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PROPERTY FLOOD AFFECTATION SHOWN
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FLOOR LEVELS WERE ESTIMATED BY A
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¢ 133HS SNIOL

B MARRANGARGO}

_ Sl @W‘ “ Wﬁf
2 1 ﬁ@*‘mﬂ“v g

Afflux (m}
= frall ] <02

BLOCKAGE FACTORS APPLIED 020 10-0.10

TO STRUCTURES 0 010t0-001
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.02to 0.05
0.05t00.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

>0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
o Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Fi gure 28
(Sheet 4 of 4)

IMPACT OF PARTIAL BLOCKAGE OF HYDRAULIC STRUCTURES ON FLOOD BEHAVIOUR
1% AEP

Inlet Pit Pipe Bridge




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

Afflux (m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10t0 0.20

¥ s ) == i e 0.20t0 0.30
X \ . b= 0.30 to 0.50
A > : - -
I CLYARENCERS Vi : | = —
NSRS ! : - v Land Rendered Flood Free
‘\ 'dg;_ ’ 4 ’ J . — - = as a Result of Change
A D J

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

VNEEH
CLWYDD

B MORTS I
ESTATE |8

JOINS SHEET 2

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
— Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

i Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.9
(Sheet 1 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 20% AEP




JOINS SHEET 1 R . =
OINS <02

1 ; | -0.20 to -0.10
-0.10to -0.01
-0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05to 0.10
0.10t0 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30to 0.50

> 0.50
Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

MARJORIE |

ACKSON OVAL |

B HASSANS|
ALLS

o

HERMITAGE &

B FLIIATAN

{ |

JOINS SHEET 4

ISOUTH

| A y : L SEWAG A " L - 2 J / : 171 ! 1 N o i T iTTLET_O_ﬁ;’

Riigeim

= : ~

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
NOTE: — = Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily -Di i z

' incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Twe-Dimensional Modal Boundary F|gure 29

in individual allotments. (Sheet 2 Of 4)

0 120 240 360m

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 20% AEP

allotments may also require a site survey.




240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND
Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

PARK.

Afflux {m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.011t0 0.02
0.02100.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023

New Stormwater Drainage System have not been ;
Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.9
(Sheet 3 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 20% AEP




Afflux {m)
<-0.2
-0:20 o -0.10

. 010t -0.01

-0.01to 0.01
0.01100.02
0.0210 0.05
0.05t0 0,10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 t0 0.50

>0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

240

Scale: 1:12,000

| JOINS MAIN
. WINDOW

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND

—— @

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

¢ 133HS SNIOR

UITHGOW.
GOLF CLUB

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.9
(Sheet 4 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 20% AEP




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND

—— @

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

Afflux (m)
<-0.2
-0.20 to -0.10
. -0.10t0-0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10t0 0.20
0.20 o 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

>0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free

as a Result of Change
Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

JOINS SHEET; 2

OW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

.y

Figure 2.10
(Sheet 1 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




JOINS SHEET 1 { r -
OIN =
' ' 0.20 to -0.10
-0.10t0 -0.01
-0.01 to 0.01
0.011t00.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05to 0.10
0.10t0 0.20
0.20 t0 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

MARIORIE
ACKSON OVAL |

SHEEDYSE
WALLS]
S

HERMITAGES
R . LA T

{ |

JOINS SHEET 4

"
Y

ISOUTH

0 120 240 LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
MOTE: L Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily -Di i =
* incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary F]gl.lre 2.10

in individual allotments. (Sheet 2 of 4)

Flood dlepths are _ihereforel approximate u_nly and !equire inllerprgtaﬁon
DY 2 My sl s e b detiis oy pnb i POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
| AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP

allotments may also require a site survey.




240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

{BOW

..

