that in 2009-10 the cruise ship sector contributed $266.4 

million in value added to the NSW economy and 2552 full time jobs.11 By 

comparison, the enduring economic significance of Defence for the NSW 

economy is also substantial.  KPMG estimated that in 2009-10 the Navy 

contributed $608 million in value added to the NSW economy and 8684 full 

time jobs.12

2.4 Both the Commonwealth and State governments recognise that cruise 

shipping is an important and growing component of the tourism industry and 

Defence an enduring economic input.  There is little to be gained from 

debating the relative importance of these sectors; both demonstrably provide 

 

                                                 
11 AEC Economic Impact Assessment of the Cruise Shipping Industry in Australia, 2010-11 for Cruise 
Down Under, dated September 2011, page 28, Table s.20: NSW Regional Economic Impacts of Cruise 
Shipping – Sydney impacts only. 
12  KPMG Econtech Report “Economic Contribution of the Naval Bases in Sydney", of 31 January 2011. 
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a substantial economic contribution.  The whole-of-government interest lies 

in identifying means to avoid reducing the value of either sector and, where 

possible, identifying complementary solutions. 

The full economic benefits from the cruise ship sector will only be 

realised through provision of additional infrastructure for large cruise 

vessels. 

2.5 Sydney is an internationally prominent and growing tourist destination 

for cruise ships.  Global trends towards larger vessels mean that many cruise 

ships visiting Australian waters, generally those greater than 80,000 Gross 

Tonnage, will have height (air draft) restrictions that prevent them passing 

under Sydney Harbour Bridge.  By 2015 and 2020 respectively, at least 33 

and 56 per cent of cruise ships visiting Sydney will be unable to make use of 

terminals or infrastructure west of the Harbour Bridge. 

2.6 Sydney currently has one dedicated cruise ship passenger terminal 

capable of servicing these vessels, the Overseas Passenger Terminal (OPT) at 

Circular Quay, which is operated by Sydney Ports Corporation (SPC).  Even 

with enhancements to the OPT to support the largest vessels, the Part B 

Report of the NSW Passenger Cruise Terminal Steering Committee clearly 

indicates impending capacity issues due to the increasing numbers and size of 

vessels visiting Sydney. 

2.7 The Part B Report identified avenues to maximise return on the current 

investment by the NSW Government in the OPT, including extending the 

berth through installation of a mooring dolphin at the seaward end; 

establishment of a one day maximum stay with other days spent at a buoy in 

Sydney Harbour; premium charges and seasonal pricing; as well as 

improving the functionality of the terminal for passenger processing.  These 

issues should be actively pursued as a matter of priority. 
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2.8 Regardless of these enhancements, based on Gap Analysis Scenario 2 

contained within the Part B Report,13

Use of taxpayer funded facilities to support numerous sectors 

simultaneously represents responsible use of government funds. 

 there will remain a need for at least one 

additional berth to accommodate larger vessels between 2020 and 2025.  

Noting the NSW Government submission indicates current bookings exceed 

the medium term forecasts, these facilities may be required in an earlier 

timeframe to realise the full potential economic benefits of the cruise sector. 

2.9 The Part B Report recommended dialogue between all key 

stakeholders, with the aim of providing a long-term cruise ship terminal to 

accommodate overflow from the OPT. 

2.10 Other than the OPT, Garden Island is the only suitable berthing facility 

east of the Harbour Bridge able to accommodate larger vessels within Sydney 

Harbour.  The Report recommended the cruise industry and Navy explore 

further occasional use of Garden Island for cruise passenger ships, noting the 

limited prospect of increased guaranteed access because of Navy’s growing 

berthing requirements. 

2.11 The Part B Report also recommended key stakeholders of Port Botany 

consider the potential for long-term co-sharing arrangements for a passenger 

terminal, noting the limited immediate prospects due to Port Botany’s 

growing container trade. 

2.12 The historically low utilisation rates of cruise terminals14

                                                 
13   Report of the NSW Passenger Cruise Terminal Steering Committee Part B, page 17. 

 present part 

of the difficulty.  At 22-34% utilisation, it is difficult to make an economic 

case for new, single-purpose infrastructure development to support this 

14 Analysis of the Part B Report Gap Analysis – Scenario 2 indicates that cruise industry use of a dedicated 
additional berth would see this infrastructure only 22% utilised in 2025 and 34% utilised by the year 2030.  
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industry.  Facilities options would be more feasible if supplementary uses 

were possible to offset the seasonal nature of the cruise ship requirement.  

The capacity to arrive at a co-share arrangement to support this industry is 

therefore highly desirable, but will require some compromise, government 

investment and, likely, acceptance of excess capacity.  If, however, the 

economic benefit is not worth the cost (opportunity or financial) then market 

forces will determine the amount of cruise industry activity in Sydney and 

other Australian ports. 

2.13 While judgements about the capacity, development and economic 

benefit of building new cruise terminal facilities are for the NSW 

Government to determine, all parties need to accept that Sydney Harbour has 

a finite capacity for large cruise ships.  Compromises to the Sydney Ports 

plan for commercial activity in Port Botany may be required and this 

investment given over, in part, to support the growing cruise requirement. 

Although the cruise industry is not in agreement on the appropriateness of 

berths at Port Botany, compromise may enable sufficient levels of support to 

be provided.   

2.14 Noting the long lead time involved in infrastructure development, 

current uncertainty regarding capacity in Port Botany, the lack of alternatives 

within Sydney Harbour and the economic benefit of the cruise industry, the 

capacity of Garden Island to support both Defence and passenger cruise 

industry requirements needs to be considered over both the short and long-

term as the only other port facility option. 

Primacy of Defence use of Garden Island must remain paramount. 

2.15 The Australian Government’s 2009 Defence White Paper reiterated 

that defence policy should be founded on the principle of self-reliance in the 

direct defence of Australia and in relation to our strategic interests. This 
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posture entails the maintenance of alliances and international defence 

relationships that enhance our security and allow us to work with others when 

needed to pool resources. The Australian Defence Force (ADF) of 2030 was 

identified as needing to be a more potent force, particularly requiring 

enhancement of Australia’s maritime capabilities. 

2.16 Navy will, as a result, increasingly operate larger and more capable 

warships and will need to maintain these at a level commensurate with the 

Government’s requirement that it be able to contribute to the projection of 

power and to establish and maintain sea control.  Navy performs an essential 

role in contributing to the protection of Australia’s national and overseas 

interests, especially seaborne trade, and is a key enabler for the projection 

and protection of land forces.  Navy also contributes to national tasks 

including border protection, offshore surveillance patrol and response, 

maritime charting, marine science, search and rescue and humanitarian 

assistance/disaster relief operations.  To support these tasks Navy needs 

assured, appropriately located and purpose-built operating, shore training, 

maintenance and logistic support infrastructure within a secure, access 

controlled perimeter. 

2.17 Navy’s force disposition reflects the Two Ocean Basing policy 

articulated in the 1987 Defence White Paper, with the major surface 

combatant force divided between the fleet bases at Garden Island in Sydney 

and HMAS Stirling in Rockingham, Western Australia.  Pending the Force 

Posture Review’s consideration of the long-term disposition of Defence 

capability, Garden Island remains an enduring strategic facility and the 

principal base for Navy capability on the east coast of Australia.  

2.18 The Government’s Two Ocean Basing policy, as the cornerstone of 

Navy’s disposition, risks generating two entirely disparate Fleets, with 

potentially different standards of operation and unfamiliarity in operating 
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with classes of vessels based on the opposite coast.  To ensure Fleet units that 

are highly proficient and prepared for Government directed operations within 

agreed readiness timeframes, Navy’s “raise, train and sustain” activities must 

be conducted so as to grow experience across the entire Fleet, necessitating 

sufficient capacity at either Fleet Base to enable interaction and occasional 

support for visiting RAN warships that are normally home-ported elsewhere. 

2.19 In addition to raise, train and sustain activity, Navy’s primary role is 

to provide maritime forces to perform Australian Government directed tasks.  

The ADF operational tempo since 2000 has been the highest since the 

Vietnam War, with multiple simultaneous operations and deployments 

around the globe. The consequent wear and tear on complex platforms such 

as warships places increased demands on assured support for maintenance as 

well as training and respite for crews following months deployed away. 

2.20 Government tasking in respect of real-time security and humanitarian 

events is, by its very nature, time critical.  Such tasking requires short notice 

access to appropriate berths from which to prepare, deploy and reconstitute 

naval forces. To meet this requirement, Navy must have the flexibility to 

berth, maintain, reprovision and deploy any class of ship as rapidly as 

possible.  While ship maintenance periods are broadly planned 12-24 months 

in advance, the allocation of berth and dock space to achieve this work is 

generally undertaken within a much shorter timeframe, allowing for 

variations driven by changing operational and maintenance imperatives. 

2.21 Navy’s submission notes Garden Island provides specific support 

requirements that are neither available nor readily achievable in other 

Australian commercial ports.  Most commercial berths do not provide the 

capability to connect to the full range of shore services to allow for complex 

warship systems to be shut down, maintenance conducted and personnel to be 
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reassigned from unproductive ship-keeping duties to ship maintenance, 

training or leave. 

2.22 In addition to supporting the Australian Fleet, Garden Island must be 

able to support and enable Government’s strategic alliances and foreign 

policy aims requiring the capacity to occasionally support warships from 

Australia’s allies and neighbours. Future visiting international naval ships 

will range from sail training ships, to frigates and destroyers, to United States 

Navy amphibious assault ships (over 250m long). 

2.23 Garden Island is, therefore, an essential enabler of naval capability. 

The facilities at Garden Island are central to Navy’s capacity to provide a 

potent maritime force capable of meeting all directed operational 

requirements.  The Captain Cook Dock is a vital strategic asset, capable of 

supporting all ships in the current RAN inventory. It is the second largest dry 

dock in the southern hemisphere15

                                                 
15  The Sturrock Dry Dock in Cape Town, South Africa is slightly longer. 

, and is presently the only facility in 

Australia capable of dry docking the new LHD vessels when they enter 

service.   Continued operation of this dock to support future maintenance of 

the Fleet determines that it remains a driver for an enduring Navy presence at 

Garden Island.  So long as the Australian Government maintains Garden 

Island as one of its two primary Fleet Bases, Defence’s requirements at this 

facility must remain paramount to ensure the Government can fully deliver 

its constitutional responsibility for defence.  Indeed this conclusion is clearly 

and unambiguously agreed by numerous submissions to this Review 

including those provided by representatives of the cruise industry, NSW 

Government and Defence.  There are no foreseeable future circumstances 

where Defence would be in a position to relinquish its primacy of use at 

Garden Island. 
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Cruise ship access to Garden Island can only be enhanced provided this 

access does not impede achievement of Defence operational outcomes. 

2.24 The requirements of the cruise industry and Navy with respect to 

access to berths at Garden Island are intrinsically different.  The cruise ship 

industry requires assured bookings some 18-24 months in advance.  Defence 

requires flexibility to allow for short notice operational requirements, 

unscheduled maintenance and program changes due to adjusted training 

schedules.  While a potential sharing arrangement such as that proposed by 

Carnival Australia is envisaged as providing certainty for Defence as well as 

the cruise industry, the reality is that unless sufficient excess berth capacity 

exists elsewhere, the only certainty for Navy would be the loss of berth space 

and a consequential negative impact on operational readiness.   A lack of 

additional berth capacity would, in effect, require warships to remain at sea, 

go to a buoy or use an un-serviced berth at Glebe Island or White Bay, 

potentially resulting in delay for Navy until appropriate berth space at Garden 

Island became available.  

2.25 Most submissions supporting enhanced access by the cruise industry to 

Garden Island have been formulated on the premise that sufficient excess 

capacity, over and above the needs of Navy, does in fact exist.  Garden 

Island’s actual capacity to meet the future berthing requirements of both 

Navy and the cruise industry clearly needs to be tested.    

2.26 While the willingness of all parties to commit to working with the 

Australian Government and Defence in the development of a framework for 

the shared use of Garden Island is commendable, this approach needs to be 

balanced against adverse impacts on Navy’s operations.  Enhanced access to 

Garden Island by cruise ships should be dependent upon the extent of excess 
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capacity inherent in existing infrastructure.  This may not be sufficient to 

meet the full needs of the cruise industry. 

Any access to Commonwealth owned infrastructure at Garden Island 

should be on a ‘user-pays’ basis and provide for full cost recovery. 

2.27  The Government invests significant resources in Defence, on behalf of 

the Australian people, and has a clear expectation that these resources will be 

used to fund operations, force structure, readiness, sustainment, personnel 

and infrastructure objectives outlined in its 2009 Defence White Paper.  To 

obtain further efficiencies, Defence has been directed to undertake a 

substantial program of reform and savings to underpin the achievement of 

these objectives. This Strategic Reform Program seeks to achieve some $20 

billion of savings across the decade from 2010, with funds to be re-directed 

towards delivery of necessary new capabilities. Regardless of whether access 

to Garden Island is enhanced or remains ad hoc, it is not appropriate that 

Defence, and ultimately the Australian taxpayer, bears the cost of non-

essential commercial activity at Garden Island. 

2.28 Enhanced access for cruise ships will inevitably result in an additional 

financial impost on Defence in the management of Garden Island. A 

commercial model in relation to the provision of facilities, ensuring full cost 

recovery, should be adopted in the event of enhanced access for cruise ships. 

This would require negotiations between stakeholders to develop an 

appropriate model for cost attribution that captures the full financial impact 

on Defence’s maintenance, operational and infrastructure budgets, as well as 

management costs for any increased berth access leasing arrangement. 

2.29 Any additional facilities required by the cruise industry to support 

passenger processing would clearly require upfront capital and ongoing 
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operating funding at the expense of the industry, in the absence of any 

Defence requirement for such infrastructure. 

2.30 Defence involvement in the management of shared access would be 

necessary, but should only occur to the extent necessary to make any shared 

arrangement work, thereby minimising the impact on Defence’s primary 

function. Taxpayer-funded Defence resources should not be allocated for the 

benefit of non-essential commercial activity at Garden Island. The NSW 

Government and/or cruise industry should provide ongoing resources to 

sustain any enhanced access arrangements. 
 

Enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island will impact significantly 

on local residents. 

2.31 Enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island will have a significant 

impact on local residents from an amenity and congestion viewpoint.  There 

are competing and opposing views expressed by the tourism industry and 

Sydney City Council compared with those of local residents, who clearly do 

not favour the added congestion and adverse lifestyle impacts they foresee 

from large cruise ships berthing regularly at Garden Island.  

2.32 Further consultation and analysis would be needed to determine how 

adverse impacts could be minimised if enhanced access proves achievable. 
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CHAPTER 3  
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Queen Mary 2 berthing at Fleet Base East - February 2011 
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This Chapter examines the nature and extent of cruise industry demand for 

additional berth space in Sydney, compared with Navy’s requirements for 

berth space at Garden Island, in order to determine the present potential for 

enhanced cruise ship access to the base. 

Cruise Industry Demand 

3.2 The January 2011 Part B Report to the NSW Government from the 

Passenger Cruise Terminal Steering Committee provides a valuable and 

extensive analysis of predicted cruise industry growth in Australia.  Its focus 

on Sydney’s capacity to berth large cruise ships unable to access berths on 

the western side of Sydney Harbour Bridge is of direct relevance to this 

Review.  Without repeating this analysis or focusing on particular cruise 

industry sectors, some demand aspects are worth highlighting. 

3.3 Table 1 summarises the predicted number of visits under three growth 

scenarios, based on industry estimates updated in late 2010. 

 
Table 1 – Predicted Cruise Ship Visits to Sydney and Passenger Forecasts.  
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3.4 This growth in ship visits to Sydney reflects the broader trend in the 

cruising industry and the increase in the number of larger cruise ships now in 

service or under construction.   Australia is generally seen as a relatively 

immature cruising market, with growth potential above that of many northern 

hemisphere locations.  Visits to Sydney and the spectacular scenery of Port 

Jackson are generally seen as an important attraction and marketing 

opportunity for cruise ship visits to Australia, though this appears less 

relevant for ships that operate from Sydney as their home port. 

3.5 The cruise industry ambition to grow this market brings the prospect 

that increased numbers of ships with air draft restrictions will visit Sydney.  

Table 2 summarises the predicted growth in ship numbers that will be unable 

to access berths on the western side of the Harbour Bridge, and effectively 

shows the increasing demand for berth space on the eastern side. 

