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NAWMA Board report on Amendment to Charter 3 Item 16.1 - Attachment 1

16.1 NAWMA BOARD INDEPENDENT CHAIRPERSON

Contact Person: Ms Rachel Paterson

Why is this matter confidential?

Subject to an order pursuant to Section 90 (3) (a) of the Local Government Act 1999, this
matter is confidential because it contains information about an as yet unconfirmed preferred
appointee to the NAWMA Board Independent Chairperson role.

A. COUNCIL/COMMITTEE TO MOVE MOTION TO GO INTO CONFIDENCE

No action — this motion passed in the open section.

B. THE BUSINESS MATTER

16.1 NAWMA BOARD INDEPENDENT CHAIRPERSON

See Attachment No: 1. NAWMA Board report on Amendment to Charter

Why is this matter before the Council or Committee?

Matters which cannot be delegated to a Committee or Staff.

Purpose

1. To approve additional amendments to the NAWMA Charter; and;
2. Toresolve on the NAWMA Board’s appointment of an Independent Chairperson.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

1. The proposed amended NAWMA Charter as supported by the NAWMA Board be
approved, and

2. The NAWMA Board recommendation of Mr. Brian Cunningham to be appointed as the
NAWMA Board Independent Chairperson is endorsed by Council.

COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 2272

1. The proposed amended NAWMA Charter as supported by the NAWMA Board be
approved, and

2. The NAWMA Board recommendation of Mr. Brian Cunningham to be appointed as
the NAWMA Board Independent Chairperson is endorsed by Council.
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Relevance to Strategic Plan

Strategy 5. Building our capabilities
Outcome 5.1 Highly performing organisation

Relevance to Public Consultation Policy

Council has no specific legislative responsibility to consult with the community regarding this
information.

Background

This report covers two separate but related matters, namely 1) additional amendments to the
NAWMA Charter which were proposed by the City of Salisbury, and 2) the appointment of an
Independent Chairperson to the NAWMA Board.

The Northern Adelaide Waste Management Authority (NAWMA) is a regional subsidiary of
the City of Playford, City of Salisbury and Town of Gawler (the Constituent Councils), which
provides kerbside waste collection and associated services to its constituent and client
councils.

The NAWMA Board forms part of Council’s corporate governance framework and is
responsible for the administration affairs of NAWMA.

In relation to item 1: Additional amendments to the NAWMA Charter:

While all three Constituent Councils approved the original amendments to the NAWMA
Charter in June 2015, the City of Salisbury proposed further amendments as outlined below.
The NAWMA Board proposed that the further amendments to the Charter be forwarded to
Constituent Councils for endorsement at the same time as the nomination for the
Independent Chairperson. The NAWMA Board report regarding the amendment is provided
in Attachment 1, with the proposed amendments to the Charter as follows:

“Clause 7.2.1 (b) One (1) person appointed jointly by the Constituent Council for a term of
two years and who is not a member or officer of a Constituent Council and who, in
the opinion of the Constituent Councils, has expertise in waste management and /or
business:

o This person will be ehesenferm-alist-ef persons nominated by the Board and

circulated to the Constituent Councils and to be appointed by resolution of
each of the Constituent Councils.”

“Clause 7.4.8 Subject only to any specific requirement of this Charter, all matters for
decision at a meeting of the Board will be decided by a simple majority of the Board
Members present and entitled to vote on the matter. All Board Members present and
entitled to vote on a matter are required to cast a vote. All Board Members (ircluding
excluding the Chairperson) are entitled only to a deliberate vote. Board Members
may not vote by proxy.”

“Clause 7.4.9 In the event of an equality of votes, the Chairperson will ret-have a casting
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In relation to item 2: The appointment of an Independent Chairperson

NAWMA's Charter was recently amended to provide for the appointment of an Independent
Chairperson. The amended NAWMA Charter was considered and supported by Council on
23 June 2015 with the resolution:

Council approves the proposed amendments to the Charter of NAWMA including the key
amendments of:

e The appointment of an Independent Chairperson, and

e The composition of the Board being increased to ten (10) people with three (3)
persons appointed from each Constituent Council and one (1) independent person
appointed jointly by the Constituent Councils in the capacity of the Chairperson.