ENEELS}

LEGEND

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

e SOUTHE
S BOWENEELS]

Afflux {m)
<-0.2
-0.20 to -0.10
. 01010 -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.011t0 0.02
0.02100.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023

New Stormwater Drainage System have not been :
Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.10
(Sheet 3 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




Afflux {m)
<-0.2
-0:20 o -0.10

. =010t -0.01

-0.01to 0.01
0.01100.02
0.0210 0.05
0.05t0 0,10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 t0 0.50

>0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND

—— @

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

¢ 133HS SNIOR

—

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.10
(Sheet 4 of 4)

POTENTIAL IMPACT OF FUTURE INFILL DEVELOPMENT ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

Afflux (m)
<-0.2
-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01to 0.02

0.02 to 0.05
0.05te 0.10
0.10t00.20
- b 0.20t00.30
v ; = s
S \ Ry ik 0.30t0 0.50

|
>0.50

1= = o o 3
B CLI"ARENCESS Vs / J =
TN, NSRS v ! : 4 v Land Rendered Flood Free
-*.52' ” X [ : ] g e — as a Result of Change
J Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

Ve
CLWYDD

B VORTS
ESTATE

JOINS SHEET 2

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
— Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

i Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.11
(Sheet 1 of 4)

IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 10% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




JOINS SHEET 1 ) . =
OINS o
[ | -0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
-0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05to 0.10
0.10t0 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free

as a Result of Change
Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

MARJORIE

JACKSON OVAL |

SHEEDYSE )
CULLY BB HASSANS]
' WAULS

.

HERM|TAGE e

FLEATASSS

JOINS SHEET 4

>
)|

a8

i

LEGEND PLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
NOTE: =y Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily -Di i =
* incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flgure 2.1
in individual allotments. (Sheet 2 of 4)

0 120 240

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 10% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING

b); a ;u'rtalbllg: ?ualif:d :ngineer to dett:rr;lr;,gr_uudi_nq t::_h%\r'rolur in
individual allotments. Any assessment o ing in individual AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP

allotments may also require a site survey.




JOINS SHEET 2.

240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

LA

oo S . _’__-f:n:-':;‘_ LT
i e "SO!JT_HZI-
BOWENFEELS¥S
- < = ; I. ’

Afflux {m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.0210 0.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023

New Stormwater Drainage System have not been :

Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.11
(Sheet 3 of 4)

IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 10% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




Afflux (m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10to -0.01
-0.01to 0.01
0.01t00.02
0.021t00.05
0.05t00.10
0.10 0 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free

as a Result of Change
Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

0 120 240
Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

o
)
<
(7))
N

P

~ — gt e (=
= 5 .n.ﬁu'-_&‘.

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

———=8

Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.11
(Sheet 4 of 4)

IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 10% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

Afflux (m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10t0 0.20

X I ] = 2 # 0.20t0 0.30
. L.y = 0.30to 0.50

TR 3
B CIARENCE S o : | = >0.50
TN, N * = . v Land Rendered Flood Free
\ '*i“.'—_. y 1 [ . ! T - — as a Result of Change
¢ o : i Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

!

VALEIOF,
CLWYDD

B VORTS
ESTATE

JOINS SHEET 2

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
— Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

i Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.12
(Sheet 1 of 4)

IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 30% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




JOINSISHEET] 4

|

0 120 240
Scale: 1:12,000

MARIORICN
JACKSON OVAL |

HERMITAGE

FLEAT]

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

JOINS SHEET 1 LR

LEGEND

*—

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

IMPACT OF A PO

Afflux (m)

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10t0 -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.02 to 0.05
0.05te 0.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

SEDS
N S HASSANS|

.

[SOUTH
UITTEETONE

il

A e

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.12
(Sheet 2 of 4)

ENTIAL 30% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




JOINS SHEET 4

JOINSISHEET2

0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

—

oW

ENEEL'S

LEGEND

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

%

[SOUTH ,
BOWENFEELSHNE S S

Afflux {m)

<-0.2

-0.20 to -0.10
-0.10 to -0.01
=0.01 to 0.01
0.01 to 0.02
0.0210 0.05
0.05t0 0.10
0.10 to 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free
as a Result of Change

Additional Area of Land Flooded
as a Result of Change

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023

New Stormwater Drainage System have not been :
Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.12
(Sheet 3 of 4)

IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 30% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP




. WINDOW

e =

¢ 133HS SNIOR

=
)
z
7
<

Afflux (m)
<-0.2
-0.20 to -0.10
- -0.10to -0.01
-0.01to 0.01
0.01t00.02
0.021t00.05
0.05t00.10
0.10t0 0.20
0.20 to 0.30
0.30 to 0.50

