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PROPERTY FLOOD AFFECTATION SHOWN
ON THIS FIGURE IS INDICATIVE ONLY, AS
FLOOR LEVELS WERE ESTIMATED BY A
"DRIVE-BY" SURVEY. SURVEY BY A
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CONFIRM DEPTHS OF INUNDATION OF
INDIVIDUAL PROPERTIES.
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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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