Table 2 – Berth Demand for Ships West and East of Sydney Harbour Bridge. 
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3.6 The only commercial cruise ship berth on the eastern side of the 

Harbour Bridge is the Overseas Passenger Terminal (OPT), at Circular Quay.  

This can accept all cruise ships currently in service, except Queen Mary 2 

which has berthed at Garden Island during its annual visits to Sydney.   

Sydney Ports Corporation (SPC) has advised that planned extension of the 

berth pocket at the OPT, by construction of a new mooring dolphin at the 

seaward end, will accommodate Queen Mary 2 from early 2014. 

3.7 While potential modifications to the terminal would enhance its 

capacity to cope with increased numbers of passengers and their baggage, 

plus necessary Customs and Quarantine processing and the essential logistic 

demands of the ship itself, these can only improve cruise ship turnaround 

times so far.  There is a clear tension between the desire of cruise industry 

operators for their ships to remain alongside the OPT as long as possible in 

the heart of Sydney as an “…essential part of passenger’s overall cruise 

experience…”,16

3.8 However, it is self-evident that the upgraded OPT has a finite capacity.  

Drawing again on analysis from the Part B Report, Table 3 provides an 

estimate of the numbers of occasions when the OPT capacity will be 

exceeded and when alternative berth space east of the Harbour Bridge will be 

required.  The highlighted area clearly demonstrates the period during which 

additional berth space is required in Sydney, and the peak period from 

December-February each year which will gradually expand if growth 

projections continue as anticipated by the industry. 

 versus the need to optimise OPT use to meet berthing 

demand by limiting the time ships spend alongside to achieve their essential 

support requirements.  These are matters for the cruise industry and SPC to 

resolve.  

 
                                                 
16  Carnival Australia submission, page 3. 
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Table 3 – OPT Gap Analysis Scenarios (based on Medium Growth estimates). 

 

3.9 In light of Scenario 1, it could be concluded that the berthing challenge 

emerges around 2015, when there will be four visits by ships requiring two 

days alongside (i.e. eight days) that cannot be accommodated at the OPT.  

Should cruise ship operators and the SPC manage visits such that ships are 

limited to only one day alongside, Scenario 2 shows that the shortfall 

progressively emerges around the peak period in 2020 rather than 2015. 

3.10 More recent advice received during this Review makes clear that the 

Part B Report estimates have already been exceeded.  Carnival Australia has 

highlighted that during the 2011-12 season “…congestion in Sydney Harbour 

will see six ships having to anchor rather than berth, requiring passengers to 
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be tendered to shore”.   Carnival Australia also makes clear that even 

accepting any upgrades to the OPT that may be pursued by the NSW 

Government, “…congestion will arise in the peak season of 2013”. 17

3.11 This view is supported in the submission from The Committee for 

Sydney, which suggests that by 2012, “…eight vessels will not be able to be 

accommodated at the OPT…” and that this number is expected to increase to 

40 by 2016.
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3.12 Similarly, Royal Caribbean International has highlighted that increased 

demand for berth space earlier than predicted in the Part B Report has arisen 

as a result of both Royal Caribbean and Carnival (the two principal cruise 

operators) deploying larger ships to Australia for the summer season in the 

relatively near future.  This means that “…on current deployment plans alone 

the OPT will be at capacity two years before the prediction in the Steering 

Committee Report”.
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3.13 Finally, the Chief Executive Officer of SPC (Mr Grant Gilfillan) has 

recently been quoted as saying that there will be “…214 vessel visits to 

Sydney this financial year compared to 150 last year, representing a 43 

percent increase”.  Looking ahead further he noted that “…264 ship visits 

have already been booked for the following cruise season in 2012-13”.
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This suggests that future growth will reach the 2015-16 predictions at Tables 

1 and 2 two years earlier than expected.  This is consistent with the NSW 

Government submission, which sees that “…current numbers are already 

very close to the forecasts for 2015, 3 years early”.21

                                                 
17  Carnival Australia submission, page 3.  

 

18 The Committee for Sydney submission of 2 November 2011. 
19  Royal Caribbean International submission, page 7. 
20  Cruise Industry News – 18 November 2011 Issue (see http://www.cruiseindustrynews.com/cruise-
news/6424-sydney-cruise-season-booming.html). 
21  NSW Government submission of 1 November 2011, page 4. 

http://www.cruiseindustrynews.com/cruise-news/6424-sydney-cruise-season-booming.html�
http://www.cruiseindustrynews.com/cruise-news/6424-sydney-cruise-season-booming.html�
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3.14 Clearly the demand for additional berth space east of Sydney Harbour 

Bridge exists now, but is being managed by some ships anchoring in Port 

Jackson at peak periods and tendering their passengers to/from shore at 

increased cost and potential risk to passengers.  Provided cruise ship visit 

growth continues, this demand will increase sooner than predicted and 

potentially at a higher level than forecast, with more ships needing to be 

supported at anchor.  Even if ships are limited to one day visits alongside 

(Scenario 2) and allowing for some potential cruise industry “spreading” of 

visits to alleviate peak load, it is likely that the November-April demand for 

berth space additional to the OPT will be reached sooner than 2025. 

3.15 If the industry insists on ships occupying a berth for two day visits, 

Scenario 1 shows that this demand occurs earlier and the gap is more 

significant, to the extent that one additional berth would not fully meet the 

demand during the peak season. 

Navy and Defence Materiel Organisation (DMO) Demand 

3.16  Navy’s demand is built around the fact that Garden Island will provide 

home-port facilities for approximately ten major Fleet vessels,22

3.17 Figure 1 below provides an aerial view of Garden Island and its 

nominated berths. 

 plus a range 

of ancillary support craft, and periodically supports other RAN ships 

deployed from the west coast, as well as visiting allied and foreign warships.  

Navy notes that the Garden Island precinct has long been, and remains, a 

strategically vital naval base with facilities that have been specifically 

designed to meet the support requirements for each class of home-ported ship 

within a secure, access controlled perimeter. 

                                                 
22  By 2015, the following ships will be home-ported in Sydney:  two LHDs, one LSD, four FFGs, two 
FFHs, and one AOR (based on the current Navy plan to relocate one additional FFH to Fleet Base West in 
2015).  By 2020 it is expected that the three new AWDs will have replaced the four FFGs – leaving nine 
major ships based in Sydney.  This takes no account of potential Force Posture Review basing outcomes.  
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                               Figure 3 - Garden Island Berths. 

 

3.18 Table 4 explains Garden Island berth dimensions.23

Table 4 – FBE/GI Berths. 

  Depths are 

subject to a periodic dredging program, which limits access to individual 

berths during the process.   The Cruiser Wharf and East Dock Wall berths are 

currently controlled by Thales under a lease arrangement which expires on 30 

June 2013.  The intention is that Navy will assume control of these and all 

other berths at Garden Island beyond that date, which will provided a degree 

of enhanced flexibility in allocating berth space to meet Navy and DMO 

requirements during peak demand periods. 

 Fleet Base Berths Oil  
Wharf 

Cruiser  
Wharf 

East  
Wall 

West  
Wall  1 Nth 1 Sth     2 3    4   5 

Length 120 m 150 m 150 m 140 m 160 m 150 m 157 m 270 m 190 m 185 m 
Depth 12.0 m 11.5 m 11.0 m 10.5 m 10.0 m 9.5 m 9.0 m 8.5 m 8.8 m 8.9 m 

                                                 
23  This Table and associated notes are drawn from Navy’s submission to the Part B Report. 
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3.19 A number of factors govern the suitability of individual berths at 

FBE/GI for specific ships.  Of particular note is the following: 

a. the Fleet Base wharf is 870 metres long (including use of the northern 

mooring dolphin), with a 10 degree “kink” at the 310 metre mark, 

which realistically provides two berth pockets. Thus the northern Fleet 

Base 1-3 berth pocket is 560 metres long, and the southern Fleet Base 

4-5 berth pocket is 310 metres;  

b.  the disused Hammerhead Crane presence at Fleet Base Berth 1N 

creates constraints on berthing larger ships on the FBE wharf 

continuum, particularly for ships with wharf overhangs or requiring 

vehicle and mobile crane use in this area.24

c.  berthing of larger ships is constrained at the Fleet Base 4-5 pocket due 

to limited water depth and manoeuvring space; 

 This also constrains cruise 

industry use of the Fleet Base northern berths.  For example, this 

determines that Queen Mary 2 must berth south of the Hammerhead 

Crane, thus occupying all of Fleet Base Berths 1S-3;  

d.  proximity of Fleet Base Berths 4-5 to residential Finger Wharf 

apartments also places major limitations on the nature of maintenance 

and other work that can be undertaken at these berths;  

e.  use of the Cruiser Wharf is currently limited by the Floating Dock 

located at the southern end, which takes up a proportion of available 

berth space. (This is not certified for RAN use and will be removed 

following the Thales lease expiry in mid 2013.) This wharf is a key 

commercial maintenance and ship refit/repair berth, largely unaffected 

by noise constraints applying to berths closer to residential areas;  

                                                 
24  Defence is preparing a submission under the Environmental Protection & Biodiversity Conservation Act 
1999, seeking removal of this disused crane on operational, safety and cost grounds. 
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f.  although limited in length, the Oil Wharf is a vital berth for contracted 

maintenance activity that is not constrained by proximity to residential 

accommodation;  

g.  East Dock Wharf provides a valuable maintenance berth for smaller 

ships; and 

h.  West Dock Wharf (185 metres with the mooring dolphin) is also a 

valuable maintenance berth, and is the allocated submarine berth in 

Sydney, with dedicated fendering, shore power and other submarine-

specific support systems. 

3.20 Navy’s submission reinforces the industrial nature of Garden Island 

and the importance of its access to a “…broad industry base with specialised 

facilities and a large labour force which possess trades and skills peculiar to 

the support of specialised combat forces”.    Navy also emphasises its home-

port concept as a key facilitator for Fleet operations and maintenance, as well 

as for ensuring that seagoing personnel have adequate time to balance the 

rigours of time at sea with time spent with their families.  These are 

important recruitment and retention factors: a view that is reaffirmed by the 

Defence Families of Australia submission.  Navy sees the home-port as 

“…the location in which ship-specific training is undertaken, engineering 

and combat systems are maintained, and where various stores are retained 

for ease of supply.  It is the fundamental means by which the Fleet is 

organised, operated and maintained, and by which operational and 

personnel tempo is cost effectively balanced”. 25

3.21 Navy’s quantified average use of Garden Island berths over the past 

four years is summarised below.   

 

 
 
                                                 
25  Navy submission of 8 November 2011, page 2. 



 

29 

Table 5 – Average Navy Use of Garden Island berths (2008-2011) – By Month. 
 
 Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
% utilised 94% 92% 84% 61% 58% 63% 72% 77% 73% 82% 76% 90% 

 
Table 6 – Average Navy Use of Garden Island (2008-2011) – By Berth. 
 
Berth 1Nth 1Sth 2 3 4 5 WD ED CW OW 

Average % 
Utilisation  93 81 81 75 75 76 86 51 67 87 
 

3.22 This shows that usage rates for the key Fleet Base Berths 1-3 has been 

high during the period December through February each year, with ships 

occasionally “rafted”26 alongside each other due to berth shortages.  The 

annual Fleet Reduced Activity Period and re-activation leading to the Triton 

series of fleet exercises are programmed from December to mid-February.27

3.23 Following the annual Reduced Activity Period, ships are reactivated in 

late January prior to a series of harbour and seagoing training exercises in the 

local area.  These exercises are designed to ensure ships systems and crews, 

many of whom may be newly arrived in their ships, are working effectively 

and can operate at the necessary readiness standard.  Ships will return to 

 

During this period the majority of the Fleet is in port and berth usage at 

Garden Island is at its maximum. The Reduced Activity Period is a critical 

respite opportunity for crews, contributing to the safety, health and wellbeing 

of Navy people and their families.   During this period, ships are crewed by 

minimum numbers of duty personnel, made possible by the provision of ship-

specific shore power and other services which allow most ship systems to be 

shut down throughout the alongside period.  Those remaining on board are 

responsible for the safety and security of the ship.  

                                                 
26 ‘Rafting’ involves securing one ship to a wharf and then securing another ship outboard of the first.  This 
practice enables two ships to occupy one berth pocket at the same time and is routinely used by Navy over 
the peak period.  There are some limitations however.  For instance, some classes of ships (such as LHDs, 
ships undergoing maintenance) cannot be rafted, smaller ships cannot be the ‘inside’ ship and operational 
schedule and maintenance priorities may limit rafting capacity.  
27  This coincides with the current peak season for cruise ship visits to Sydney. 
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Sydney in the middle of this increasingly intense training period to provide 

crew rest, prepare for future seagoing exercises, undertake defect rectification 

and to re-fuel and replenish provisions. This is a tried and proven process that 

meets the annual training cycle for Fleet units on the west and east coasts and 

optimises availability of the Fleet training staff to assist this process.  It 

culminates in ships being certified as ready for operational tasking and 

regional deployment, or if necessary, to progress to specific mission-ready 

training prior to deployment for duties in combat zones.  

3.24 There are times outside this peak period when some berths are not 

occupied fully, although this of itself can be misleading as not all berths can 

be utilised for maintenance purposes and not all berths are of sufficient length 

for all classes of warship. Navy has adopted a good neighbour policy which 

seeks to avoid noise impact on local residents at the Woolloomooloo Finger 

Wharf and in nearby residences overlooking Garden Island.  In effect this 

means that major maintenance tasks cannot be undertaken at Fleet Base 

Berths 2-5, and work in the Captain Cook Dock is generally constrained to 

normal working hours.  This points to the importance of Navy retaining the 

necessary flexibility to allocate berths depending on the particular demands 

of individual ships, which may include the need for access by mobile cranes 

and heavy vehicles (e.g. oily waste removal), as well as connection to vital 

power, water and other services on the wharf to allow ship’s systems to be 

shut down and maintained if necessary.   

3.25 While Attachment 1 is historically correct, the introduction of new, 

larger ships that are planned to be home-ported at Garden Island from 2013 

will add to the existing challenges of managing berth space to meet Navy 

needs.  The new LSD, LHDs and AWDs are all considerably larger than the 

ships they will replace, underscoring the need for existing wharf space to be 

managed and allocated more precisely during the peak periods.  This arises in 
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part because these larger ships, with specialised combat capabilities, will 

require dedicated wharf service connections that will limit to some extent 

where they can be berthed.  These facilities enhancements will be made in the 

near future.  Additionally, the large LHDs will each need a separate berth and 

due to their size, will take up more than one berth pocket each.  During peak 

periods when both LHDs are expected to be alongside, these ships alone will 

fully occupy Fleet Base Berths 1-3, wharf space that previously berthed six-

eight ships, and will constrain manoeuvrability and access to Berths 4-5. 

3.26 The other key factor which Navy has strongly reinforced to the Review 

is the nature of RAN training, operations and maintenance, which determines 

the need for adaptability and flexibility in the allocation of berths and other 

resources at Garden Island to meet frequently changing circumstances.  This 

is consistent with the nature of most naval bases where the demands of 

operational, logistic and deep maintenance support are combined to optimise 

available facilities, as follows:    

a. Operations.  Government tasking in respect of real-time security and 

humanitarian events is, by nature, time critical.  Such tasking including 

for border protection, offshore surveillance patrol and response, search 

and rescue and humanitarian assistance/disaster relief operations often 

occurs at short notice, dependent as it is upon actual events; 

b. Training. Navy’s training and readiness standards are high.  Training 

periods following the Reduced Activity Period, extensive crew change 

over or extended maintenance are programmed in advance, however 

these training periods will be extended dependent upon the rate of 

achievement of the required learning outcomes and state of readiness 

by individual ships; and 
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c. Maintenance.  DMO must plan major ship maintenance periods, 

including docking, well in advance, as these are undertaken by 

commercial contractors who plan and manage their workforce and 

acquire necessary materials accordingly.  However, the nature of 

warship operations and training, whereby vessels are regularly 

operated at the extreme limits of their machinery and systems capacity, 

results in unexpected equipment failure and consequently unplanned 

maintenance periods.  