> 0.50

Land Rendered Flood Free - i o el { | b

as a Result of Change > ] 4 vy > . A - ' Y -

Additional Area of Land Flooded ey i — ™ = g g TR e Jost? . B
£ Chan, - 3 3 5 .- - B (=

#53 Resuk ol Changs £ AN Vs - : t : o e RIS R N

240 _ LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
NOTE: s Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR

survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily —— - i i =
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Twe-Dimensional Model Bouridary F!gure 212

in individual allotments. (Sheet 4 of 4)

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

indidua alloments. Any assossmont offooding i navidual IMPACT OF A POTENTIAL 30% INCREASE IN RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON FLOODING
) AND DRAINAGE PATTERNS - 1% AEP

allotments may also require a site survey.




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:
The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily

© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

B CIARENCERS

&

B VORTS I
ESTATE

LEGEND

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

__\__,_fgLE'pF:' :
CLWYDD

"/ JOINS SHEET 2
LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

A i
1% AEP Rafnfal[ Increased by 10% Figure 2.13
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 30% (Sheet 1 of 4)

IMPACT OF INCREASED RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON EXTENT OF FLOODING
1% AEP

1% AEP




"

0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

360 m

NOTE:
The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily

© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

. Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

ACKSON|OVAL |

§ 2
Sea i %

JOINS SHEET 1

SHEEDYS \
i et WALL'S]

Q
=

ISOUTHN

UITTUETON S
- .- 3 ’d ¥

s

LEGEND PLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

Existing Drainage Network P 1% AEP STUDY AND PLAN 2023
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 10% Figure 2.13

[ 1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 30% (Sheet 2 01; 4)

IMPACT OF INCREASED RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON EXTENT OF FLOODING
1% AEP

Two-Dimensional Model Boundary




JOINS SHEET 2§

120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:
The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily

© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

o
—

IBOWENEEL'S]

L

LEGEND
Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of
New Stormwater Drainage System have not been
Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model.

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.13
(Sheet 3 of 4)

IMPACT OF INCREASED RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON EXTENT OF FLOODING
1% AEP

1% AEP
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 10%
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 30%




0 120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:
The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily

© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND
Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

¢ 133HS SNIOR

5
Z
w
@

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
1% AEP STUDY AND PLAN 2023
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 10% Figure 2.13
1% AEP Rainfall Increased by 30% (Sheet 4 of 4)

IMPACT OF INCREASED RAINFALL INTENSITIES ON EXTENT OF FLOODING
1% AEP




0 120 240
Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY
CLASSIFICATION

- H1 Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

1] H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
| H4 people.
N e \ . — -3 4 > Unsafe for vehicles and
i ! ] = A people. All building types
\ L = i & 2 vulnerable to structural
NN NSRS ; y damage. Some less robust
(o LARENQE - Vg . ! = building types vulnerable
: . "-%{M s [ ] i - : - to failure.

N . ke d P Al 5 = Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

VAUETOER &
CLWYDD

SCORNEY,

ATOWNJ

TSR
il 7S

B MORTS I
ESTATE §%

JOINS SHEET 2

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

— Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023
i Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.14
(Sheet 1 of 4)

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY CLASSIFICATION
1% AEP




CLASSIFICATION

- H1 Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

A%!ih‘ [ Lo -...r ' : M- > Wi _ JOINS SHEET 1 | FLoOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY

] H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
" H4 people.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

RRHASSANS|
WALLS

.

’ Ny A A 3 W AGE D S g =g 3 LT : A 8o - als : .- ] X X [ : L_lTTL-_E'_FO_h’I'-

0 120 240 360m LEGEND MENT
NOTE: — Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily -Di i =
" incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flgure 2.14

in individual allotments. (Sheet 2 of 4)

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in FLOOD HAZARD VULN ERAB| L|TY CLASS' FlCATI ON
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual

allotments may also require a site survey. 1 % AEP




ENDEAVOUR

NG

B ENEFES

%’
%)
=
(@)
)

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY
CLASSIFICATION

- H1 Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

[T H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
I Ha people.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

