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Tabourie Lake Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

 
 Submission Comments Actions 

1 1. Does not support proposed levee and 
road raising near Princes Hwy as this 
may damage endangered ecological 
communities and restrict access to the 
lake for recreation. 

2. Stormwater and groundwater is grossly 
underestimated. If levee option FM1.1 
is implemented, rainwater will be 
trapped, causing flooding of homes. 

3. Does not support higher lake opening 
water level as the property is in a low 
lying area. 

1. There are no endangered ecological 
communities present in the location of 
the proposed options.  If this option 
was supported and feasibility study 
was carried out, a detailed 
environmental assessment would be 
conducted, to analyse the impact of 
the proposed option.  For an option to 
be accepted it would need to have a 
neutral or positive effect on the 
environment. 

2. Stormwater and groundwater are not 
considered as part of the FRMSP.  
The levee options however would be 
designed to accommodate 
drainage/stormwater flows. 

3. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support. 
No action required for 
environmental comment, will be part 
of feasibility study, if this occurs. 

2. The levee options will be designed 
to accommodate 
drainage/stormwater flows. 

3. Add review of Tabourie Lake 
Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 

2 1. Does not support levee and believes 
that visual amenity, access damage, 
buy back land, property value reduction 
was not addressed while calculating 
benefit/cost ratio. 

2. The dredging option should be pursued 
to include rigorous cost benefit 
analysis. 

3. Believes sea level rise will be less than 
what is used in the FRMSP. 

4. Low level persistent flooding is only 
applicable for very small part of the 

1. Benefit/cost ration was calculated 
based on methodology in the NSW 
Floodplain Manual 2005, where 
benefit is actually reduction of 
property damage due to structure and 
cost is the capital and maintenance 
costing. If a feasibility study is 
conducted, a more detailed 
assessment of all concerns will be 
conducted. 

2. The model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support. 

2. No change required 
3. No change required 
4. No change required 
5. No change required 
6. Grammatical errors corrected. 

Strategy & Assets Committee 12 April 2016 - Item 18 Attachment A



 Submission Comments Actions 

village adjoining Princes Hwy, not 
common in other areas. 

5. Grammatical errors were identified. 

levels. Hence, this option cannot be 
supported as a flood mitigation 
measure and is therefore not 
considered further. 

3. Sea level rise used is as per Council’s 
adopted projections.  This cannot be 
changed. 

4. Agree 
5. Errors provided to the consultants for 

correction. 
3 1. Does not support levee and road 

raising near Princes Hwy as this will 
destroy beauty and will make access 
difficult to Princes Hwy. Usually flood is 
for shorter duration that cause 
inconvenience, so levee is not a 
requirement. 

2. The trigger water level to open the lake 
entrance should be lowered a little. 
Build a break wall to keep lake open. 

3. Dredging can be done, if no 
disturbance to natural habitat. 

1. If this option is supported a feasibility 
study will be carried out and a 
detailed environmental assessment 
would be conducted, to analyse the 
impact of the proposed option.  For 
an option to be accepted it would 
need to have a neutral or positive 
effect on the environment. 

2. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. A 
break wall will increase the risk of 
flooding from the ocean.  It also does 
not maintain the natural entrance 
regime which is a requirement of 
state government.  It is therefore 
unlikely to be supported as a flood 
mitigation option.  

3. The model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option cannot be 
supported as a flood mitigation 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support  

2. Add review of Tabourie Lake 
Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 

3. No action required. 
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measure and is therefore not 
considered further. 

4 1. Does not support levee as it will make 
access to the reserve difficult.  
Drainage vents/valve from levee will 
require regular maintenance and can 
create storm water logging issue worse 
in case of backup if drainage 
valve/vents malfunction. 

2. Prepared to take risk of occasional 
flooding, even above floor level. 

3. Community criteria under matrix on 
page 27 appears underweighted. 

4. Does not believe that 1.4m water 
trigger level for entrance opening would 
affect properties on Princes Hwy and 
Oak Ave. In 2013, the lake was opened 
at 1.57m AHD, this did not flood 
properties. Hence, 1.4m AHD trigger 
level shouldn't cause flooding even 
without levee. 

5. Highly supported early warning system. 
6. Chugg-lug-lane houses don’t appear on 

map. 