In light of the amendment to the Charter, the NAWMA Board has undertaken a recruitment
process to find a suitable candidate to act as the Independent Chairperson for a term of two
years.

As per the recruitment process outlined in the amended Charter, the NAWMA Board has put
forward their preferred candidate to the Constituent Councils for decision prior to the Board
meeting in October 2015.

The appointment can take place after a similar resolution is passed by each of the three
Constituent Council supporting the NAWMA Board’s preferred candidate.

Analysis of Issues

In relation to item 1: Additional amendments to the NAWMA Charter:

The proposed amendments to the Charter:

e Provide a streamlined approach to the appointment of an Independent Chairperson,
and;
e Outline the role of the Chairperson in decisions of the NAWMA Board.

These amendments clarify the role of the Independent Chairperson and provide certainty in
the process for decision making by the NAWMA Board. The proposed change to clause 7.4.9
removes ambiguity in the event of equality in votes on any given issue.

In relation to item 2: The appointment of an Independent Chairperson

Following an amendment to the NAWMA Charter in June 2015, the NAWMA Board has
undertaken a recruitment process to seek a suitably qualified independent person to act as
its Chairperson for a term of two years. The Charter states that the Independent Chairperson
cannot be a member or officer of the Constituent Councils but should have expertise in waste
management and/or business management.

The Board has undertaken a robust recruitment process which resulted in four expressions of
interest, with Mr Brian Cunningham being nominated by the Board based on expertise and
capability.
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Options

Option 1

1. The proposed amended NAWMA Charter as supported by the NAWMA Board be
approved, and

2. The NAWMA Board recommendation of Mr. Brian Cunningham to be appointed as the
NAWMA Board Independent Chairperson is endorsed by Council.

Option 2

Council endorses the amended NAWMA Charter but does not endorse the nomination of Mr.
Cunningham as the Independent Chairperson of the NAWMA Board and requests further
consultation with the Board.

Option 3

Council does not endorse the amended NAWMA Charter nor the nomination of Mr.
Cunningham as the Independent Chairperson of the NAWMA Board and requests further
consultation with the Board.

Option 4

Council endorses the nomination of Mr. Brian Cunningham as the Independent Chairperson
but does not endorse the amended NAWMA Charter and requests further consultation with
the Board.

Analysis of Options

Option 1

This option allows amendments to the NAWMA Charter which clarifies the role of the
Chairperson in procedures undertaken by the NAWMA Board.

This option also acknowledges the process undertaken by the NAWMA Board to seek and
recommend a suitable independent person to act as its Chairperson within the guidelines of
its Charter. The appointment of an Independent Chairperson reflects good practice for the
governance and management of a regional subsidiary.

On the assumption that all three Constituent Councils endorse the preferred candidate put

forward by the NAWMA Board and informed NAWMA of this outcome, NAWMA will arrange
for the finalisation of the recruitment process and appoint Mr. Cunningham to the Board.

Option 2

This option allows amendments to the NAWMA Charter which clarifies the role of the
Chairperson, providing clarity in procedures undertaken by the NAWMA Board.

However, it indicates that Elected Members would like to request further discussion with the
NAWMA Board in relation to the Independent Chairperson appointment process.

This will require further endorsement by each of the other Constituent Councils and will result
in a significant delay to the appointment of an Independent Chairperson.
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Option 3

This option indicates that Elected Members seek further discussion with the NAWMA Board
in relation to the proposed decision making functions as well as in relation to the Independent
Chairperson Appointment process.

This will require further endorsement by each of the other Constituent Councils and will result
in a significant delay to the appointment of an Independent Chairperson.

Option 4

This option allows for the appointment of Mr Cunningham as the Independent Chair but
indicates that Council seek further discussion with the NAWMA Board in relation to the
amendments to the Charter.