120 0 120 240 LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

NOTE: - . . .
Scale: 1:12.000 The ground surface model incarporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR Existing Drainage Network Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023
? e ‘| New Stormwater Drainage System have not been

survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily _Di i .
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Twetimstisianal Medel Robnoiay Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.14

in individual allotments.
(Sheet 3 of 4)
Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in FLOOD HAZARD VULN ERABl LlTY CLASS' FlCATI ON

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual 5
allotments may also require a site survey. 1 A) AEP




¢ 133HS SNIOR

<~ WINDOW #

¥

_£ L133HS SNIOC;, |

-~ —

=

.'I [/ S "..r_
| correcTioNALH

CENTR

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY
CLASSIFICATION

- H1 Generally safe for vehicles, \ _' ‘o & W ; . ] ; ) 12 Wi =) - .
people and buildings. - S8 - o G ' LITHGOW.
[0 H2 Unsafe for small vehicles. A\ N e e : T R GOLF CLUB

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
. H4 people.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to

failure. - / . y 4 £ = _' i . = = 'y 5 . — . . j l A= o e ‘ _h:._
0 240 LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
NOTE: s Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily —— —— i i ,
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary F:gure 2.14

in individual allotments. (Sheet 4 of 4)

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

el alkamants, Ay saseamant o oo TG FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY CLASSIFICATION
allotments may also require a site survey. 1 % AEP




FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY
CLASSIFICATION

- H1 Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

1] H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
| H4 people.

/ T ! — 5, . Y. Unsafe for vehicles and
7 ; ; - — — people. All building types

i i :' S ! P S vulnerable to structural

il AR i 3 ; ' damage. Some less robust
' > CLQRENQE-- . Vs : i { i y building types vulnerable
£ P g L 8 ; NI - i — = - to failure.
: $ e 35 Unsafe for vehicles and

people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

VALEIOF
CLWYDD

T

W

=
-

S VORTS
ESTATE i

I -.j . A " y

=, WA LIPS o /' JOINS SHEET 2
0 120 240 LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

NOTE: L .
Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incarporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR . Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

hich has be: mpled 3 id and d t il —— —— -Di i
1 incorporate localised features which can influence looding behaviour TwerDimensional Model Boundary Figure 2.15
in individual allotments. (Sheet 1 of 4)
' Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY CLASSIFICATION

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey. PMF




|-

[l L AL JOINS SHEET 1 | FLoop HAZARD vULNERABILITY

CLASSIFICATION

- ™ Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

] H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

SHEEDYSE
CULLY

=

BRHASSANS|
ALLS

"
i |

0 120 240 360m LEGEND

NOTE: ) :
Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incarporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR : Existing Drainage Network STUDY AND PLAN 2023

survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily -Di i =
" incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flgure 2.15

in individual allotments.
(Sheet 2 of 4)
Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in FLOOD HAZARD VULN ERAB I LlTY CLASS' FlCATl ON

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey. PM F




(1 " - s = N
[ nt e s[5
EOWENEE S

S OUTH
iBOWENEEL'S e S8

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY
CLASSIFICATION

- Hi Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

[T H2 Unsafe for small vehicles.

- H3 Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
I Ha peopie.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and

- 6 people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

120 240 LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
HOTE: Existing Drainage Network Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface madel incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR New Stormwaler Drainage Svstemn have not been
. :-Iucr:ey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily Two-Dimensional Model Boundary : ge of) i

rporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model. Figure 2.15

in individual allotments. (Sheet 3 of 4)

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in FLOOD HAZARD VULN ERABl LlTY CLASS' FlCATl ON

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey. PMF




FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY

-
 H2
I -2

]

CLASSIFICATION

Generally safe for vehicles,
people and buildings.

Unsafe for small vehicles.

Unsafe for vehicles, children
and the elderly.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
vulnerable to structural
damage. Some less robust
building types vulnerable
to failure.

Unsafe for vehicles and
people. All building types
considered vulnerable to
failure.

0 120

240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily

© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

LEGEND

—— 8

Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

¢ 133HS SNIOR

o)
Z
»
3

£ Tl ﬂ — lﬂ . _.
LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.15
(Sheet 4 of 4)

FLOOD HAZARD VULNERABILITY CLASSIFICATION
PMF




0 120 240
Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

S
Lvd

B CLIARENCE (S

VAUEIOF R &
CLWYDDI!