1. Drainage will be considered as part of 
a feasibility study.  If it cannot be 
demonstrated that current drainage 
will be improved or maintained the 
option will not be implemented. 

2. No comment required. 
3. Community criteria has been given 

the same weight as other similar 
options. The weighting for the 
community was the highest. 

4. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

5. The early warning system has already 
been scored as high as possible 
under community criteria. The final 
ranking of recommended options can 
be reviewed as this option is 
supported by the community. 

6. Chugg-lug-lane was not found within 
Council’s GIS mapping. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 

2. No action required. 
3. No action required. 
4. Add review of Tabourie Lake 

Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 

5. Review final ranking of early 
warning system to prioritise as high. 

6. No action required. 
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5 1. Supports all high priority alternatives 
and asked that early warning system 
needs to be prioritised high instead of 
medium. 

2. The log jam in Lemon Tree Creek 
around the bridge (Centre St) needs 
regular clearance. 

1. The early warning system has already 
been scored as high as possible 
under community criteria. The final 
ranking of recommended options can 
be reviewed as this option is 
supported by the community. 

2. The log jam is not within the scope of 
this FRMSP. This issue has been 
forwarded to Roads and Drainage 
Engineer. 

1. Review final ranking of early 
warning system to prioritise as high. 

2. This issue has been forwarded to 
Roads and Drainage Engineer. 

6 1. Does not support levee because it will 
act like a dam behind levee during 
heavy storm.  Does not support road 
raising as the cost of expenditure vs the 
risk doesn't add up. 

2. Raise entrance berm level to 1.25m 
AHD.  This will allow erosion of more 
sediment from lake and will keep 
entrance open for longer period. 

1. Drainage will be considered as part of 
a feasibility study.  If it cannot be 
demonstrated that current drainage 
will be improved or maintained the 
option will not be implemented. 

2. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 

2. Add review of Tabourie Lake 
Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 

7 1. Supports levee alternative FM 2.2 
(River Rd and Lyra Dr road raising). 

2. Identified stormwater issues along Lyra 
Drive that have not been addressed in 
the FRMSP. 

3. Supports the installation of a Flood 
Warning System. 

1. Support to be noted in FRMSP with 
adjustment of community weighting. 

2. This issue has been forwarded to 
Roads and Drainage Engineer. 

3. The early warning system has already 
been scored as high as possible 
under community criteria. The final 
ranking of recommended options can 
be reviewed as this option is 
supported by the community. 

1. Review weighting to show 
community support for this 
particular levee/road option. 

2. This issue has been forwarded to 
Roads and Drainage Engineer. 

3. Review final ranking of early 
warning system to prioritise as high.  
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8 1. Does not support the levee, because it 
would change ambience and 
environment negatively.  It will create 
pocket of flood within levee.  The 
Recurrent cost for Centre St and Bridge 
Ave is inadequate. 

2. Early warning option is supported. 
3. No requirement of relocation of 

childcare, cause they can walk 150m to 
safer place. 

4. Why is a 1.5m levee proposed while 
inundation is 150mm-300mm and 
300mm-500mm for the 5% and 1% AEP 
flood event respectively in Oak Ave.  
Table 9.4 should show the base flood 
level. 

5. Supported dredging and proposed that 
caravan park can be raised by 500mm 
by dredging spoil. 

6. House raising should considered as an 
option. 

7. The estimated capital and recurrent 
costs seem to be underestimated where 
damage costs seem too high.  Damage 
costs appear lower with higher flood. 

8. The berm opening trigger should be 
elevated to flush sand properly. The 
current berm level of 1.17mAHD was 
considered because of septic tank 
levels. Tabourie Lake is now connected 
with sewer which will facilitate higher 
berm opening. 

1. Drainage and other social and 
environmental factors will be 
considered as part of a feasibility 
study.  If it cannot be demonstrated 
that current 
drainage/social/environmental factors 
will be improved or maintained the 
option will not be implemented. 

2. The early warning system has already 
been scored as high as possible 
under community criteria. The final 
ranking of recommended options can 
be reviewed as this option is 
supported by the community. 

3. The childcare centre relocation was 
proposed due to its floor level being 
below the PMF flood level.  Having a 
childcare centre within the PMF is no 
longer an acceptable use of land due 
to the vulnerability of children.  It is 
therefore recommended that if the 
opportunity presents itself the 
childcare centre should be relocated. 