3.27 Unlike commercial ports, berth space at Garden Island is not allocated 

simply to achieve a quick ship turnaround.  Commercial ports derive their 

revenue in part by their capacity to cycle large vessels (e.g. bulk cargo, 

container and cruise ships) as quickly as possible.  Quick turnaround is 

equally important for the ships concerned, which are running to tight 

schedules that can be impacted by port delays or bad weather.  For cruise 

ships this is particularly relevant, given their schedules have been marketed 

one to two years in advance of their voyage, with detailed logistic 

arrangements in each port stopover planned well ahead.  Arrival and 

departure times have been promulgated long before the cruise ship visits a 

port. 

3.28 This highlights the fundamental difference in the manner in which 

naval home-port facilities are managed in comparison to commercial ports, 

and the differing nature of berth demand between cruise ships and naval 

vessels. The cruise industry demands certainty of berth access 18-24 months 

in advance to allow for voyage marketing and sales.  Navy and its contractors 

rely on a mix of planned berth/dock availability around 12 months ahead for 

major ship maintenance work, plus the flexibility to allocate berths as 

necessary to meet the changing demands of operational ships and short term 

maintenance/repair tasks on a weekly basis.   
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3.29 Defence planning continues to be based on Garden Island remaining a 

ship repair and maintenance facility for the long term, as a vital strategic 

asset providing an essential industrial capacity in support of Australia’s 

Defence capability.  A new management era at Garden Island will unfold 

beyond 30 June 2013 when the present Thales lease expires.  While future 

arrangements remain subject to ongoing analysis and negotiation, the DMO 

will be playing a key role in managing various ship repair and maintenance 

contracts under a new Group Maintenance Contract system.  This is an 

integrated performance incentive and improvement regime, linking contractor 

remuneration to performance, continuous improvement and achievement of 

contractual outcomes. Current planning includes the need for transition of the 

current Captain Cook Dock maintenance and operational management to 

meet future Defence requirements at Garden Island.   Navy will be 

responsible for allocation of all berth space at Garden Island. 

3.30 Planned utilisation rates for the Captain Cook Dock, based on Navy 

only business, are shown at Table 7.  This forecast is subject to the variability 

of the Force Generation Plan, and may be higher as a consequence of 

unforeseen defect rectification requiring ship docking.  There is an inner and 

an outer dock; on occasions three ships have been in dock concurrently. 

                Table 7 – Captain Cook Dock – DMO Predicted Annual Berth Utilisation (in days). 
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3.31 The conduct of ship repair and maintenance activities requires access 

to berth space within Garden Island, noting that this will be limited to 

specific berths as highlighted at paragraph 3.19.   The following table shows 

DMO forecast requirements for maintenance berths for in-water 

maintenance.  This equates to 2.9, 2.3 and 2.75 berths respectively. 
 
Table 8 DMO Maintenance Berth Requirements 2011-2013. 
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Views on Enhanced Cruise Ship Access 
 
3.32 In considering the purpose of this Review, it is important to understand 

what is meant by the term “enhanced access” for cruise ships at Garden 

Island.  Fundamentally this would suggest a level of cruise ship access that is 

above or better than the present.  The majority of submissions to the Review 

sought some form of increased access, with limited views on how this might 

be achieved, but with the inherent assumption that sufficient excess capacity 

currently exists at Garden Island to enable increased access without an 

adverse impact on Navy’s activities.   

Predicted ship weeks alongside  
 

in maintenance, per year 
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3.33 Navy’s position is at one end of the spectrum of options.  Based on 

practical experience of managing naval ship movements and berthing 

requirements, Navy contends that availability of berth space on Garden 

Island is already very limited during peak periods and will be further 

constrained when new, larger RAN ships enter service from 2013.  Navy’s 

Port Services Organisation maintains that it is generally not possible to 

predict which ship will be allocated what berth more than a few months 

ahead, and even then these plans can change on a daily basis.  While the 

annual visits by the Queen Mary 2 to the Fleet Base have, of necessity, been 

committed to long in advance,28 the shuffling of other ships around these 

visits has often required short notice berth allocation changes for Navy.  This 

is feasible once or twice a year, but beyond that would become problematical.  

Indeed, it was necessary for Navy to deny access for two Royal Caribbean 

ships that sought berth space at Garden Island in early 2009, as a result of the 

Navy fleet training period being slipped right two weeks.29

3.34 The NSW Government has proposed “…occasional use...” of Garden 

Island by cruise ships, but not “…to the extent that it displaces Naval activity 

at Garden Island”.

 

30  This reflects a general sense of those submissions 

seeking greater access; virtually all express the need to ensure that Navy’s 

presence in Sydney is not jeopardised.  This is also consistent with public 

opinions canvassed in the Carnival submission.31

                                                 
28 At present the OPT is unable to accommodate Queen Mary 2 and Garden Island is the only viable 
alternative in Sydney Harbour. 

  Questioned about potential 

for cruise ship visits to compromise the security of Garden Island, 72% of 

respondents were more likely to support Navy’s concerns in this regard, 

while 67% of respondents were concerned about the potential to disrupt 

29  As a consequence of this decision, the visits of the Rhapsody of the Seas (10 Feb 09) and Millennium (28 
Feb – 2 Mar 09) were conducted at anchor in Athol Bay. 
30  NSW Government submission, page 8 para 4.3. 
31  Carnival Submission, Appendix M – Sydney Harbour Quantitative Research Report, September 2011 – 
GA Research. 
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Navy’s ability to defend Australia’s national interests.  However, 68% of 

respondents thought that it was important that a new cruise ship berth be 

made available on the eastern side of the Harbour Bridge. 

3.35 The non-public submission by Thales Australia provides an important 

industry perspective, noting they have been actively engaged with Defence in 

the ship repair and maintenance business on Garden Island for the past ten 

years, including managing various wharf facilities and services such as the 

dry dock.  Thales considers that “...properly managed, cruise ship berthing of 

one or two a month, could be a realistic maximum in the future”,32

3.36 On the other hand, Carnival’s submission seeks to “…share access to a 

vital piece of publicly owned infrastructure for a few months a year under an 

agreed framework”.

  though 

this does not specify whether this is within or outside the peak period.  

33  The inference that Commonwealth ownership infers 

an entitlement to shared access is debateable, but it is evident that this 

approach involves much more than occasional use.  Indeed Carnival’s 

submission stresses that “…shared access will not work in the longer term if 

there is no capacity to process passengers on-site at Garden Island”.34

3.37 Navy has worked closely with nearby residents over many years to 

ameliorate ship activities impacting adversely on their lifestyles.  Warships 

alongside the Fleet Base berths operate to carefully managed ‘good 

neighbour’ noise management regimes, with ships invariably connected to 

shore power supplies, obviating the need to operate their generators and noisy 

  The 

Carnival submission therefore proposes regular use of Fleet Base Berths 2-3, 

with an overhead passenger catwalk to a new terminal facility on the wharf at 

Fleet Base Berths 4-5.  In effect this seeks utilisation of a significant 

proportion of Fleet Base berths on a semi-permanent basis.  

                                                 
32  Thales Australia Pty Ltd submission. 
33  Carnival Australia submission, page 5. 
34  Ibid. 
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supply fans.  Representatives of residents in the Potts Point area hold strong 

views about the prospect of allowing large cruise ships to berth regularly at 

the Fleet Base. This stems from concerns about a major increase in heavy 

trucks, coaches, private motor vehicles and taxi traffic in the area, plus the 

visual and noise impacts on nearby residents. 

3.38 Carnival Australia’s contention that “…a permanent framework / 

arrangement for the shared use of Garden Island will deliver greater 

certainty for the Navy as well as industry” is a tad cute.  There is no question 

that such an arrangement would benefit industry, but it can only be achieved 

by displacing Navy ships from berths at Garden Island.  The only certainty 

this provides for Navy is the knowledge that during its peak demand period, 

it will be faced with greater inconvenience, added maintenance and operating 

costs and uncertainty surrounding availability of alternate berths. 

Specific Cruise Industry Requirements 

3.39 Carnival’s submission “…envisages a requirement to share the 

northern FBE 1-3 berth pocket for nine days of the peak cruise season in 

2013, fewer than 15 days in 2015 and an anticipated 60 days by 2020”.  It 

must be acknowledged that commercial use of these berths brings with it 

added costs and disruption for Navy, in managing the preparation and 

removal of shore-side passenger processing facilities.  This disruption 

effectively limits the activities that can be conducted at the berth for a longer 

period (usually one day) either side of the cruise ship visit.   So nine cruise 

ship visits days in 2013 would effectively limit berth availability at Navy’s 

important large ship berth area for at least 18-27 days and potentially more.  

3.40 Over time this would effectively mean that cruise ships would 

dominate use of this facility, noting predictions for growth in excess of the 

OPT capacity at Table 3.   Though not clearly stated, the effect of the 
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Carnival proposal would be to virtually take over the use of Fleet Base Berths 

1-2 or 2-3 for five to six months of the year, which would deny their use by 

naval vessels for anything but short periods alongside at best.  The added 

need for semi-permanent or permanent passenger processing facilities on the 

wharf at Fleet Base Berths 4-5 for the same period would also deny valuable 

wharf space for storing the various equipment needed to support ships 

berthed at the Fleet Base, and would compromise Navy’s ability to use these 

berths for operational ships. 

3.41 It is important to understand the nature of activities that need to be 

undertaken wharf-side in support of a cruise ship visit to Garden Island.  

Submissions to the Review provided limited insight, although Carnival 

contended that while turnaround times may vary, ships would usually arrive 

between 0600-0700 and depart around 1600-1800 for locally based homeport 

vessels. Time alongside for visiting international vessels would be extended 

to include overnight stays.35

3.42 Provedoring of large cruise ships at Garden Island is a major activity, 

requiring a progression of trucks and semi‐trailers that deliver their goods on 

the wharf adjacent to the ship. Navy’s input to the Part B Report noted that 

“…to supply the vast quantities of victuals and other stores required, 15 or 

more semi-trailers must be brought onto FBE/GI. As turnaround time is 

critical, these vehicles need to arrive early so that storing continues unabated 

once started. Therefore all semi-trailers are pre-positioned on the wharf at 

FBE 1-2 and the side roads around the Fleet Gymnasium. Truck parking and 

movement severely limits traffic flow in this vicinity”.  This requires vehicle 

arrivals to be staggered to avoid wharf congestion and facilitate ship loading, 

which may occur concurrently with passenger movements.   

   

                                                 
35  Carnival Australia submission, page 5. 
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   Figure 4 - Queen Mary 2 alongside the Fleet Base – 2009. 

 

3.43 In the absence of a substantial cruise terminal facility adjacent to the 

Fleet Base berths, the passenger exchange process necessarily involves use of 

temporary facilities to process passengers and crew permanently leaving or 

joining the ship (but not those on tours or sightseeing). Navy’s experience 

was highlighted in the Part B Report as follows: 

a. all passengers and crew joining or leaving a cruise ship must pass 

through customs and quarantine inspection facilities in similar fashion 

to an international airport. Most dedicated cruise ship berths have 

permanent facilities to enable this process, such as search areas, 

baggage scanners, etc. The Fleet Base has no such facilities, and these 

must be hired in by cruise ship agents;  

b. to meet Australian Customs and AQIS requirements, large marquees 

are set up on the wharf to house scanners, X-ray machines and search 
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areas, as well as to provide a controlled zone through which all 

passengers and crew must be screened. The controlled zone is set up 

adjacent to the ship’s gangway to ensure positive passenger control at 

all times. At the Fleet Base, this zone is set up between the ship and the 

main gate on Flinders Road (adjacent to the main gate). The zone 

needs to cater for at least 1000 passengers and therefore consumes a 

significant amount of space, effectively cutting off all access to the 

Fleet Base via Flinders Road; and  

c. once processed at the wharf, departing passengers are transferred from 

the Fleet Base via coach to Darling Harbour Wharf 8 facilities, whence 

they depart for their next destination.  The reverse applies for joining 

passengers. This necessitates a large number of coaches waiting for 

departing passengers or arriving on the wharf at the Fleet Base.   

3.44 Many passengers not permanently disembarking will take a tour in and 

around Sydney. Due to the tight windows imposed by rapid turnarounds, the 

tour operators pre-position passenger coaches on the wharf at Fleet Base 

Berths 3-5 prior to the ship’s arrival. Combined with those required for 

departing passengers, there may be 50-60 coaches pre-positioned on the 

wharf awaiting the ship’s arrival. After berthing, tour passengers are escorted 

from the cruise ship to their coaches, which depart from the Fleet Base 

southern gate.  Coach arrival and departure times vary according to 

destinations; this results in coaches occupying the wharf for the majority of 

the visit. All tours return one hour prior to departure.   

3.45    The above activities all happen concurrently, resulting in the entire 

wharf and associated hardstand of Fleet Base Berths 1-5 being occupied in 

direct support of the cruise ship. Due to the large number of trucks, coaches, 

taxis and cars involved, road congestion makes access to Garden Island 

highly problematic, and movement about the western side of Garden Island 
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becomes impossible.  The Fleet Base wharf is clogged by the immense 

logistic tail of the cruise ship operation and the activities of any ships berthed 

at Fleet Base Berths 4-5 are significantly constrained by vehicles on the 

wharf.  Operations on the eastern side of the island are affected to a lesser 

extent, but Thales and other contractor activities across Garden Island are 

adversely affected.  Access and traffic flow in the vicinity remains a major 

issue and results in traffic congestion in the nearby streets (which are mostly 

limited to one or two lanes in either direction). 

3.46 Navy argues that the total combined effect of these activities heavily 

restricts naval activities and use of the entire wharf for the duration of the 

cruise ship visit. 

Figure 5 - Queen Mary 2 at Fleet Base - February 2011. 

 

3.47 For the visit of Queen Mary 2 in March 2010 and thereafter, the 

passenger exchange involved use of charter vessels to move passengers 

to/from their shore terminal to large pontoons on the outboard side of the ship 

at the Fleet Base.  This reduced the number of coaches accessing the wharf, 
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but as noted at paragraph 3.36, Carnival does not see this as a viable long 

term solution. 

Security and Emergency Management 

3.48 Garden Island is subject to Defence security access controls to ensure 

that only authorised personnel gain entry to the entire Garden Island 

complex.  Defence is in the process of upgrading various security measures at 

Garden Island in response to Australian Government direction, which will 

impose further access and movement controls. 

3.49 During previous cruise ship visits, the cruise company has provided 

commercial security personnel on and around Fleet Base 1-3 from shortly 

before ship arrival until just after its departure.  However this does not 

address the added security issues associated with erection and removal of 

marquees and associated vehicle and people movements on a military 

facility.  Management of this risk has previously fallen to Defence and 

contracted security staff at Garden Island.  The Carnival proposal 

would further alter/increase both security and Workplace Health and Safety 

assessments and risks that would fall largely to Defence/Navy to manage.   

3.50 The potential location of passenger terminal facilities immediately 

adjacent to warship berths (i.e. at Fleet Base Berths 4-5) would also 

compromise Navy’s ship security measures that apply in Garden Island and 

other ports as appropriate.  Navy’s Force Protection Measures are consistent 

with the commercial port security measures regulated by the Office of 

Transport Security under Australia’s Maritime Transport and Offshore 

Facilities Act 2003.  The fact that the commercial facilities at the OPT are 

less than optimal to meet these security standards does not justify similar 

shortcomings being replicated at Garden Island. 
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Summary 

3.51 The responsive and time critical nature of Navy’s operational tasking, 

and its consequent short notice requirement for berths from which to prepare 

and deploy, puts it sharply at odds with the cruise industry’s requirement for 

guaranteed berth allocation agreed 18-24 months in advance as the basis for 

voyage planning and marketing. 

3.52 The complexity of warships and manner in which they are operated 

leads to short notice requirements for essential alongside maintenance and 

repairs to be conducted at Garden Island.  If purpose designed, deep water 

berths are not available at short notice, the operational capability of the fleet 

could be adversely affected and compromise the Australian Government’s 

capacity to deploy Navy assets for national purposes. 

3.53 The overlap of Navy’s peak demand for berth space at Garden Island 

with the cruise industry’s peak season for ship visits to Sydney, added to the 

fundamental inability to guarantee access to Fleet Base berths up to two years 

in advance of cruise ship visits, points to an incompatibility that cannot be 

resolved with use of present facilities alone.   There is some scope for ad hoc 

cruise ship visits outside the December-February peak period, but Navy’s 

ability to guarantee space at the Fleet Base Berths 18-24 months in advance 

will remain uncertain.  The need for additional cruise ship berth space east of 

Sydney Harbour Bridge thus depends on construction of new facilities 

elsewhere in Sydney.  Potential investment options that might assist, both in 

the short and long term, are addressed in Chapter 4. 
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Attachment 1 
Garden Island Berth Utilisation Data. 
 
