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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
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 beh: in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:
The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd and
does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotment:

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine

~ floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of

flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.
Flood depths not shown within the foolprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
flooding beh in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.

Study Catchment
Limit of Flood Mapping

Indicative Depth of Inundation (m)

0.10100.20

0.20t00.30

0.30to 0.40

04010 0.50

0.501t00.60

06010 0.70

0.70t0 0.80

0.80100.90

08010 1.00

>1.00

EIGHT MILE CREEK
FLOOD STUDY REVIEW

s+———= Modelled Stormwater Drainage System

S, |Posk Flow Location and Identifier

EEO Peak Flood Level Location and Identifier Figure 6.3
(Sheet 2 of 12)

EIGHT MILE AND SANDY CREEK
TUFLOW MODEL RESULTS - 5% AEP




NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on

LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on

LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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

~ floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 beh: in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 iour in individual . Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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

~ floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 beh: in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd and
does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotment:

Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 iour in individual . Any of
~ flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

| Flood depths not shown within the foolprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
flooding in individual allotments may alsc require a site survey.

Flood depihs not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and
does not necessanly incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

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

Flood depths not shown within the fooltprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd and
does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotment:

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

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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

~ floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of

floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.
Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LiDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) gnd 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
floading behaviour in individual allotments. Any assessment of
floading in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 beh: in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.

Study Catchment
Limit of Flood Mapping
State Boundary

LEGEND

—

Modelled Stormwater Drainage System EIGHT MILE CREEK
FLOOD STUDY REVIEW

LGA Boundary

Extent of 1% AEP Murray River Flooding within Two-Dimensional Figure 6.16

Model Boundary (Refer Water Technology, 2024 for Details) (Sheet 12 of 12)

FLOOD FUNCTION
1% AEP




o
GRE&TEF HUMF
SHIRE OUNCIL

o

e ALBURY.CITY/
. COUNCIL

BTl URGO,

ONATDR
LT -

N 600 0 600 1200

1800 m

;A Scale: 1:60,000

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on

LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) grid and

does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can -—— ——
influence flooding behaviour in individual allotments.

Flood depths are therefore approximale only and require

interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer o determine |
flooding in individual Any of

flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.

Study Catchment
Limit of Flood Mapping
Residential Estates
State Boundary

Extent of Recent Development, details of which
were not incorporated into the TUFLOW model

Modelled Stormwater Drainage System
LGA Boundary

Extent of 1% AEP Murray River Flooding within Two-Dimensional
Model Boundary (Refer Water Technology, 2024 for Details)

LEGEND
B Floodway
i Flood Storage
B Flood Fringe
EIGHT MILE CREEK
FLOOD STUDY REVIEW
Figure 6.17

(Sheet 1 of 12)

FLOOD FUNCTION

PMF




N 100 0 100 200 300m

Scale: 1:10,000

£ 'u»p,\‘ B!

NOTE:

The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 iour in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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The ground surface model incorporated in TUFLOW is based on
LIDAR survey which has been sampled on a 2 m (min) 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 in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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does not necessarily incorporate localised features which can
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
flooding in individual Any of
flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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Flood depths are therefore approximate only and require
interpretation by a suitably qualified engineer to determine
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flooding in individual allotments may also require a site survey.

Flood depths not shown within the footprint of existing buildings.
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