4. According to flood study, the 
estimated inundation depth for the 
two different events are far below the 
actual inundation depth. The levee 
height varies due to variable terrain 
and flood depth from place to place. 
The levee height was determined 
based on model generated flood 
depth for the 5% AEP event. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 

2. Review final ranking of early 
warning system to prioritise as high. 

3. No action required. 
4. No action required 
5. No action required 
6. No action required 
7. No action required 
8. Add review of Tabourie Lake 

Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 

9. No action required 
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9. Provided valuable information on how 
the lake was silted due to human 
intervention. 

The idea of table 9.4 is to provide 
average depth of design flood levels, 
not the level. 

5. The model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option cannot be 
supported as a flood mitigation 
measure and is therefore not 
considered further. 

6. No properties were found to 
experience over floor flooding in 
frequent flood events. Hence, the cost 
of house raising is significantly 
greater than the benefit.  Therefore 
house raising has not been 
recommended as an option. 

7. Damage costs (i.e. Average annual 
damage) are calculated using 
standard method, which has been 
used. By definition, AAD is the 
average damage per year that would 
occur to development from flooding 
over a very long period of time.  
Damage costs will be lower for larger 
less frequent events due to its 
reduced probability of occurrence 
compared to smaller more frequent 
events. 

8. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

9. Siltation info has been taken into 
account for further use in future. 
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9 1. Does not support the levee, specifically 
FM2.4 (Bridge and Centre St raising). 
Very few houses in the protected 
precincts have over floor flooding.  The 
levee will have visual impacts and 
cause destruction of flora and fauna. 

2. Believes benefit/cost will be lower for 
FM 2.4 and $1000/m will be exceeded 
to construct FM 2.4 levee. 

3. Supports FM 3.2, dredging upstream of 
entrance, may not help flooding, but will 
benefit to lake. 

4. Suggested to raise berm level. 

1. Drainage and other social and 
environmental factors will be 
considered as part of a feasibility 
study.  If it cannot be demonstrated 
that current 
drainage/social/environmental factors 
will be improved or maintained the 
option will not be implemented. 

2. Cardno has provided detail costing, 
how levee construction cost was 
estimated, that also considered 
vegetation clearing, and all relevant 
items.  $1000/m was considered as 
an ongoing cost (maintenance cost), 
not as capital costing. The total 
damage costs were evaluated for 
each of the options assessed by 
hydraulic modelling (quantitative 
assessment). In addition, the options 
with a high benefit/cost ratio tended to 
be those that removed or reduced 
flooding in frequent flooding events. 
Hence, benefit/cost ratio provided is 
sound. 

3. The model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option cannot be 
supported as a flood mitigation 
measure and is therefore not 
considered further. 

4. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 
and review recurrent costing. 

2. No action required 
3. No action required 
4. Add review of Tabourie Lake 

Entrance Management Policy as a 
recommended option. 
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10 1. Believes report has failed to factor in 
ongoing costs and maintenance works. 

2. Environmental impact needs to 
considered to go ahead with levee 
projects and benefit is questioned. 

3. Stated that 'This project must not go 
ahead until further consultation is 
offered to all the communities in the 
Council’s jurisdiction and a more 
sensible and cost effective solution is 
presented and agreed to by a majority 
of the rates payers and the general 
community.' 

1. Capital cost including ongoing cost 
have been taken into account, while 
determining benefit/cost ratio.  The 
benefit calculation is also accurate.  

2. The benefits are calculated based on 
how much these options can avoid 
flood damage (as explained under 
annex E), and also consultants 
carried out multi-criteria analysis 
considering social, environmental 
impacts as directed by NSW Flood 
Plain Development Manual. 
Drainage and other social and 
environmental factors will be 
considered as part of a feasibility 
study.  If it cannot be demonstrated 
that current 
drainage/social/environmental factors 
will be improved or maintained the 
option will not be implemented. 

3. The study started in 2013, there were 
two community consultation sessions.  
One 30th Oct,2013 and 7th July 2014 
before the recent meeting as part of 
the exhibition.  A questionnaire and 
information brochure were also sent 
out at the commencement of the 
project.  In addition to this the natural 
resources and floodplain 
management committee has been 
involved with this project from its 
inception. 