 
 
Table 1 – Average Navy Use of Garden Island berths (2008-2011) – Days per Month 
 
Berth/Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
1N 42* 26 26 23 25 21 20 19 19 30 26 45* 
1S 32* 16 25 24 20 19 19 29 22 30 24 33*  
2 36* 23 19 10 16 21 28 26 23 22 29 36* 
3 35* 31 29 13 9 19 13 20 23 21 27 33* 
4 28 25 24 23 18 19 18 18 22 29 18 32* 
5 36* 29 29 14 8 11 11 16 19 18 11 35* 
West Dock 30 28 28 19 23 20 26 26 26 26 26 26  
East Dock 22 29 26 9 8 8 23 14 2 10 9 17 
Cruiser Wharf 11 26 32 16 18 29 32* 23 18 17 14 5 
Oil Wharf 15 21 21 11 18 14 16 30 31 36* 33* 11 
                          
Total Usage 285 253 254 164 162 177 205 219 203 237 217 276 
Total Available 302 276 302 272 282 280 290 284 280 292 289 305 
% utilised 94% 92% 84% 61% 58% 63% 72% 77% 73% 82% 76% 90% 
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Table 2 – Average Navy Use of Garden Island (2008-2011) – Days per Berth. 
 
 Use/Berth 1N 1S 2 3 4 5 WD ED CW OW 

Average Use 321 292 289 271 272 236 303 178 238 256 
Average Days 
Available 346 361 358 361 362 312 352 348 358 296 
Average 
Utilisation Rate 93 81 81 75 75 76 86 51 67 87 

 
Note: * On occasions when average usage exceeds the number of days in a month, this reflects the common practice of berthing ships in pairs 
 at some berths when occupancy is high. This may have occurred in other months throughout the year. 
 
 
Table 3 – Average Availability of Wharves at Garden Island – 2008-11. 
 
Berth/Month Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec 
1N 2 4 6 2 6 9 10 12 11 3 5 1 
1S 7 12 7 4 10 11 12 5 8 3 7 9 
2 2 9 11 10 11 9 6 6 7 9 4 0 
3 4 5 4 24 17 13 18 12 10 12 3 3 
4 2 10 8 8 15 12 15 13 7 5 12 2 
5 0 1 4 12 17 12 12 8 3 8 13 7 
West Dock 3 5 7 7 8 10 4 2 3 4 4 5 
East Dock 10 3 7 21 23 23 6 9 22 21 21 19 
Cruiser Wharf 21 8 0 15 14 2 0 8 13 8 16 26 
Oil Wharf 8 1 3 9 0 5 13 9 7 3 5 18 
                          

 
Note: During these years the East Dock wall and Cruiser wharf were under lease to Thales. 
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Arriving and departing cruise ships photographed from Queen Mary 2– 23 February 2011. 
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While there is little capacity to enhance access by cruise ships to the existing 

facilities at Garden Island on either an ad hoc or shared basis and still allow 

Navy to meet its raise, train, sustain and other operational requirements under 

the current arrangements, there remains a need to provide additional berth 

and terminal facilities for larger cruise vessels if the economic benefits from 

this sector are to be fully realised.  Clearly the provision of facilities to 

alleviate the anticipated shortage of berth space for large cruise ships east of 

the Sydney Harbour Bridge cannot be achieved without significant 

investment in port facilities and associated infrastructure. 

4.2 The Commonwealth has already invested significantly in the 

infrastructure required in Sydney to support Navy functions over many 

decades.  Although enhancements at Garden Island and elsewhere in Sydney 

are in the pipeline to support new capabilities, such as the LHD and AWD, 

there is no current Defence capability driver for development of additional 

wharfage. 

4.3 Conversely, responsibility for provision of facilities to support 

commercial shipping operations, including cruise ships, rests with the NSW 

Government, through the Sydney Ports Corporation (SPC), and commercial 

operator(s).  The difficulty for SPC in providing for the cruise sector lies in 

the low annualised commercial return and associated underutilisation of 

dedicated/single-purpose cruise ship berth and terminal facilities, given the 

seasonal nature of cruising.  

4.4 In the course of this Review, options have been identified that could, 

fully or in part, provide additional wharf space to meet projected cruise ship 

industry demand.  No option is ideal, requiring compromises to be made by 

the NSW Government, SPC, the cruise ship industry and/or Defence.  All 

options require significant government and/or private sector investment.  
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4.5 Those options that include potential relocation of some Navy activities 

from Garden Island should not be at the expense of the Commonwealth and 

should include full compensation for any additional capital and operating 

expenses incurred to allow Defence to enjoy the same level of functionality 

as currently provided at Garden Island.  Australian taxpayers have already 

fully funded adequate facilities for Defence requirements at Garden Island 

and should not be asked, in effect, to pay twice to meet the needs of 

commercial operators. 

Limitations and Assumptions. 

4.6 Options identified below that involve cruise ship industry use of 

Garden Island have been confined to consideration of access to Fleet Base 

Berths 1-5, on the western side of Garden Island.  Use of other berths at GI 

would raise intractable security, Workplace Health and Safety and congestion 

concerns, given Garden Island’s primary purpose in support of Navy activity 

and the constrained industrial nature of the site.  Transit through the centre of 

Garden Island by passengers and numerous cruise ship support vehicles 

would pose unacceptable security and safety risks and preclude segregation 

of cruise ship and Navy functions. 

4.7 Total relocation of Navy from Sydney has not been considered.  This 

Review has, in general, based its determinations on existing strategic 

guidance.  With one exception, the options outlined below assume that all 

Fleet Base functions and the planned inventory of home-ported warships will 

remain in Sydney.  The exception is the option that considers relocation of 

the Amphibious Afloat Support Force Element Group (amphibious ships, one 

tanker and related elements).  This option, which involves significant 

relocation of Navy force elements, depends on the outcome of the Force 

Posture Review which is due to report its findings to the Minister for Defence 

in the first half of 2012.  Indeed, all options identified by this Review will 
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need to be considered against the Force Posture Review outcomes, 

particularly those which might affect Navy through changes to the 

numbers/type of home-ported vessels and their location. 

Option 1 - Disperse Cruise Ship Support between the Overseas 

Passenger Terminal (OPT), Athol Bay and Port Botany.  

4.8 Noting the findings of Chapter 3, this option proposes that cruise ship 

access to Garden Island would only be entertained if all available commercial 

facilities in both Sydney Harbour and Port Botany were already utilised and 

Navy operations were not impeded.  The current system for requesting access 

by cruise ships to Garden Island would be enhanced, with responsibility for 

determining availability of berths for cruise ship access devolved to the 

operational level for decision by the Fleet Commander. The benefits of this 

would be limited, however, as Navy would be unable to provide the cruise 

ship industry with the 18-24 months advanced guarantee of berth space that 

they require, even for occasional visits.  Introduction into service of the 

LHDs from 2013 means that suitable berths at Garden Island are unlikely to 

be available during the peak period for large cruise ships from that time.  

Instead the following commercial port options would be pursued. 

Maximise OPT Utilisation. 

4.9 The OPT capacity would be maximised through full implementation of 

demand management measures, most of which were identified in the Part B 

Report, including: 

 infrastructure improvements at the OPT to allow it to cater for larger 

cruise vessels; 

 application of premium charges for vessels booking Sydney Harbour 

facilities in preference to Port Botany (if suitable facilities were made 

available there); 
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 establishment of a maximum one day alongside at the OPT during 

peak periods; and 

 establishment of a dolphin berth at Athol Bay for vessels on the second 

day of a visit to Sydney Harbour or that did not require full 

reprovisioning services. 

Establish a Dolphin Berth at Athol Bay. 

4.10 While a buoy already exists at Athol Bay, a fixed dolphin berth was 

identified in some submissions as providing a more secure berth for large 

cruise ships.  Dolphins would provide a stable alongside berth, addressing the 

concerns expressed by some cruise ship masters about ship safety at a buoy 

or at anchor in deteriorating weather.  Although this would not provide an 

optimal terminal facility it would provide an improved option for ships 

needing to remain in Sydney for two day turnarounds.  Congestion in 

Mosman is an issue, but it may be viable to establish a catwalk jetty and bus 

link on the shore adjacent to this structure, removing the need to transfer 

passengers to/from shore by boat.  Indeed bus and ferry services already exist 

at the nearby Taronga Park Zoo.  Mooring dolphin systems such as proposed 

for Athol Bay are in use elsewhere in the world, for example at the Prince 

Rupert cruise terminal in British Columbia, Canada. 

Establish Co-shared Facilities at Port Botany. 

4.11 If the OPT is fully leveraged by restricting the stay alongside to a 

maximum of one day and establishing a dolphin berth at Athol Bay for those 

vessels planning a two day turnaround, there would still be a requirement 

(around 2020) for an additional berth for large cruise ships during the peak 

cruise ship season (November-March inclusive). 

4.12 The key difficulty in planning for and providing a third additional 

berth to meet projected cruise ship industry requirements is the seasonality of 
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the requirement and the consequent under utilisation of dedicated/single-

purpose infrastructure as the Part B Report gap analysis shows.  

4.13 While fully utilised for the November-March period,36 over the full 

year this additional berth will only be utilised by the cruise industry for 15% 

of its total capacity by 2025 and for 34% of its total capacity by 2030, 

assuming the sector continues to exhibit strong growth.37

4.14 It is difficult to make an economic argument for an additional 

dedicated/single-purpose facility under these circumstances, particularly 

noting the income derived by the Port from cruise shipping is minimal by 

comparison with other commercial operations.  As noted by Royal Caribbean 

in its submission “…the demands of the (cruise) industry …must be balanced 

against the resources available to develop the necessary infrastructure.  This 

includes adopting a strategy of ensuring that all existing facilities are used to 

their maximum potential”. 

 

4.15 Co-sharing of newly constructed container facilities in Port Botany, 

thereby leveraging existing commercial facilities and government investment 

to the fullest extent, may represent at the least an interim solution.  The Part 

B Report recommended further dialogue with key stakeholders at Port 

Botany with a view to achieving this aim over the long term. 

Capacity of this Option to meet Cruise Ship Industry Requirements. 

4.16 This option has the capacity to meet the full long-term requirement for 

three berths east of the Sydney Harbour Bridge for large cruise ships.  It 

makes full use of existing infrastructure, allows a staged approach to any 

additional investment and positions that infrastructure to leverage additional 

commercial requirements thereby improving its economic viability. 

                                                 
36  Projected 53% utilisation by 2021 and 76% utilisation by 2025. 
37 Analysis of Report of the NSW Passenger Cruise Terminal Steering Committee Part B, page 17, Gap    
    Analysis Scenario 2.  
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4.17 The OPT and Athol Bay options were identified in the Part B Report 

and it is understood that SPC is pursuing the OPT enhancements.  The Athol 

Bay dolphin berth was not recommended in the Part B Report as it did not 

meet the cruise ship industry’s preference for fully capable shore berth/s and 

associated terminal facilities.  The Athol Bay dolphin solution, when used in 

conjunction with the OPT, would, however, be a relatively inexpensive 

solution providing two berths in Sydney Harbour, and meeting the cruise ship 

industry’s location preferences.  It would also provide a more capable 

solution than the existing mooring buoy, particularly if the NSW Government 

agreed its connection to transport options on the north shore.  It would also 

be a visually unobtrusive solution, noting its location within the World 

Heritage vista associated with the Sydney Opera House, which may trigger 

the requirement for an environmental impact assessment. 

4.18 Port Botany itself presents a number of medium-long term options 

for an additional large cruise ship berth.  The City of Sydney’s submission 

highlighted several options (see Figure 6) that may provide long-term 

solutions should the NSW Government decide that the cruise ship tourism 

industry warrants this level of long-term investment.   
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Figure 6 - Original expansion options showing the Stage 3 expansion area and the suggested locations 
for investigation of a temporary cruise ship terminal. 

 

4.19 The viability of these options is for the SPC to determine, but the 

Western Option seems doubtful given that this sits over the existing Port 

Botany Bulk Liquids Berth which is due for further expansion with a second 

berth due to be operational by mid 2013. The 60-hectare Stage 3 expansion 

footprint of Port Botany has recently been completed and handed over to the 

new terminal operator Hutchinson Port Holdings (HPH). 

4.20 The Royal Caribbean submission estimates this development could 

provide suitable additional berth space for up to 15 years, while container 

trade destined to dominate this facility in the long-term is still growing.  Use 

of this facility would alleviate short to medium term congestion concerns.  It 
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would require the wharf surface and access roads to be completed ahead of 

the current planned construction cycle to support cruise ship access, noting 

any enhancements would support container trade as well as cruise shipping. 

4.21 The City of Sydney submission noted that, while such a proposition 

would need to be judged commercially viable, HPH also operates cruise ship 

terminals in other international ports.  Moreover, this cruise ship terminal 

structure need not be permanent; submissions from both Royal Caribbean and 

Carnival Australia indicate temporary structures, such as serviced marquees 

or a large shed, would be adequate for the required role. 

4.22 One site in the Stage 3 expansion suggested as having long-term 

potential to meet the growing cruise ship requirement is the area known as 

‘the Knuckle’.  Located on the south-western end of the Stage 3 expansion 

footprint, existing commercial arrangements may result in potentially 

insufficient landside area for successful container operations, thus posing the 

possibility of its permanent use for cruise ships.  At the very least, this area 

could be used for some time until stevedoring operations require that end of 

the wharf.  

4.23 Carnival’s preference is for all cruise ship berths to be located in 

Sydney Harbour.  Royal Caribbean has indicated that it would turn around 

most of its ships at Port Botany were this option available. 

Capacity of this Option to meet Defence Requirements. 

4.24 This option would see Garden Island provide occasional berths to 

cruise ships due to short term limitations or as overflow associated with long 

term requirements.  Access to Garden Island would remain on the current ad 

hoc no guarantee basis and Navy’s requirements would remain paramount.  

Any agreed access would be on a full user-pays basis.  This option would 

have negligible impact on Navy operations. 
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Initial Capital Cost Estimate.  

4.25 Minimum total investment estimated at $74 million.   

 Inclusions: $30m38

 $9m - Dolphin at OPT. 

 - Dolphins at Athol Bay. 

 $10m39

 $25m

 - Temporary cruise terminal at Port Botany. 
40

 Unknown -  Cost of co-share arrangements dependent 

upon commercial negotiations. 

 - Wharf surface/roads at Port Botany Stage 3.  

4.26 This could be staged as an initial investment of $34m including the 

OPT mooring dolphin and Port Botany wharf surface and road costs.  Noting 

the cruise industry pays in the order of $600,000 per turnaround at a buoy, a 

joint funding arrangement between the NSW Government and the industry 

might be achievable. 

Advantages/Disadvantages. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Provides three secure berths east of 

Sydney Harbour Bridge for cruise 

ships with air draft restrictions. 

Dispersed nature of cruise facilities – 

not all ships will deliver the “Sydney 

Harbour experience”. 

Fully leverages investment in 

existing port facilities. 

Cruise ships need to move berth for 

second day of Sydney Harbour visit if 

Athol Bay dolphin option taken. 

Minimises commercial infrastructure 

enhancements and costs. 

Athol Bay dolphin berth has less 

amenity/functionality. 

                                                 
38 Based on informal Navy discussions with SPC. 
39 Provisional estimate only. 
40 Provisional estimate only. 
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Pushes out decision on long-term 

investment in dedicated cruise 

facilities in Botany Bay by up to 15 

years. 

Requires renegotiation with 

commercial container operator(s) at 

Botany Bay to achieve short-medium 

term outcomes. 

No impact on Defence outputs. Potential for congestion in Mosman 

associated with cruise traffic from 

Athol Bay berth. 

Athol Bay dolphin berth provides 

better ship security and stability 

during adverse weather in Sydney. 

Provision of third berth if Athol Bay 

unacceptable will require additional 

long-term investment in infrastructure 

by NSW Government/SPC. 

Overall Suitability of Option. 

4.27 This option would meet the full long-term requirement of the cruise 

ship industry, although not the level of functionality sought.  It allows staged 

investment with the build-up in cruise ship numbers and provides additional 

berths in a commercial port environment, allowing wider commercial use and 

better economic viability of the facilities. 