B VIORTS
ESTATE

JOINS SHEET 2

LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
Existing Drainage Network [ Floodway STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flood Storage Figure 2.16
I Flood Fringe (Sheet 1 of 4)

HYDRAULIC CATEGORISATION OF FLOODPLAIN
1% AEP




JOINS SHEET 1

JACKSON OVAL

BRHASSANS|
ALLS

.

T

"
\

- 3

LEGEND i MENT
HOTE: Existing Drainage Network [ Floodway STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Scale: 1:12,000 The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily = i :
" incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flood Storage Flgl.[re 2.16

in individual allotments. I Flood Fringe (Sheet 2 of 4)
Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in HYDRAULI C CATEGORI SAT'ON OF FLOO DPLAI N

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey. 1 % AEP

0 120 240 360m




JOINS SHEET 4

JOINS SHEET 2

120 240

Scale: 1:12,000

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour

in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.

COWEY

—

EELS]

LEGEND
Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary

Extent of Recent Subdivision Development. Details of
New Stormwater Drainage System have not been
Incorporated in Farmers Creek TUFLOW Model.

[ Floodway

Flood Storage

I Flood Fringe

IBOWENFEELS|i™
me Sl

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Figure 2.16
(Sheet 3 of 4)

HYDRAULIC CATEGORISATION OF FLOODPLAIN
1% AEP




-

| JOINSIMAIN]

i’!"'.,.\.

T
]

¢ 133HS SNIOR

JEsr
—

_€ 133HS SNIOr |

B MARRANGAROO}

-~ —

240 _ LEGEND LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT
Scale: 1:12,000 ":‘lh(:.eTgEr‘ciund surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LiIDAR Existing Drainage Network - Floodway STUDY AND PLAN 2023

survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily i 5
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour Two-Dimensional Model Boundary Flood Storage Figure 2.16

in individual allotments. - Flood Fringe (Sheet 4 of 4)
Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation

by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in HYDRAULI C CATEGORl SAT’ON OF FLOO DPLA' N

individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual .
allotments may also require a site survey. 1 A) AEP




Figure 2.17

LEGEND
Neighbourhood Centre

National Parks and Nature Reserves
STUDY AND PLAN 2023

Local Centre

Enterprise Corridor
Business Park
Environmental Management
Environmental Living
General Industrial

Light Industrial

General Residential
Low Density Residential
Large Lot Residential
Public Recreation
Private Recreation
Primary Production
Rural Landscape
Forestry

Mixed Use
Infrastructure

RE2 |
| RUI

=]
=
[t
]
!

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

LEGEND
Extent of Two-Dimensional Model Domain

———

=

800 1200 m

400

Scale: 1:40,000

LITHGOW LEP 2014 ZONING




150 300
Scale: 1:15,000

MARJORIE
| JACKSON OVAL

HASSAN|WALLS
DETENTION BASIN|

LEGEND
Existing Drainage Network
Two-Dimensional Model Boundary
Existing Concrete Lined Channel
Exisiting Unlined Channel
Damage Centre

BERRY/STREET:
DETENTION|BASIN|

A Tl .-y..
 \_ LITHGOW/HIGH SCHOOL |
S ENTION |

s

&

FARMERS CREEK CHANNEL UPGRADE WORKS
|———  Extent of Stages 1 and 2 Works
Extent of Stages 3 and 4 Works
Extent of Stages 5 Works
Extent of Stages 6 Works

LITHGOW FLOODPLAIN RISK MANAGEMENT

Extent of Assessed Detention Basin STUDY AND PLAN 2023
Extent of Assessed Drainage Improvement Works Figure 3.1

LOCATION OF ASSESSED FLOOD MODIFICATION MEASURES




The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
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© incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on LIDAR
survey which has been sampled on a 3 m grid and does not necessarily
incorporate localised features which can influence flooding behaviour
in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require interpretation
by a suitably qualified engineer to determine flooding behaviour in
individual allotments. Any assessment of flooding in individual
allotments may also require a site survey.
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