1. No action required 
2. Community score for levee to be 

altered to highlight lack of support. 
3. No action required 
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11 1. Does not support levee and raising 
road, it will kill visual and physical 
attraction. Rather prefer to face flood, 
as it happens. 

2. Asked to consider options of entrance 
management and dredging. 

1. Social and environmental factors will 
be considered as part of a feasibility 
study.  If it cannot be demonstrated 
that current social/environmental 
factors will be improved or maintained 
the option will not be implemented. 

2. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 
The model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option cannot be 
supported as a flood mitigation 
measure and is therefore not 
considered further. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 
and concerns. 

2. Add review of entrance 
management policy under plan as a 
separate option. 

12 1. After rain events stagnant water 
accumulates behind the property. Lake 
Tabourie will always have mosquito 
issues but it can be mitigated by 
effective stormwater flows. 

1. This issue has been forwarded to 
Roads and Drainage Engineer. 

1. This issue has been forwarded to 
Roads and Drainage Engineer. 

13 1. Does not support the levee and believes 
that visual amenity, access damage, 
buy back land, property value reduction 
was not addressed while calculating 
benefit/cost ratio. 

2. The dredging option should be pursued 
and include rigorous cost benefit 
analysis. 

3. The study uses a mid-range sea level 
rise projection, it will be less. 

4. Low level persistent flooding is only 
applicable for very small part of the 

1. The benefit/cost ration was calculated 
based on the NSW Floodplain Manual 
2005, where benefit is actually 
reduction of property damage due to 
structure and cost is the capital and 
maintenance costing. A detailed 
feasibility study will be carried out to 
address viability of this option, if the 
Levee option is proposed in the 
future. 

2. Model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option can’t be 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 
and concerns. 

2. No action required. 
3. No action required. 
4. No action required. 
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village adjoining Princes Hwy, not 
common in other areas. 

considered for flood management 
purpose. 

3. Sea level rise used is as per Council’s 
adopted projections.  This cannot be 
changed. 

4. Noted 
14 1. Does not support building levee in Oak 

avenue.  Building levee would lose 
considerable land and loose access to 
the lake via lemon tree creek, also can 
create drainage problem. 

2. Doubts cost associated to the building 
and maintenance of levee. Has never 
had problems with water, in 43 years. 

1. A detailed feasibility study will be 
carried out to address viability of 
levee option, if Council decides to go 
ahead with Levee option. 

2. Cardno has provided detailed costing 
analysis at appendix E that is quite 
good. Consultants asked to cross 
check maintenance costing. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 
and concerns. 

2. As above  

15 1. Does not support levee building and 
road raising, believes its not 
economically or environmentally viable 
option. 

2. Some dredging would be of benefit. 
3. Raising of the opening level of the lake 

is of vital importance. 
4. Suggested that raising of low lying 

dwellings needs to be considered. 

1. More detailed feasibility study will be 
carried out to address viability of 
levee option, if Council decides to go 
ahead with Levee option.  Also 
consultants would be asked to review 
community criteria score for levees. 

2. Model results clearly showed that 
dredging had no impact on peak flood 
levels. Hence, this option can’t be 
considered for flood management 
purpose. 

3. These comments will be included if 
the Tabourie Lake Entrance 
Management Policy is reviewed. 

4. House raising options was also 
considered. However, it was 
observed that there are no properties 

1. Matrix scoring for levee building and 
road raising decreased. 

2. No action required 
3. Add review of entrance 

management policy under plan as a 
separate option. 

4. No action required 
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that which experience over floor 
flooding in the frequent events, and 
minimal numbers of properties in the 
mid-range AEP events, the cost of 
raising is significantly greater than the 
benefit achieved. Consequently, 
house raising is not considered a 
viable option for the Tabourie Lake 
area. 

16 1. Does not support levee because it will 
degrade riparian vegetation and riparian 
vegetation is listed as a key threatening 
process under the Fisheries 
Management Act 1994. Construction of 
levee banks will also have an impact 
upon riparian zone habitats. Under 
Multi-criteria analysis, study allocated 
score '0' for Flora/Fauna impact on all 
structural option. This is unrealistic. 
Further detailed studies regarding the 
potential impacts and costs associated 
with these structures is recommended 
before they be considered for inclusion 
in the Plan. 