4.28 Sharing facilities envisaged for container or other port operations with 

cruise ships is not the preferred choice of either the cruise industry or SPC.  

Indeed, from an SPC perspective, container activity generates far greater 

returns than cruise ship visits.  While the proposed Athol Bay dolphin berth 

has a reduced functionality and is also not the ideal solution for the cruise 

ship industry, it would be able to generate some revenue, albeit on a lesser 

scale than a fully functional berth. 

4.29 If there is insufficient capacity east of the Harbour Bridge and the 

NSW Government and cruise industry are unwilling or unable to fund 
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additional infrastructure enhancement proposed at Port Botany, the 

alternative is to allow market forces to operate.  This will result in the cruise 

lines making business decisions based on the viability of this market and may 

entail limits on the economic benefits to be derived from the cruise sector 

and/or some greater use of the White Bay facility by smaller vessels.  If 

Sydney Harbour was not available as a fully serviced port call, it is not clear 

whether the industry would prefer international destinations or would opt for 

other ports in Australia, for example Brisbane (also currently constrained for 

larger air draft ships), Melbourne or Newcastle.  

4.30 Noting facilities at Garden Island are essentially not used under this 

option, there would be negligible impact on Defence operational outcomes in 

the mature state.  Garden Island might continue to be used on a limited and 

ad hoc basis until introduction of the LHDs, to alleviate berthing pressures 

while initial works are conducted. 

Option 2 – Co-share Fleet Base Berths 2-3 with Cruise Shipping on the 

basis that Glebe Island 2/White Bay 3 were made available to Navy.  No 

additional facilities investment. 

4.31 This option proposes shared access to Fleet Base Berths 2 and 3 at 

Garden Island during the annual peak cruising season of November-March.  

The cruise ship industry would be able to book berths 18-24 months ahead 

for this period.  Defence would be provided access to SPC facilities at Glebe 

Island and White Bay on a priority basis whenever insufficient berth space 

was available at Garden Island due to the agreed cruise ship booking 

schedule.  Time-critical and short notice operational and maintenance 

requirements means that Defence could not provide the same notice of its 

berthing schedule to SPC and that schedule would necessarily be subject to 

change.  If SPC was unable to provide a berth for warships during the peak 
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cruise period, any cruise vessel programmed to berth at Garden Island would 

need to be relocated to a buoy to allow warship access, noting the Defence 

primacy of use principle. 

4.32 To assist with berth congestion at Garden Island and limit the 

occasions when cruise ships might be required to relocate, Defence would 

ensure removal of ex-HMA Ships Kanimbla and Manoora in time for the 

2012-13 peak cruise period and that any future decommissioned vessels are 

removed from Garden Island prior to the annual peak cruise demand. 

4.33 The fact that Navy still has to pay berthing and other costs associated 

with decommissioned vessels through its sustainment budget, until such time 

as the DMO effects their disposal, raises a broader policy question for 

Defence.  This encourages retainment of decommissioned ships at 

operational Navy berths and provides little incentive for DMO to relocate 

these vessels to commercial berths once they have been “de-militarised”.   

4.34 If the security preparedness level at Garden Island was heightened 

significantly, as was the case following the September 2001 terrorist attacks 

in the USA, cruise shipping might be denied access to the base for the 

duration of any heightened security.  This could result in scheduled cruise 

visits being cancelled for prolonged periods of time. 

4.35 This option does not consider infrastructure investment at any site due 

to the transitory nature of cruise ship industry access to Garden Island and 

any resultant displacement of Defence activity.  For example, enhancement 

of entry and egress at the Fleet Base is not directly addressed, although 

increased Defence security requirements have been factored into current 

Garden Island facilities planning.   Traffic management options would need 

to be implemented in conjunction with the NSW Department of Roads and 

Maritime Services to manage the significant increase over an extended period 
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by large vehicles moving to/from Garden Island in support of cruise ship 

turnaround.  There is also no intention to modify commercial berths at Glebe 

Island or White Bay to meet individual warship shore services, maintenance 

or security requirements under this option. 

Capacity of this Option to meet Cruise Ship Industry Requirements. 

4.36 This option would provide one additional berth for large cruise ships 

during the peak cruise period on a semi-guaranteed basis.  The Part B Report 

identified the long-term requirement as three berths on the eastern side of the 

Sydney Harbour Bridge. Even if the OPT upgrade and new dolphin is 

included as part of this option, a third cruise ship berth would still be required 

by 2021, based on current projections. 

4.37 Under this option, the cruise ship industry would be able to plan for a 

berth at Garden Island within their desired timeframe on the understanding 

that a risk of last minute relocation remained if a commercial option to 

support warship berthing could not be found.  This would be an improvement 

on the current arrangements, allowing greater access by cruise ships to 

Garden Island over the peak cruise season and transparency regarding any 

requirement for relocation to a buoy.   

4.38 The only additional cruise ship facilities acceptable under this option, 

noting the transitory nature of the access arrangements, would be modest and 

temporary.  Most likely these would be in the form of a large marquee to act 

as a cruise terminal and passenger processing centre.  Any more permanent 

arrangement would disrupt Navy’s use of the wharf as a staging area for re-

supply and maintenance of ships for the remainder of the year.   

Capacity of this Option to meet Defence Requirements. 

4.39 Based on the Part B Report gap analysis, this arrangement would 

eventually see Fleet Base Berths 2 and 3 dedicated to cruise shipping for 
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essentially five months per annum.  This is of crucial importance to Navy’s 

future need to berth large amphibious ships at Fleet Base Berths 1-3 during 

the peak period; there are no serviced berths elsewhere in Sydney that could 

accept these ships.  

4.40 Berthing a large cruise ship in this berth pocket would also deny access 

to Fleet Base Berths 4 and 5 due to the lack of manoeuvring room between 

the cruise ship and the Woolloomooloo Finger Wharf to allow warships to 

pass safely, even with tugs.  This would limit warship arrival and departure at 

these berths to periods when no cruise ship is alongside. 

4.41 Warships at Fleet Base Berths 4 and 5 cannot conduct maintenance due 

to proximity to residential accommodation and would essentially need to be 

on a reduced activity or training period and unlikely to be tasked for 

operations.  Noting the requirements of the Fleet Concentration Period during 

the peak cruise season, this option would effectively result in the loss of 650 

metres of berth space for Navy.  Moreover, the extended presence within the 

Fleet Base of a commercial cruise liner would result in added security and 

emergency management implications, requiring risk mitigation measures and 

associated operating costs. 

4.42 For this concession to be acceptable to Defence, Navy would have to 

be guaranteed alternative berth space to offset the loss of Fleet Base Berths 

2-5.  A partial offset has been identified through discussions with SPC 

involving priority access to 511 metres of berth space at Glebe Island Berth 1 

(233m) and White Bay Berth 3 (278 metres).  SPC has advised that Glebe 

Island Berth 2 (234m) may on occasion be used, however access cannot be 

guaranteed due to existing commercial arrangements. 

4.43 Noting these commercial facilities have not been configured to cater 

for warship shore services, maintenance or security requirements, the offset 
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berth space cannot provide the same functionality and capacity as is available 

at Garden Island and Navy’s raise, train, sustain and operational requirements 

will be adversely affected.  Warships would be required to operate on their 

own power supply and onboard services with associated detrimental impacts 

on shore training and increased duty watch requirements for ships’ staff.  

This is contrary to Navy’s initiatives to keep duty watches to a minimum 

through remote monitoring and other systems, aimed at facilitating personnel 

retention and increasing cost efficiency.   

4.44 Although Navy might seek to only place fully operational ships at 

remote berths, it is difficult to quantify the impact on contracted planned 

maintenance and short term repair tasks.  There would undoubtedly be a 

more disruptive and costly outcome if work on ships needed to be conducted 

at a buoy or at another berth in Sydney.   Any reduction in DMO’s ability to 

plan and contract the conduct of ship maintenance and repair when required 

(as distinct from when convenient to the cruise industry) could lead to 

financial penalties and have a detrimental effect on Fleet readiness. 

4.45 Geographical separation from Garden Island, the mixed use 

(commercial/Defence) nature of the berths, physical constraints of the sites 

and proximity of private residences all limit the utility for Navy of the two 

sites offered by SPC.  Consequently, this option cannot fully compensate for 

the loss of use of Garden Island berths. 

4.46 It is this uncertainty and inability to secure suitable alongside berth 

space in Sydney to meet maintenance, crew training and leave requirements 

that is most likely to result in late notice cruise ship relocation from Garden 

Island, with all the attendant costs and disruption this would involve. 

4.47 The Glebe Island and White Bay berths are close to local residences, 

so the presence of large warships alongside for extended periods would have 
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a visual impact as well as on noise levels with ships operating onboard power 

generation, associated air intake fans and loud speaker communications.  The 

White Bay berth would also present added security and accessibility 

challenges for Navy, noting it sits alongside the new White Bay Cruise 

Terminal.  The utility of this berth would be constrained by the anticipated 

cruise ship activity and increased traffic in this area. 

Initial Capital Cost Estimate.   

4.48 This option envisages no capital facilities investment. 

4.49 It will, however, result in significantly increased operational costs for 

Defence due to the inefficiency of berthing and operating large ships at three 

disparate sites, two of which do not provide full fleet base functionality, and 

to provide increased security to Garden Island while cruise vessels are 

alongside.  It will be difficult to capture the full operating cost impost of this 

option, given the many uncertainties involved.  However, the single biggest 

increase will occur in relation to the NSW Maritime Seabed Lease associated 

with Garden Island berths.  NSW Maritime has advised that regular 

commercial use of Garden Island will increase lease costs to Defence by $5.5 

million per annum. 

4.50 Clearly, additional operating/maintenance costs associated with 

commercial use of Garden Island should not be to the detriment of Defence 

(and ultimately taxpayers).  Defence would need to recover these costs from 

the cruise industry on a “user pays” basis.  Were Defence to pay these 

operating costs in advance and then seek to recover them through berthage 

fees over time, the recovered funds would be returned to the Federal 

Government’s Consolidated Revenue Fund, not the Defence budget.  

Alternative funding arrangements would need to be agreed between relevant 

parties to ensure Defence’s operating budget was not disadvantaged. 
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Advantages/Disadvantages. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Provides one guaranteed berth 

space for large cruise vessels east 

of the Sydney Harbour Bridge. 

Identified commercial berth space 

does not fully offset berth space 

lost to cruise ships at GI. 

Does not require wharf build in the 

medium term. 

Introduces operating inefficiencies 

and costs for Navy and DMO due 

to disparate locations. 

Could commence arrangement 

relatively quickly, subject to 

necessary agreements on costs etc. 

Will negatively impact Navy 

operational outcomes. 

 Does not fully meet long-term 

cruise industry requirements. 

 

Overall Suitability of Option. 

4.51 This option does not meet the longer term requirement for three cruise 

ship berths on the eastern side of the Sydney Harbour Bridge over the peak 

cruise period.  It could be enhanced by investment in the OPT and Athol Bay 

dolphin berth, combined with establishment of a maximum one day stay at 

the OPT as described in Option 1.  A guarantee of uninterrupted access by 

cruise ships to Fleet Base Berths 2 and 3 could not be given.  It would 

displace warships from the specifically designed support facilities available 

at Garden Island for initially three and eventually up to seven months of the 

year, interfering with the conduct of routine maintenance activities, training 

and crew leave, and negatively impacting readiness. 
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4.52 This option does not provide a useful level of functionality for either 

the cruise industry or Defence.  Its utility might lie in meeting short term 

requirements on a case by case basis while another option is developed if the 

Australian Government is prepared to accept the attendant negative impact on 

warship readiness for operations. 

Option 3 – Lease Fleet Base Berths 2-5 to SPC for Priority Cruise Ship 

Use, with Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2 being transferred to the 

Commonwealth for dedicated Defence use.  This Option requires 

Infrastructure Enhancement to support cruise shipping and Navy 

operations in new locations. 

4.53 This option proposes leasing 650 metres of wharf at Fleet Base Berths 

2-5 to SPC specifically for cruise ship use.  It would allow development of a 

semi-permanent cruise terminal, overhead walkways to improve pedestrian 

access, improved vehicular access and security arrangements.  It would also 

segregate cruise ship and Defence functions. 

4.54 Traffic management arrangements would need to be implemented by 

the NSW Department of Roads and Maritime Services to manage the 

significant increase over an extended period by large vehicles moving 

to/from Garden Island in support of cruise ship turnaround.  Traffic access 

improvement works at Fleet Base Berths 2 to 5 would assist with traffic flow. 

4.55 It is based upon a proposal in Carnival Australia’s submission to the 

Review.  Royal Caribbean’s submission advised that Fleet Base Berths 4 and 

5 were not suitable for an additional large cruise vessel, however, Carnival’s 

concept, reproduced below, indicates smaller cruise ship vessel access might 

also be achievable.  



 

66 

 Figure 7 – Carnival Australia outline proposal for Cruise Ship Berth at                                            
 Fleet Base 2-3 and Cruise Terminal at Fleet Base Berths 4-5. 

            
                   

4.56 To offset the permanent loss of Fleet Base Berths 2 to 5, equivalent 

berth space would be required at a dedicated location where Navy would 

establish secure facilities to replicate the services otherwise provided at 

Garden Island.  Glebe Island Berths 1-2 represent the only site in Sydney 

where this could be effectively achieved, notwithstanding any concerns that 

may arise from local residents.  Under this scenario, Glebe Island Berths 1 

and 2 as well as associated wharf space would be transferred to the 

Commonwealth for the sole use of Defence as a Fleet Base Annex.  This 

option envisages infrastructure enhancement at the Glebe Island site to ensure 

Navy’s raise, train, sustain and operational activity can be conducted at the 

same level as Garden Island. 

4.57 Glebe Island is owned by the NSW Government and managed through 

SPC.  This option would require SPC to provide alternative facilities for 

existing commercial activities conducted from Glebe Island (including 

weekly bulk aggregate shipments and other occasional shipping). 
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4.58 To gain a better understanding of the implications of this option for 

Defence, the Review commissioned a scope and costing study.  The initial 

concept of the Glebe Island requirement is provided below, and in more 

detail at Annex F. 

Figure 8 – Glebe Island Fleet Base Annex - concept to cost infrastructure requirements. 

 

Capacity of this Option to meet Cruise Ship Industry Requirements. 

4.59 This option would provide one additional berth for a large cruise ship 

east of the Harbour Bridge throughout the year and potentially one additional 

berth for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet Base Berths 4 and 5.  Under this 

option, the cruise ship industry would be able to book a guaranteed berth at 

Garden Island within their advance planning window, providing them with 

the certainty their business model requires. 
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4.60 SPC leasing would allow enhancements specifically to support the 

cruise industry and cruise ship security.  It would also facilitate safety 

improvements through improved pedestrian access and avoid confliction with 

Defence base and dockyard activity. 

4.61 The Part B Report identified the long-term requirement as three berths 

on the eastern side of the Sydney Harbour Bridge.  Even if the OPT dolphin 

is included as part of this option, a third cruise ship berth would still be 

required by 2021, based on current bookings.  This would require 

consideration of options at Athol Bay or Port Botany. 

4.62 This option would provide both small and large cruise vessel berthing, 

eventually supplementing the new cruise terminal facilities under 

construction at White Bay to meet demand for smaller ships. 

Capacity of this Option to meet Defence Requirements. 

4.63 This option would effectively result in the permanent loss of 650 

metres of berth space for Navy.  For this arrangement to be acceptable, Navy 

must be guaranteed alternative berth space to offset this loss.  It would be 

essential that the offset facility operate as a Fleet Base Annex and provide, as 

nearly as possible, the same functionality and capacity as is available at 

Garden Island to ensure Navy’s raise, train, sustain and operational 

requirements are not compromised. 

4.64 A partial offset only has been identified involving the permanent 

transfer of ownership of 467m of berth space at Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2 

and an appropriate wharf area to the Commonwealth for dedicated Defence 

use.  Given Navy’s high berth utilisation at Garden Island during the peak 

December-February period, this will result in sub-optimal outcomes for Navy 

compared with existing arrangements. 

4.65 The assumptions underpinning this option include: 
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 possible relocation of a variable mix of ship types, driven by the Fleet 

activity schedule and with the aim of not displacing ships from Garden 

Island that are undergoing major maintenance periods; 

 the site can accommodate any warship currently home-ported or which 

may use Garden Island; 

 this could result in a mix of operational ships occupying the total 

length of the two berths including amphibious ships, oilers and 

replenishment ships, surface combatants (frigates and destroyers), and 

minor war vessels (such as offshore combatant vessels); 

 facilities enhancements have therefore been designed to cater for the 

varying demands of this range of ships at both berths; 

 these ships might need to be supported for days or weeks at these 

berths; and 

 the site will be used year round. 

4.66 As the existing commercial facilities have not been configured to cater 

for warship shore services, maintenance or security requirements, facilities 

improvement would be essential, the broad scope of which is contained at 

Annex F.  These facilities enhancements would allow Navy to conduct its 

raise, train, sustain functions to a level commensurate with that provided at 

Garden Island, albeit with the permanent loss of 183m of berth space and the 

introduction of added operating inefficiencies and costs associated with 

operation from separate sites within Sydney Harbour. 

4.67 This option bears the risk that, over time, the Glebe Island facility will 

become less viable for Defence use as a Fleet Base Annex.  As noted at 

paragraph 4.47, it also creates an additional, permanent Navy presence 

adjacent to residential housing, inevitably creating a new range of conflicts 

and operating restrictions that still might not placate residents of the area.  Of 



 

70 

note is that urban encroachment around Garden Island has effectively reached 

its limit; current impacts on residents are managed effectively by Navy. 

4.68 For operational efficiency reasons Defence might, from time to time, 

seek access to Fleet Base Berths 2-5 from the commercial operator on a non-

priority basis: that is, cruise ships will take precedence. Noting the existing 

shore service facilities are designed for warships and unlikely to be 

maintained by SPC for this purpose, in effect, functionality at Fleet Base 

Berths 2-5 will be no more than that available at any other commercial berth.  

Decisions would be needed on whether to maintain current wharf-side 

services provided for RAN ships at these berths, given the significant 

reduction in use by Navy.  There is a risk that the full functionality currently 

established and planned to meet Navy requirements at these berths would 

deteriorate over time.   

Initial Capital Cost Estimate. 

4.69 Minimum total investment estimated at $143 million.   

 Inclusions: $94m41

 $9m    - Dolphin at OPT. 

 - Glebe Island Facilities Enhancement. 

 $30m42

 $10m

 - Athol Bay Dolphins. 
43

4.70 Noting the requirement to lease existing Defence berths, negotiate 

funding arrangements and construct facilities at Glebe Island to support 

Defence activity, it is unlikely this option could be fully operational until 

2022.  Due to the impact on Defence operations, early access by cruise ships 

to Garden Island would not be feasible under this option. 

 - Temporary cruise terminal at Garden Island. 

                                                 
41 Power Initiatives Cost Analysis Report for Defence, Costing Analysis to Support the Independent Review 
of Enhanced Cruise Ship Access to Garden Island, dated 24 Oct 11, page 12.  This does not included any site 
acquisition or relocation costs for SPC or Navy – though these could be considerable. 
42 Informal discussion between Navy and SPC. 
43 Provisional estimate only. 
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4.71 As there is no Defence requirement for relocation to Glebe Island and 

the Commonwealth has already invested in facilities to support Navy 

functions at Garden Island, the facilities and operating costs involved should 

not be the responsibility of the Australian Government.  Operating costs 

could include, but not be limited to, those arising from disruption to 

contracted warship maintenance and support arrangements, tug charges, 

additional security requirements, power, potable water supply, sewage, waste 

removal and compliance (work health & safety and environmental). 

4.72 This could provide space for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet Base 

Berths 4 and 5, potentially supplementing the approved White Bay cruise 

terminal, construction of which is now underway.44

Advantages/Disadvantages 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Provides one guaranteed berth 

space for large cruise ships east of 

the Sydney Harbour Bridge. 

Does not provide fully for long-

term cruise requirement unless 

Athol Bay or Port Botany options 

are also developed. 

Provides one guaranteed berth for 

small cruise vessels east of the 

Harbour Bridge. 

Acquisition of commercial facilities 

at Glebe Island does not fully offset 

GI berth space lost to cruise ships. 

Could supplement planned White 

Bay terminal for smaller cruise 

vessels. 

Significant facilities enhancement 

required at Glebe Island to meet 

Navy’s requirements.  

                                                 
44 The timeline for implementation of this option extends well beyond current NSW Government plans to 
develop the new White Bay cruise ship terminal.  
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Minimises, but does not fully 

compensate for, significant 

disruption to Navy outputs. 

Facilities investment requires 

duplication of facilities in which the 

taxpayer has already invested, for a 

reduced level of functionality. 

Provides functional long term 

cruise terminal facilities east of 

Sydney Harbour Bridge. 

Introduces operating inefficiencies 

and costs for Defence due to 

operation of Fleet Base functions at 

disparate locations and effective 

maintenance of an additional base. 

Effectively segregates 

Defence/cruise activity.  

Time to implement - no short-

medium term solution. 

Potential for occasional access by 

Navy or visiting foreign warships, 

outside the peak season. 

Negative impact on residents of 

both Woolloomooloo and Balmain. 

 Uncertain viability of Glebe Island 

in the long term. 

 Requires significant capital outlay 

and identified funding source. 

 Limited other uses to improve 

economic viability of option. 
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Overall Suitability of Option. 

4.73 SPC has indicated that this arrangement is not acceptable to them, due 

at least in part to existing commercial activity that operates from Glebe 

Island.  The State Government would need to determine whether the cost of 

this option is warranted in light of the potential lost economic benefit from 

the cruise ship industry if it did not proceed. 

4.74 For this option to be viable for the Commonwealth, albeit with 

management challenges for Navy’s operational and training activity and 

maintenance programs, transfer of Glebe Island and provision of suitable 

facilities to support Navy operations as a Fleet Base Annex is essential. 

4.75 There would be a clear need for an Environmental Impact Study to be 

conducted to determine the effects on local residents and other activity at 

both Garden Island and Glebe Island, with the potential need for suitable 

mitigation strategies which might add further costs and inefficiencies. 

4.76 It would not fully meet the long term cruise industry requirements 

unless an additional berth was developed at Athol Bay or Port Botany. 

4.77 This option has reasonable functionality, while not fully meeting the 

requirements of any party, but it involves significant cost. 

Option 4 – Lease Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC and develop a 

Replacement Wharf for Navy on the eastern side of Garden Island. 

4.78 This option envisages transfer by the Commonwealth of the entire 870 

metres of wharf on the western side of Garden Island (Fleet Base Berths 1-5) 

to SPC, through a long term lease arrangement for commercial use.  This 

would provide two large and one small dedicated cruise ship berths, allow 

development of a permanent cruise terminal, with adjoining overhead 
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pedestrian walkways, improved vehicular access and security arrangements.  

It would also allow complete segregation of cruise and Defence functions. 

4.79 Traffic management arrangements would need to be implemented with 

the NSW Department of Roads and Maritime Services to manage the 

significant increase over an extended period of large vehicles supporting 

cruise ship turnaround at Garden Island.  Traffic access improvement works 

at Fleet Base Berths 1-5 would assist with traffic flow. 

4.80 To offset the significant loss of Berths 1-5, a new, fully-serviced wharf 

facility providing equivalent wharf metres on the eastern side of Garden 

Island would be constructed for exclusive naval use. 

4.81 Defence commissioned GHD in 2009 to undertake a feasibility study45

                                                 
45 GHD Department of Defence, Garden Island Wharf Berthing Feasibility Study Report, May 2010. 

 

into the potential for additional berthing facilities at Garden Island in support 

of larger, more capable vessels and as an alternative to the Fleet Base berths.  

This study looked at options to construct wharf space that could provide 

access for the full inventory of Navy ships.  The most cost effective option, 

which would provide comparable berth space to that provided at Fleet Base 

1-5, was a wharf in the vicinity of the 10 metre depth contour on the eastern 

side of the Island.  Figure 9 below outlines this solution. 
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          Figure 9 - Example Eastern Wharf at Garden Island. 

 

Capacity of this Option to meet Cruise Ship Industry Requirements. 

4.82 Combined with extension of the OPT through installation of a dolphin, 

this option fully meets the projected long-term requirements of the cruise 

industry.  It provides three large cruise ship berths on the eastern side of the 

Harbour Bridge and within Sydney Harbour.  It also allows for site works to 

fully support permanent cruise ship requirements. 

4.83 Noting this option provides both small and large cruise vessel berthing, 

this approach could supplement the NSW Government-approved White Bay 

cruise terminal, construction of which is now underway. 
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Capacity of this Option to meet Defence Requirements. 

4.84 This option fully meets Defence’s requirements to support existing and 

soon to be delivered capability (particularly HMAS Choules, the LHDs and 

the Hobart class AWDs) within a secure, access controlled perimeter.  It is 

the most efficient option in terms of operating and maintaining naval 

capability and limits the necessity of duplicating functions at a 

geographically separate Fleet Base Annex.  

4.85 Although more exposed to the prevailing winds and sea state in 

Sydney Harbour, the eastern side of Garden Island was historically used by 

naval vessels for many years before and after WWII.  It provided alongside 

berths for smaller corvettes and support vessels, and for some 15 years 

former HMAS Stalwart was semi-permanently moored at the southern end as 

an alongside maintenance support vessel that provided additional temporary 

destroyer berths to supplement the Fleet Base berths.  This “EMS mooring” 

is a challenging concept for large ships with high windage (for example the 

LHDs) that need to manoeuvre frequently in and out of harbour, but may 

have future utility for smaller ships. 

                      Figure 10 – The former HMAS Stalwart berthed at the EMS mooring, on the                
   eastern side of Garden Island. 
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4.86 A possible opportunity cost of this option is that it might forestall 

development options to meet future Navy capability, either due to larger 

numbers or bigger vessels.  Once this eastern side has been developed, the 

home-port capacity of Fleet Base East is likely to have been reached. 

4.87 While the naval and cruise ship activity on Garden Island would be 

effectively segregated, inefficiencies would still arise due to focused 

congestion into the single narrow road servicing the eastern side of Garden 

Island. Widening of this road would alleviate this problem.  

Initial Capital Cost Estimate.   

4.88 Minimum total investment is estimated at $341 million.   

 Inclusions: $320m46

 $9m         - Dolphin at OPT. 

  - Garden Island eastern wharf. 

   $10m47

 $2m       - Access and security enhancements at Fleet  

          Base Berths 1-5. 

    - Temporary cruise terminal (a more   

     permanent structure may be appropriate). 

4.89 Noting the disposal of existing Fleet Base Berths 1-5, the need to 

negotiate funding arrangements, conduct an environmental impact 

assessment, and design and construct facilities on the eastern side of Garden 

Island, it is unlikely this option could be fully operational until 2025 at the 

earliest.  Due to the impact on Defence operations, early access by cruise 

ships to Garden Island would be restricted under this option. 

                                                 
46 Based on 2009 Consultancy report providing Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM) estimates. Escalated 
from Oct 09 to reflect Oct 11 prices.  Estimate is at 50% accuracy, given level of detail and changes in 
global economic climate since this study was commissioned.  Reflects build of additional wharf only.  More 
detailed design and cost analysis is likely to identify greater costs.  Environmental approvals might be 
difficult to achieve in this location.  
47 Provisional estimate only.  
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4.90 As there is no Defence requirement for this development and the 

Commonwealth has already invested in Garden Island facilities, capital 

facilities costs attributable to this option should not be the sole responsibility 

of the Australian Government. 

4.91 This option could provide space for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet Base 

Berths 4-5, supplementing the White Bay terminal in the longer term. 

Advantages/Disadvantages. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Fully meets long-term cruise ship 

requirements for three berths east of 

Harbour Bridge, including OPT 

enhancements. 

Requires significant capital outlay 

and identification of a funding 

source. 

Provides one guaranteed berth for 

small cruise vessels east of the 

Harbour Bridge. 

Limited other commercial uses 

through which to improve economic 

viability of option. 

Would supplement White Bay 

terminal for smaller cruise ships. 

Removes Defence expansion 

capacity at Garden Island. 

Provides functional long term cruise 

terminal facilities east of Sydney 

Harbour Bridge. 

Facilities reinvestment in new 

Defence facilities, when provision 

already made at Garden Island. 

Fully provides for known Navy 

capability requirements.48

 

 

Environmental challenges of major 

project in a pristine and sensitive 

harbour location. 

                                                 
48 Ideally ship maintenance work would be conducted on the more sheltered side of Garden Island, utilising 
Oil Wharf, Cruiser Wharf, East and West Wall berths and when required the Captain Cook Dock.  
Operational ships could mostly occupy eastern berths, providing these berths were large enough to ensure 
adequate crane and heavy vehicle access required to meet fuelling, waste removal and other normal harbour 
support needs.  Enhanced road access to the new wharf may be needed to cater for increased heavy traffic.  
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Separates Defence/cruise activity thus 

resolving most concerns associated 

with shared site. 

Time required to implement - no 

short-medium term solution for 

cruise industry. 

Potential for occasional access by 

Navy or visiting foreign warships at 

commercial berths. 

Negative noise and traffic impact on 

residents of Woolloomooloo arising 

from more frequent cruise ship visits.   

Allows passenger and vehicle 

enhancements at new cruise facility to 

provide for improved safety and 

access. 

Public sensitivity may prevent 

construction of a major new wharf 

facility on the eastern side of Garden 

Island.   

 Prevailing wind/weather make 

Garden Island eastern berths less 

tenable in extreme conditions. 

Overall Suitability of Option. 

4.92 This option would fully meet both Navy and the cruise ship industry’s 

requirement for berth space.  It is the only shared option at Garden Island that 

fully meets Navy’s security and operating requirements.  It also provides 

space for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet Base Berths 4-5, potentially 

supplementing the White Bay cruise terminal. 

4.93 An extensive Environmental Impact Assessment and Cost Benefit 

Analysis, based on a detailed design proposal, would be required. 

4.94 From a Navy perspective, however, this option best meets the 

challenges associated with provision of enhanced cruise ship access to the 

western Fleet Base berths. 
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Option 5 – Disposal and Transfer of Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC and 

transfer Navy’s Amphibious and Afloat Support Group to new dedicated 

facilities in a port other than Sydney. 

4.95 This option proposes disposal of the entire 870 metres of wharf on the 

western side of Garden Island (FBE Berth 1-5) to SPC for commercial use 

and relocating Navy’s Amphibious Afloat Support Force Element Group - 

comprising at least two LHDs (Canberra and Adelaide) and one LSD 

(Choules), and potentially the AOR (Success or its replacement) - to a new 

Fleet Base facility in another Australian port. 

4.96 Similar to Option 4, this would provide additional dedicated berths for 

one small and two large cruise ships in Sydney Harbour, allow development 

on Garden Island of a permanent cruise terminal, overhead walkways to 

improve pedestrian access, improved vehicular access and security 

arrangements.  It would also allow complete segregation of cruise ship and 

Defence functions. 

4.97 Traffic management arrangements would need coordination with the 

NSW Department of Roads and Maritime Services to deal with the 

significant increase in access by large vehicles supporting cruise ship 

turnaround at Garden Island.  Access improvement works at Fleet Base 

Berths 1-5 would assist with traffic flow. 

4.98 To offset the significant loss of berth space, a new, fully-serviced Navy 

base would be established in another Australian port.  To gain a better 

understanding of the implications and cost associated, the Review 

commissioned a desk-top scope and costing study using the Port of 

Newcastle as an exemplar.  Although Newcastle has been used for this 

purpose, this option could equally be undertaken in any other Australian port 

considered strategically sound and where necessary port facilities could be 
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constructed.  For example, alternative ports might be Brisbane, Gladstone, or 

Townsville. 

4.99 For completeness, this option provides a comparison in terms of 

feasibility and rough order of magnitude cost.  The broad concept, based on 

the Newcastle exemplar, is illustrated at Figure 11 below. The detail of this 

requirement is at Annex F. 

Figure 11 - Newcastle Port Fleet Base Concept. 

 

Capacity of this Option to meet Cruise Ship Industry Requirements. 

4.100 As with Option 4, this option fully meets the projected long-term 

requirements of the cruise ship industry if extension of the OPT through 

installation of a dolphin is also pursued.  It provides three large cruise ship 

berths on the eastern side of the Harbour Bridge and within Sydney Harbour.  

It allows for Garden Island site works to fully support cruise requirements.  

This option could also supplement smaller cruise ship facilities at White Bay. 
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Capacity of this Option to meet Defence Requirements. 