2. FM 2.4 Bridge and Centre Street 
Raising.  From this title it is not clear 
that this option also includes the 
construction of a levee Oak Ave and 
Centre Rd (as detailed in Table 3.2).  
We recommend that the title of FM 2.4 
be amended to 'Bridge and Centre 
Street Raising and Levee/Floodwall 

1. Levee option FM2.4 or others are not 
located where endangered ecological 
communities are present. 
Environmental factors will be 
considered as part of a feasibility 
study.  If it cannot be demonstrated 
that current environmental factors will 
be improved or maintained the option 
will not be implemented. 

2. Consultant would be asked to change 
the title of FM2.4 'Bridge and Centre 
Street Raising and Levee/Floodwall 
construction' instead of 'Bridge and 
Centre Street Raising'. 

1. Community score for levee to be 
altered to highlight lack of support 
and concerns. 

2. Renamed the identified levee 
option. 
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Construction' so that the full extent of 
this option is clear. 

 
Nowra and Browns Creeks Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

 Submission Comments Actions 

1 1. Does not support option of detention 
basin (option 14 - Fig 13-2).  Ok with 
some land east of the creek 
formalisation line being used for 
detention basin, not the entire lot. 

2. The Service Rd construction from 
Quinns Lane to Warra Warra Rd has 
not been taken into account - if this 
service road is to go ahead the 
detention basin would not be compatible 
in this location 

1. Comments provided to consultant 
2. The road has not been included in this 

document as it models existing 
conditions.  At the stage the 
road/detention basin is going to be 
designed the impact of flooding can be 
included at this time.  This is not 
planned in the near future 

1. Changes made to document 
2. No changes required 

2 1. Has approved filling for new subivisions 
been taken into account? 

2. Has the Bellevue St drainage line (John 
Normans land - Lot 1 DP 1198637 
Jellicoe St) been taken into account? 

1. Filling identified in development 
applications/approvals has not been 
taken into account as the modelling 
uses existing conditions 

2. Yes 

1. No action required 
2. No action required 

3 1. Option 24 (Fig 13-1) easement along 
western side of Bellevue St, presume 
drain into swale/reserve to the rear of 
lots 55 & 54 Dp 860018 known as lot 3 
DP 839677.  What impact will it have on 
existing buildings in regards to its zone 
of influence? 

2. The drainage reserve (lot 3) is heavily 
vegetated - needs maintenance to 
improve stormwater flows. 

1. The impacts (if any) will be 
investigated in detail as part of a 
feasibility study. 

2. Passed on to Roads and Stormwater 
Engineer for investigation 

3. Noted – vegetation management is a 
recommendation of the report 

4. At the time of conducting a feasibility 
study for each option the details of 
funding will be investigated. Generally 
speaking, works on private property 
are paid for by the property owner.  

1. To be addressed in future as part of 
a feasibility study 

2. Passed on to Roads and 
Stormwater Engineer for 
investigation 

3. No action required 
4. This will be considered during 

feasibility investigations.  No action 
required at this stage. 

5. No action required 
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3. Vegetation management should be 
undertaken along all creeks and 
overland drainage swales. 

4. The cost of all works on developed 
properties will be borne by Council. 

5. Existing development will not be subject 
to flood proofing measures unless 
extensions are proposed. 

However if these actions benefit more 
than just the property owner than 
Council contribution could be 
considered.  

5. This is not being proposed. 

4 1. Don’t believe their property is flood 
affected. 

2. Clear out debris to improve creek flow.  
Drainage under bridge unsatisfactory. 

3. Will increase insurance 

1. The mapping shows the 1% event, 
which has not been seen in this 
catchment in living memory.  
Information is however based on best 
available information and technically 
checked by Council’s flood engineers 
and staff from the Office of 
Environment and Heritage. 

2. This is a recommendation 
3. Most houses within this catchment 

have already been identified as being 
affected in the adopted Flood Study.  
Therefore it is unlikely this study will 
impact insurance premiums. 

1. No action required 
2. No action required 
3. No action required 
 

5 1. Lifting the two bridge heights along with 
raising Berry St that joins both bridges 
would create a levy bank that would 
protect the homes that face east and 
the properties behind us. The levy 
would need to extend on the Eastern 
side of the creek to West Street to 
protect those properties too as well as 
properties up stream. 