4.101 This Review has not fully assessed the strategic drivers that might 

reasonably be expected to influence a decision on relocating the amphibious 

group from its home-port in Sydney.  Such considerations are, more 

appropriately, the purview of the Force Posture Review.  This proposal 

would bear significant considerations and implications for the national 

disposition of Defence, as well as very wide-ranging considerations of costs 

(direct and indirect), industrial support and personnel factors.  It has been 

developed to a point that allows comparison of feasibility versus relative cost. 

4.102 Option 5 would take many years to deliver, but would fully meet 

Defence’s requirements to support existing and soon to be delivered 

capability (LHD, AWD) within two separate, secure, access controlled major 

Fleet Bases on Australia’s east coast.  It would collocate functions associated 

with delivery of the amphibious and afloat support element of Navy’s fleet 

and development of supporting purpose built facilities. 

4.103 On the other hand, it might create maintenance, training and 

administration inefficiencies and operating overheads which otherwise would 

have been delivered in one location, Sydney.  It may require some level of 

duplication of functions and would represent a significant additional Defence 

estate management overhead.49  And in some respects, it is inconsistent with 

the 2009 Defence White Paper strategic basing principles, most notably that 

“Defence should consolidate...into fewer, larger and sustainable multi-user 

bases”.50

4.104 The impact on Navy’s capacity and additional operating costs would 

be influenced by the eventual location chosen and its proximity to the Fleet 

 

                                                 
49  Home-port facilities to support the LHD and AWD at Garden Island are currently planned for 
development in the near term, prior to arrival of these new ships.  In the longer term these may need to be 
relocated in a new location. 
50 Defending Australia in the Asia Pacific Century: Force 2030, Defence White Paper, 2009, page 121. 
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Base in Sydney, the naval air station at Nowra, suitable offshore training 

areas and ranges, ammunitioning facilities and areas of regular operation. 

Initial Capital Cost Estimate. 

4.105 Costs to establish a new Fleet Base on the east coast of Australia will 

be dictated by the geography of each location option, and any capacity to 

leverage off existing port infrastructure.  Based on the Newcastle exemplar, 

which partially utilises existing wharf space, minimum total investment is 

estimated at $1.003 billion. 

 Inclusions: $982m51

 $9m        - Dolphin at OPT. 

  - New Naval Base on the east coast. 

 $10m52

 $2m         - Access and security enhancements at Fleet  

          Base 1-5. 

     - Temporary cruise terminal (a more   

            permanent structure may be appropriate). 

4.106 The initial cost estimate for a new naval base in an existing port other 

than Sydney is for core base facilities only.  It does not include any land 

acquisition costs or the associated compensation that would be required under 

the relevant legislation for compulsorily acquiring appropriate land holdings 

and dislocating existing activities.  Nor does it include indirect costs such as 

additional Defence housing, personnel relocation costs or additional 

operational costs that might be borne by Defence due to separation from 

other facilities located in the Sydney area. 

4.107 Noting the requirement to conduct compulsory acquisition, disposal 

of existing berths, negotiate funding arrangements, conduct environmental 

impact assessments, design and construct facilities in another location, it is 

                                                 
51 Power Initiatives Cost Analysis Report for Defence, Costing Analysis to Support the Independent Review 
of Enhanced Cruise Ship Access to Garden Island, dated 24 Oct 11, page 13. 
52 Provisional estimate only. 
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unlikely this option could be fully operational until 2025 at the earliest.  Early 

access by cruise ships to Garden Island under this option would be limited. 

4.108 As there is presently no Defence or strategic driver for this 

development and the Commonwealth has already invested in facilities to 

support Navy functions at Garden Island, capital facilities costs attributable 

to this option should not be the responsibility of the Australian Government, 

unless this proves to be an outcome of the Force Posture Review which the 

Government elects to pursue in the longer term. 

4.109 This option could provide space for smaller cruise vessels at Fleet 

Base Berths 4-5, supplementing the White Bay cruise terminal. 

Advantages/Disadvantages. 

Advantages Disadvantages 

Fully meets long-term cruise ship 

requirements for three berths east 

of Harbour Bridge, including OPT 

enhancements. 

Requires substantial capital outlay 

unlikely to represent value for 

money based on the cruise industry 

requirement alone. 

Provides one extra berth for small 

cruise vessels east of the Harbour 

Bridge, to supplement White Bay. 

Uncertainty surrounding 

significant funding source for 

development of this option. 

Fully provides for known Navy 

capability requirements. 

Limited other commercial uses to 

improve economic viability. 

Separates Defence/cruise activity 

thus resolving most concerns 

associated with shared site. 

Duplication of Defence facilities 

when these have already been 

provided at Garden Island. 
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Potential for occasional access by 

Navy or visiting foreign warships 

at commercial berths. 

Lag time to bring into effect – not 

a short-medium term solution for 

the cruise industry. 

Allows passenger and vehicle 

enhancements at new cruise 

facility to provide for improved 

safety and access. 

Negative noise and traffic impact 

on residents of Woolloomooloo 

arising from more frequent cruise 

ship visits.   

Overall Suitability of Option. 

4.110 This option would fully meet the cruise ship industry projected long-

term requirement for berth space.  It does not present value for money based 

on the cruise ship industry requirement alone, but it may come into play as a 

longer term outcome of the Force Posture Review. 

4.111 Newcastle is now the world’s largest coal export port and is 

undergoing a major berth expansion program along the Hunter River to 

accommodate increased coal exports and other commodity imports/exports.  

Although the costed proposal in this Review was based on relocation to 

Newcastle’s eastern basin, which included the need to relocate the port’s 

Pilot and tug berthing facilities to an alternative (unidentified) site, senior 

port officials advise that the western and eastern basin berths remain vital to 

their ongoing commercial shipping activity and economic growth.  Use of 

this site as a permanent Navy base is not supported, and imminent 

development of remaining waterfront facilities in the Hunter River has 

effectively eliminated Newcastle as a potential Fleet Base option in future. 

4.112 Similar costs would be involved in relocating major RAN ships to 

home-port in Port Kembla.  Reflected in its recent Master Plan, the port 

envisages significant outer harbour reclamation and new berth construction to 

meet commercial growth and demand that will soon occupy all available 
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space in the port in a relatively short timeframe.  This eliminates Port Kembla 

as a viable Fleet Base option. 

4.113 It would therefore appear that there is little scope to relocate a major 

portion of the present Garden Island based fleet to a new Fleet base location 

in New South Wales, noting that previous studies have eliminated Eden and 

Jervis Bay on various grounds, including the lack of supporting infrastructure 

and their environmental constraints.   

4.114 Options in Queensland would therefore need to be explored further.  

The wide-ranging implications of this for Navy, Defence Support Group, 

DMO and Defence industries, plus the NSW economy, are significant.  For 

example, although closer to Army units in Brisbane and Townsville, a 

Queensland site would remove home-ported ships from established deep 

water offshore naval exercise areas in the Sydney-Jervis Bay region, with 

attendant operating cost increases in transiting to these areas to train with 

other naval task force ships based in Sydney.  

4.115 The costs and capability implications would need to be developed in 

considerably more detail and over a much longer timeframe than is possible 

in this Review.  Clearly this option does not provide a solution that will in 

any way meet the needs of the cruise industry for enhanced access to Garden 

Island in the short-medium term.  
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CHAPTER 5 
 
 

REVIEW FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
 
 

 
 

Garden Island and Fleet Base East. 
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The Review was tasked to assess current and future Navy requirements at 

Garden Island and identify whether scope exists to enhance cruise ship 

access, given Navy’s raise, train and sustain roles and functions and the need 

for timely delivery of maritime operational capability. 

Findings 

5.2 In considering the issues outlined in the terms of reference, the Review 

concludes that current and future Navy capability requirements of Garden 

Island facilities are essentially incompatible with cruise ship access over the 

long term, except on the existing ad hoc basis. Provision of the guaranteed, 

shared access to existing berths at Garden Island sought by the cruise 

industry cannot be achieved without adversely impacting naval operations.     

5.3 While the popularity of the cruising experience in Australia has risen 

rapidly, it could decline as a consequence of global financial circumstances 

or because the Australian market and port infrastructure specifically cannot 

sustain current projections of growth. The primacy and enduring nature of the 

Defence task should not be surrendered to seasonal commercial imperatives 

of the cruise industry, whose current popularity could be affected by varying 

economic, security or other factors.    

5.4 In reaching its conclusions the Review notes the following key 

determining elements: 

 Garden Island is central to Navy’s capacity to provide a maritime force 

capable of meeting all Government directed operational requirements;   

 there are no circumstances in the foreseeable future where Navy would 

be in a position to relinquish its primacy of use at Garden Island;   

 the peak periods for both cruise and naval berth usage coincide and 

cannot be de-conflicted; 
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 Navy’s average utilisation of Garden Island berths during the peak 

period is around 90%; 

 restrictions on some berths at Garden Island as part of Navy’s ‘good 

neighbour’ policy means the berths sought by the cruise industry are 

key maintenance berths; 

 the berths sought by the cruise industry will also be the LHD berths; 

 the cruise industry’s projected utilisation of two large cruise berths in 

the long-term at Garden Island (based on two day turnaround and 

medium projections) is 77-142%;   

 the mature cruise industry requirement for berths, passenger exchange 

and provedoring would essentially deny access to Fleet Base Berths    

1-5 and the adjacent wharf space for initially three months over the 

December-February peak period for Navy, and in the long term 

between five and seven months each year, clearly compromising 

Navy’s capacity to maintain operational readiness;   

 some capacity to provide cruise ship access outside the December-

February peak period is possible, but until Navy has gained further 

experience and understands better the operating patterns for the three 

new large amphibious ships, there will be a reluctance to commit 

critical berth space 18-24 months ahead of proposed cruise ship visits; 

 if the cruise industry was restricted to one berth only this would still 

effectively deny Navy access to Fleet Base Berths 2-5 and the adjacent 

wharf space for up to five months of the year  in the longer term; 

 Garden Island provides specific support requirements, customised for 

each class of ship, that are not available in commercial ports.  Without 

this support Navy cannot fully conduct its maintenance, training and 

operational readiness activities; 
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 enhanced access for cruise ships at Garden Island will inevitably result 

in inefficiencies and additional financial impost for Defence in the 

management of Garden Island; 

 cruise industry and Navy requirements with respect to berth access are 

intrinsically different: the cruise industry requires certainty for short 

stay visits planned 18-24 months in advance, whereas Navy requires 

flexibility to allocate berths for both short stay and longer maintenance 

periods alongside, and as operational priorities and circumstances 

demand; and 

 providing certainty to the cruise industry regarding berth access at 

Garden Island would require acceptance that Navy’s operational 

readiness and response, maintenance and crew rest would be impeded.  

5.5 Short-medium term arrangements.  Addition of a dolphin at the OPT, 

combined with a maximum one day stay alongside, and transfer of vessels 

requiring a two day turnaround to the existing Athol Bay Buoy would meet 

the short-medium term requirement.  This could be enhanced further by 

construction of a more permanent dolphin berth close to the shoreline in 

Athol Bay.  Although not ideal for the cruise industry, these measures would 

allow time to resolve a long-term solution.     

5.6 Long term solution.  If it is considered in the national interest to 

encourage continued growth in the Australian cruise tourism sector and 

provide long-term guaranteed cruise ship facilities in Sydney, the Review 

identified five options in Chapter 4, all of which require significant 

investment.  These are rated in order of priority, timeliness and feasibility as 

follows: 
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a. Option 1:  Disperse Cruise Ship Support between the Overseas 

Passenger Terminal (OPT), Athol Bay and Port Botany.   This option 

has the capacity to meet the full long-term cruise requirement for three 

berths east of the Sydney Harbour Bridge for large cruise ships and 

does not impact on Navy operations:   

i. consistent with the Part B Report, OPT utilisation would be 

 maximised through identified management measures;   

ii. additional long term cruise ship berths would be provided as 

 part of the expansion of Port Botany and, if not constructed 

 earlier, provision of a dolphin berth at Athol Bay;   

iii. by making full use of existing port infrastructure in both Sydney 

 Harbour and Port Botany, this allows a staged approach to any 

 additional investment and positions new infrastructure within a 

 commercial port environment, facilitating wider commercial use 

 and improving economic viability and return on investment;    

iv. the NSW Government is responsible for the provision of 

 commercial  port infrastructure, with State investment optimised 

 through collocation and collaboration with industry;   

v. minimum total investment necessary is estimated at $74 million.  

 This could be staged as an initial investment of $34m including 

 OPT and Port Botany wharf surface and roads costs; and 

vi. this is the least expensive option. 

b. Option 4:  Lease Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC and develop a 

 Replacement Wharf for Navy on the Eastern side of Garden Island.  

 This option has the capacity to meet the full long-term cruise 

 industry requirement for three berths east of the Sydney Harbour 

 Bridge for large cruise ships and provides fully for displaced Navy 
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 capability requirements.  It best meets Defence’s ongoing 

 requirements, if the Australian Government were to determine that 

 Garden Island must be part of the long term solution for commercial 

 cruise shipping.  It would not, however, be achieved in a time frame 

 needed to resolve short-medium term cruise industry berth demands, as 

 it involves:  

i. transfer of the entire 870 metres of wharf on the western side of 

 Garden Island (Fleet Base Berths 1-5) to SPC under a long 

 term lease arrangement, for commercial use;   

ii. maximising OPT utilisation through identified management 

 measures in keeping with the Part B Report findings; 

iii. construction of a new, fully-serviced wharf facility on the 

 eastern side of Garden Island for exclusive naval use, 

 providing equivalent wharf metres to those surrendered at Fleet 

 Base Berths 1-5;  

iv. new naval facilities unlikely to be operational before 2025. 

v. Garden Island’s home-port capacity having been reached once 

 the eastern side has been developed; and 

vi. minimum total investment estimated at $342 million, but likely 

 to be much higher when detailed design proposals are 

 developed, and noting significant environmental concerns. 

c. Option 3: Lease Fleet Base Berths 2-5 to SPC for Priority Cruise

 Ship Use, with Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2 being transferred to the 

 Commonwealth for dedicated Defence Use.  This Option requires 

 Infrastructure Enhancement to support cruise shipping and Navy 

 operations in new locations.    This option has the capacity to meet the 

 full long-term cruise industry requirement for three berths east of the 
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 Sydney Harbour Bridge for large cruise ships, but it would not be 

 achieved in a time frame needed to resolve short-medium term cruise 

 industry berth demands.  This option: 

i. envisages permanent transfer of ownership of 650 metres of 

 wharf at Fleet Base 2-5 to SPC for commercial use;   

ii. in keeping with the Part B Report findings, OPT utilisation 

 would be maximised through various management measures;   

iii. involves a new wharf facility at Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2 that 

 provides, as nearly as possible, the same functionality as Garden 

 Island for exclusive naval use;   

iv. providing only 467 metres of wharf, Glebe Island would only 

 partially offset the loss of Fleet Base 2-5 berth space; 

v. the risk exists that, over time, the Glebe Island facility will 

 cease to be viable as a Fleet Base Annex, due to prospects for 

 greater urban encroachment;  

vi. involves minimum total investment estimated at $143 million; 

 and   

vii. would result in sub-optimal outcomes for Navy in terms of 

 operational readiness and personnel management. 

d. Option 2: Co-share Fleet Base Berths 2-3 with Cruise Shipping on 

 the basis that Glebe Island 2/White Bay 3 were made available to 

 Navy.  No additional facilities investment.    This option is not  

 considered viable, on the basis that it does not meet either cruise 

 industry or Defence requirements.  Some improvements could be 

 made to the current system whereby the cruise industry seeks access  

 to Fleet Base berths and the method for approving such visits. 
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 Nonetheless, Navy will remain unable to guarantee uninterrupted 

 access by cruise ships to  Garden Island berths during the peak cruise 

 ship season and with the degree of advanced notice needed.  Added 

 challenges arise as a result of: 

 i. future SPC requirements for use of Glebe Island Berths 1 and 2  

  and the unsuitability of White Bay Berth 3, making their   

  availability uncertain and unpredictable 18-24 months in   

  advance of cruise ship visits; 

 ii. the future flexibility required by Navy to meet the alongside  

  support needs of new ships home-ported at Garden Island  

  remains uncertain, but is likely to be more acute than at   

  present as a result of the larger ships involved; and 

iii. displacing RAN ships from the specifically designed support 

facilities available at Garden Island in order to provide access 

for cruise ships for initially three - and eventually up to seven - 

months of the year, would significantly interfere with the 

conduct of routine maintenance activities, training and crew 

leave, and negatively impact readiness. 

e. Option 5: Disposal and Transfer of Fleet Base Berths 1-5 to SPC 

 and transfer Navy’s Amphibious and Afloat Support Group to new 

 dedicated facilities in a port other than Sydney.  This option has major 

 implications for the future basing structure of the RAN and home-

 porting of the Fleet.  Costs would be very high, given the need for 

 construction and relocation of significant personnel, training, home-

 port infrastructure and industry capacity to an alternate site, most 

 likely on the Queensland  coast.  These are matters for consideration 
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 by the Force Posture Review and involve major long term planning 

 considerations.  This option could not meet cruise industry needs for 

 enhanced access to Garden Island within a minimum 12 years or so.  

Recommendations 

5.7 The Review recommends the following: 

a. that its findings and recommendations be considered in the light of the 

Australian Defence Force Posture Review outcomes; 

b. noting that primary responsibility for provision of commercial port 

infrastructure in Sydney/Port Botany rests with the NSW Government, 

through Sydney Ports Corporation, this Review’s findings and 

recommendations should also be considered against the outcomes of 

the current NSW Government Transport Infrastructure and Tourism 

reviews, including the NSW Visitor Economy Taskforce whose 

findings are due in May 2012; 

c. inter-government consultation should occur in respect of    

 Defence’s seabed lease arrangements, to ensure the willingness to 

 assist the NSW Government and the cruise industry in relation to  

 berthing access does not financially disadvantage the Commonwealth; 

d. should the Australian Government determine that the national   

 interest includes offering use of part of Garden Island to assist   

 the cruise industry’s projected berthing requirements: 

 enhanced access should be contingent on agreement of legal 

 instruments to effect transfer of assets and liabilities; 

  current procedures whereby the cruise industry provides   

 advanced notice requests for berth access at  Fleet Base   

 East/Garden Island should be refined and formalised,   
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 including delegating to the RAN Fleet Commander the   

 authority to determine whether berth access is available   

 and can be granted with the degree of certainty and   

 advanced notice sought by cruise shipping agents;   

  the Minister for Defence (through the Chief of Navy)   

 should have the discretion to suspend all non-Defence   

 access to Garden Island when there is an urgent national   

 requirement or significant security or public safety concern; 

  the returns to Consolidated Revenue arising from leasing 

 arrangements should be hypothecated to Defence for offsetting 

 Navy infrastructure enhancements and operating costs; 

  consultation should occur between Defence, the NSW   

 Government, cruise industry representatives and the NSW  

 Department of Roads and Maritime Services to address   

 traffic impacts of cruise activity on the site;  

  consultation would also be required on security and   

 emergency management issues; and 

  further community consultation should be conducted to   

 understand the impact on local residents and to identify   

 mitigation strategies preserving amenity and heritage   

 values for both local residents and the general public. 
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MR 171/11          16 June 2011  

 
Improved civilian access to military facilities 

 
Minister for Defence, Stephen Smith, today announced two initiatives aimed at enhancing civilian 
access to military facilities in Australia. 

 
Cruise ship docking at Garden Island, Sydney 

 
Mr Smith announced an independent review of the future use of the naval docks at Garden Island in 
Sydney by visiting cruise ships. 
 
A recent NSW Government report has highlighted the increase in cruise ships visiting Sydney.  
 
The report also identifies future requirements for berth space for large cruise ships east of the Harbour 
Bridge. 
 
The independent review will assess whether there is scope to enhance cruise ship access to Garden 
Island without adversely impacting on its priority role of supporting Navy maritime operations.  
 
The review will focus on be opportunities for greater civil-military cooperation in the use of finite 
berthing resources for very large vessels in Sydney. 
 
The review will also take into account the increase in use of Garden Island by new, larger Royal 
Australian Navy ships including the two Canberra Class Landing Helicopter Dock ships, the Landing 
Ship Dock vessel ex-RFA Largs Bay, and three Hobart Class Air Warfare Destroyers. 
 
These ships will require suitable berthing facilities and will draw on Sydney’s strong industry support 
base for maintenance and repairs. 
 
The independent review will assess whether there is scope for a more flexible approach that balances 
Navy’s needs with cruise industry requirements to secure advanced berth bookings for cruise ships 
visiting Sydney Harbour. 
 
The review will be undertaken by Dr Allan Hawke AC, who has recently completed a review of the 
future management and use of the Woomera Protected area. 
 
Further details of the review will be released in the coming weeks.  
 
Images of the Garden Island facility are available at: 

http://images.defence.gov.au/fotoweb/Grid.fwx?archiveId=5003&search=20113077 

Vision is being fed to Parliament House in Canberra. 
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Mr Smith’s Office: Ellen Shields (02) 6277 7800 or 0400 347 473 
Department of Defence: (02) 6127 1999 

 

Review into Civil Aviation Access to Air Force Airfields 
 

Minister for Defence Stephen Smith released for public consultation the Air Force Review 
into Civil Aviation Access to Air Force Airfields. 
 
The Australian Government is committed to allowing civil access to military airfields where 
this can be balanced with Air Force and Defence’s need for security, operations and training.  
 
The Air Force Review into Civil Aviation Access to Air Force Airfields is an initiative 
contained in the 2009 National Aviation White Paper.  
 
Consultation and industry response is an important part of the review process.  It is 
important that the civil aviation industry consider the review and its recommendations and 
provide comments to the Government for consideration.    
 
The consultation period is open until 31 October 2011.  
 
The review is available at: 
http://www.airforce.gov.au/aboutus/welcometopublicconsultation.aspx. 
 
Feedback can be provided through the website or by forwarding a submission to:  
 

Deputy Director Civil Military Aviation Coordination 
Air Force Headquarters  
Russell Offices  
CANBERRA 2600  

 

http://www.airforce.gov.au/aboutus/welcometopublicconsultation.aspx�
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TERMS OF REFERENCE 
 

POTENTIAL FOR ENHANCED CRUISE SHIP ACCESS TO 
GARDEN ISLAND, SYDNEY 

 
1. A review is to be carried out into the capacity of Garden Island in Sydney to 
accommodate increased numbers of visiting cruise ships.  The review will assess current 
and future Royal Australian Navy (RAN) requirements and whether there is scope to 
enhance cruise ship access to Garden Island, noting its primary role of support to the 
RAN’s raise, train and sustain roles and functions and the timely delivery of maritime 
operational capability.  

2. The review is to examine: 

a. Outcomes from the New South Wales Government-sponsored Passenger 
Cruise Terminal Steering Committee Part B report on infrastructure 
requirements and locations for a Cruise Passenger Terminal east of Sydney 
Harbour Bridge; 

b. Current and future RAN requirements for facilities at Garden Island to meet 
the operational and maintenance needs of home-ported and visiting RAN and 
allied naval ships; 

c. Future Defence Materiel Organisation requirements and responsibilities for 
contracted RAN ship repair and maintenance, including the continuing need for 
Garden Island to be available for short notice emergency Navy dockings; 

d. The suitability of existing Garden Island facilities to support more regular 
cruise ship visits during peak periods and with the degree of advanced notice 
sought by the industry; 

e. The economic benefits of enhanced cruise ship access to Sydney Harbour, and 
the economic contribution of the ongoing Navy presence in Sydney; 

f. Options for alternative berthing, maintenance and support arrangements for 
naval vessels both within Sydney and other ports which might be required to 
allow enhanced cruise ship access to Garden Island during peak periods, with 
estimates of feasibility, costs and timeframes involved; 

g. The costs, benefits and impact of the cruise industry investing in purpose built 
facilities at Garden Island to enable enhanced use of the island by cruise ships; 

h. Changes to Defence risk profile which would be caused by enhanced cruise 
ship access to Garden Island, in terms of: 

i. Acquisition and maintenance of naval ships. 

ii. Personnel support. 

iii. Security. 

iv. Operational readiness. 



 

 

v. Commonwealth financial and legal liability. 

3. The review will be guided by the following: 

a. The Two Ocean Basing policy, which will remain a central tenet of Navy 
basing and disposition for Navy’s larger ships, consistent with strategic 
guidance. 

b. The strategic basing principles agreed by the Government as part of the 2009 
Defence White Paper Defending Australia in the Asia Pacific Century: Force 
2030. 

c. An understanding of the technical complexity of major naval vessels, and how 
this might determine the need for operational bases having ready access to a 
broad industry base with specialised dockyard facilities and a large labour 
force possessing trades and skills peculiar to naval requirements. 

d. The impact of basing Navy ships in major ports such as Sydney on Navy 
skilled workforce retention. 

4. The review will seek wide input from Commonwealth and State Governments, 
Sydney and other Port Corporations, defence contractors in the ship repair sector, cruise 
industry representatives, ports and shipping industry representative bodies, the transport 
and tourism sectors, and the team appointed by Government to undertake the broader 
Force Posture Review. 

5. The review is to commence as soon as possible with a final report tabled to the 
Minister for Defence by the end of December 2011.   



 

 

ANNEX C 

NOTICE INVITING SUBMISSIONS 
 
Notices inviting submissions to this review were posted during the period 16-22 
September in the following newspapers and circulars: 
 
National:       The Australian; The Australian Financial Review. 
NSW/ACT:    Sydney Morning Herald; Daily Telegraph; Sun-Herald; Canberra Times. 
Local:           City News; Wentworth Courier; Sydney Central.  
 
The notices read: 
 
 

 
Seeking submissions to the Independent Review of Enhanced Cruise Ship  

Access to Garden Island, Sydney 
The Government is undertaking a review to assess whether there is scope to enhance 
cruise ship access to Garden Island without adversely impacting on its priority role of 
supporting Navy maritime operations. The review will focus on the opportunities for 
greater civil-military cooperation in the use of finite berthing resources for very large 
vessels in Sydney. The review secretariat invites interested parties to make submissions 
to the review within the scope of its Terms of Reference. 

Further information on the Review, its Terms of Reference, and advice on preparing 
submissions, is set out at the Independent Review of Enhanced Cruise Ship Access to 
Garden Island website: www.defence.gov.au/oscdf/CruiseShipAccessReview/ 

Submissions should be submitted by 31 October 2011 on the website, by email to 
CruiseShipAccess.Review@defence.gov.au or by mail to the following address: 
 
Cruise Ship Access Review Secretariat 
R1-4-B163 
Russell Offices 
Department of Defence 
PO Box 7902 
CANBERRA BC ACT  2610 

 



 

 

ANNEX D 
 

LIST OF PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS TO THE REVIEW 
 

Originator  Dated 
  
Ms. Clover Moore (Member for Sydney) - letter to Minister for 
Defence 

22 July 

D. Lardner 19 September 
Ms. Elizabeth Franklin (Potts Point resident) 10 October 
Mr Michael Rolfe (President, Sydney Harbour Association) 21 October 
The Hon. Patricia. Forsyth (Executive Director, Sydney Business 
Chamber) 21 October  
Mr Jayson Westbury (Chief Executive, Australian Federation of 
Travel Agents) 

25 October  

Mr. Christopher Brown (Executive Chairman, Taylor St Advisory) 25 October 
R. Barrett 26 October  
Mr Tony Mayell  (Chief Executive Officer, Tourism Tasmania) 27 October  
Mr Chris White (Chairman, Cruise Down Under) 27 October 
Mr  Andrew Jefferies (Executive Officer, Tourism Industry Council 
NSW) 

27 October 

Rear Admiral Ken Doolan, AO RAN (Rtd) (National President, The 
Returned & Services League of Australia Limited) 

27 October 

Mr John Lee (Chief Executive, Tourism and Transport Forum) 28 October 
Ms Ann Sherry, AO (Chief Executive Officer, Carnival Australia) 31 October  
Mr Richard Munro (Chief Executive Officer, Accommodation 
Association of Australia) 

31 October 

Mr Cameron Kerr (Chief Executive, Taronga Conservation Society 
Australia) 

31 October  

Mr John Bowe (Project Director, Bridge Climb Sydney) 31 October 
Mr Chris Jordan (Chairman, Committee for Sydney) 31 October  
Mr Paul Orton (Director, Policy & Advocacy, NSW Business 
Chamber) 

31 October  

Mr Graham Harris (President, Navy League of Australia) 31 October 
City of Sydney 31 October 
Mr Mark Paterson, AO (Director General, NSW Trade and 
Investment) 

1 November 

Ms Louise Rowe (A/General Manager, Market Competitiveness 
Branch,  Department of Resources, Energy & Tourism) 

1 November 

Ms Julie Blackburn (National Convenor, Defence Families of 
Australia) 

1 November 

Mr Gavin Smith (Managing Director, Royal Caribbean Limited) 2 November 
Rear Admiral Trevor Jones, AM, CSC, RAN (Deputy Chief of 
Navy, Royal Australian Navy) 

8 November 

Mr Andrew Woodhouse (President, Potts Point and Kings Cross 
Heritage and Conservation Society) 

9 November 



 

 

ANNEX E 
 

LIST OF INDIVIDUALS CONSULTED DURING THE REVIEW 
 
 
The Hon. Anthony Albanese, MP (Minister for Infrastructure and Transport) 
 
Mr. David Anderson (Chief Executive Officer, Ports Australia) 
 
Mr. Russell Balding, AO (Chairman, Visitor Economy Taskforce) 
 
Rear Admiral Timothy Barrett, AM, CSC, RAN (former Commander, Border Protection  
      Command) 
 
Mr. Robert Cooksey (Author of the “Review of Australia’s Defence Facilities 1988”) 
 
Mr Jason De Sousa (Infrastructure Adviser to NSW Premier) 
 
Mr. Richard Doyle (Chair of Cruising Group, Visitor Economy Taskforce) 
 
Mr. Chris Eccles (Director General, NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet) 
 
The Hon. Patricia Forsythe (Executive Director, Sydney Business Chamber) 
 
The Hon. Duncan Gay, MLC (NSW Minister for Roads and Ports) 

Mr. Grant Gilfillan (Chief Executive Officer, Sydney Ports Corporation) 
 
Rear Admiral Stephen Gilmore AM, CSC, RAN (former Commander Australian Fleet) 
 
The Hon. Nick Greiner, AC (Chairman, Infrastructure NSW) 
 
The Hon. Paul Keating (former Prime Minister) 
 
The Hon. Kristina Keneally, MP (former NSW Planning Minister) 
 
Ms. Katie Lahey (Chairman, Carnival Australia) 
 
Mr. John Lee (Chief Executive, Tourism and Transport Forum) 
 
Mr. Chris Lloyd (Vice President, Maritime & Aerospace, Thales Group) 
 
Mr. Max Moore-Wilton, AC (Chairman, Sydney Airport Corporation Ltd)  
 
The Right Hon. Clover Moore, MP (Lord Mayor of Sydney and State Member for Sydney) 
 
The Hon. Barry O’ Farrell, MP (Premier of NSW) 
 
Mr. Mark Paterson, AO (Director General, NSW Trade and Investment) 



 

 

 
Mr. John Richardson (Director, Richardson Coutts) 
 
Mr. Llew Russell (Chief Executive Officer, Shipping Australia) 
 
Ms. Ann Sherry, AO (Chief Executive Officer, Carnival Australia) 
 
Mr. Gavin Smith (Managing Director, Royal Caribbean Cruises) 
 
Mr. Joe Tripodi (former NSW Minister for Ports) 
 
The Hon. Malcolm Turnbull, MP (Member for Wentworth)  
 
The Hon. Tanya Plibersek, MP (Member for Sydney)  
 
Mr. Les Wielinga (Director General, Transport for NSW) 
 
Mr. Andrew Woodhouse (President, Potts Point and Kings Cross Heritage Conservation  

  Society) 



 

 

 
ANNEX F 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 



 

 

 


	Covering Letter
	Table of Contents
	Executive Summary
	Chapter 1: Introduction
	Chapter 2: Strategic Judgements
	Chapter 3: Potential for Enhanced Cruise Ship Access to Garden Island
	Chapter 4: Options
	Chapter 5: Review Findings and Recommendations
	Annex A: Defence Minister's Media Release
	Annex B: Terms of Reference
	Annex C: Notice Inviting Submissions
	Annex D: List of Public Submissions to the Review
	Annex E: List of Individuals Consulted During the Review
	Annex F: Cost Analysis Report