2. Excavate creek.  If the entire creek (2-
3kms) was cleaned out and re-

1. Raising the road/bridges was 
investigated and was unfortunately not 
found to be feasible 

2. This is a recommendation of the report 
3. This suggestion has been forwarded to 

strategic planning for consideration as 
part of their future land use planning 

4. Flood proofing is looked at in this 
report.  Innovative ways of addressing 
flood risk are always encouraged. 

5. This has been passed on to the SES 

1. No action required 
2. No action required 
3. Forwarded to strategic planning 
4. No action required 
5. Passed on to the SES 
6. Passed on to Roads and Drainage 

Engineer 
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vegetated with natives to restore the 
creek banks stability from further 
damage, problem solved.  

3. The construction of artificial wetlands 
between West Street and the 
Shoalhaven river with a controlled gate 
could act as an important reservoir to 
capture flood events in the case of 
emergency flooding and 99.99% of the 
time could be an important wet lands 

4. There needs to be a mechanism 
derived from this study for State and 
Local Governments to look at amending 
their DA approval systems, rules and 
regulations to allow private properties in 
high flood risk areas (only) to have the 
ability to build/implement technologies 
on their own land to carry out flood 
mitigation at the individuals own cost. 

5. As part of a responsible approach would 
be the provision for Council to deploy 
temporary levy technologies for homes 
at risk in flood events within 6-12 hours. 
These resources could be re used over 
many years of service. 

6. My neighbours and I in particular have a 
problem with poor planning of water 
runoff and drainage from the many 
house blocks uphill behind us to our 
West. This aggravates flooding events 
for us. Could this problem be looked at 
asap by your team or directly by the 

6. This has been passed on to the Roads 
and Drainage engineer 
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appropriate SCC department as 
something needs to be done about this. 

 
Bomaderry Creek Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

 Submission Comments Actions 

1 1. Backyard constantly wet.  Suggest 
cleaning out creek to improve drainage 
and to pipe from Cambewarra Rd to 
Birriley/Bunberra St’s 

1. This is a stormwater issue, not 
flooding, and is therefore outside the 
scope.  Pipe networks increase the 
movement of water from upstream to 
downstream.  This can therefore 
increase flooding or stormwater 
issues to downstream property 
owners.  These concerns have been 
passed on to the drainage engineer 
to look at from a stormwater 
management perspective.  

1. No changes required in document.  
Concerns passed on to Roads and 
Drainage Engineer. 

 
Kangaroo River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

 Submission Comments Actions 

1 1. Supports the Caravan Park levee 
however it may restrict drainage behind 
the levee. 

2. Raise height of Nowra/Moss Vale Rd 
opposite and slightly west of tennis 
courts and raise S bends approximately 
500m east of the Kangaroo Valley Rd 

1. At the time of levee design local 
drainage issues will be taken into 
account and designed for.  If 
drainage issues cannot be 
accommodated this option will not 
progress further. 

2. Road raising in Kangaroo Valley was 
assessed but has not been 
recommended as the benefit/cost 
ratio was extremely low (-0.8 and -
1.1) indicating the cost compared to 
the reduction in damages is large.  

1. This will be addressed during the 
feasibility study. 

2. No changes required 
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 Submission Comments Actions 

The road S bend is outside the scope 
of these works. 

 
Currambene and Moona Moona Creeks Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

 Submission Comments Actions 

1 1. Make amendments to planning 
information, as future planning 
proposals have progressed. 

1. Requested changes as per Strategic 
Planning Section comments 

1. changes made as per Strategic 
Planning Section comments 

2 1. Additional table required to highlight 
water level, duration and rainfall data 

1. Update community consultation to 
include exhibition period 

2. Place property cadastre as top layer of 
maps 

3. Provide definitions of emergency 
response terms (table 43 and figure 83) 

2. Provide information on expected 
duration of inundation of Jervis Bay 
Road 

1. Table requested 
1. Requested information to be 

amended 
2. Agree 
3. Definitions requested 
2. Duration of road inundation 

requested 

1. Provided in SES information  
1. Information amended 
2. Change made 
3. Definitions provided 
2. Information provided 

3 1. Review emergency response category 
for 74 Gorindah Creek Falls Creek 

1. Review of emergency response 
category requested 

1. Category amended 
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