Financial Implications

The Independent Chairperson will be entitled to a Sitting Fee, which will flow on to Council
via NAWMA's budget. However the financial implication to Council will be minimal and dealt
with via standard budget processes relating to NAWMA and its management.

Preferred Options and Justification

Option 1 is the preferred option. The proposed amendments to the NAWMA Charter provide
clarity in relation to the role and decision making ability of an Independent Chairperson. In
addition, the process followed by the NAWMA Board in recruiting an independent member
was robust and followed due process; and the proposed preferred Independent Chairperson
is well known and respected in the waste management field. The proposed appointment is
reasonable in nature and contributes to governance processes for the management and
operation of NAWMA.
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Agenda Item 6.1
15 July 2015

NAWMA Board
NAWMA Charter Review/Amendment
Introduction

At the Board meeting held in April, the Board reviewed the NAWMA Charter. The review
concentrated on a couple of major changes to the Board structure, these being; the appointment of
an Independent Chairperson and Board composition/size.

The Board resolved the following:

That the proposed amended Charter be submitted to the Constituent Councils for approval with the
Councils to endorse:

a) the appointment of an Independent Chairperson; and

b) the composition of the Board being increased to ten(10) with three (3) persons appointed
from each Constituent Council and one (1) independent person appointed jointly by the
Constituent Councils.

Discussion

Confirmation has been received that the three Constituent Councils have endorsed the Charter as
amended.

Salisbury Council also resolved the following:

The City of Salisbury submit to the Board of the Northern Adelaide Waste Management Authority
that the Board compose and put to Constituent Councils an amendment to Section 7.4.9 of the
NAWMA Charter to remove the right of the proposed independent Chair to a deliberate vote and
grant said Chair only a casting vote on the Board which may be exercised in the event of a tie.

Further to the above the Council questions the need to forward the list of candidates for
Independent Chairperson to each Council and suggest that they only need to receive the Board
nomination (Clause 7.2.1 (b)).

The suggested amendments to the Charter are as follows:

Clause 7.2.1(b) One (1) person appointed jointly by the Constituent Councils for a term of two years
and who is not a member or officer of a Constituent Council and who, in the opinion
of the Constituent Councils, has expertise in waste management and/or business:

This person will be ehesenfrom-a-ist-of persens nominated by the Board and
circulated to the Constituent Councils end to be appointed by resolution of each

of the Constituent Councils.

Clause 7.4.8  Subject only to any specific requirement of this Charter, all matters for decision at a
meeting of the Board will be decided by a simple majority of the Board Members
present and entitled to vote on the matter. All Board Members present and entitled
to vote on a matter are required to cast a vote. All Board Members (4reluding
excluding the Chairperson) are entitled only to a deliberate vote. Board Members
may not vote by proxy.
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Clause 7.4.9  In the event of

a_ma

an equality of votes, the Chairperson will ret have a casting vote, end

It is proposed that the further amendments be submitted to the Councils with the NAWMA
nominated Independent Chairperson once the selection process has been completed.

In regards to the Chairperson position, attached is the Candidate Briefing Notes for the position of
Independent Chairperson for information. The advertisement for this position will be placed in the
Advertiser on the 22 July 2015.

Conclusion

Once the endorsement of the further amendments are received from the Constituent Councils
arrangements will be made for the amended Charter to be published in the Government Gazette
with a copy provided to the Minister. This is in accordance with Clause 17 of the Charter.

Recommendation

That the proposed further amendments to the NAWMA Charter be forwarded to the Constituent
Councils together with the Board nomination for the Independent Chairperson for endorsement by
the Councils.
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C. COUNCIL/COMMITTEE TO DECIDE HOW LONG ITEM 16.1 IS TO BE KEPT IN
CONFIDENCE

Purpose

To resolve how long agenda item 16.1 is to be kept confidential.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That pursuant to Section 90(2) and Section 91(7) of the Local Government Act 1999 the
Council orders that the following aspects of Item 16.1 be kept confidential:

e Report for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is made

public.
e Attachment(s) for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is
made public.
e Discussion for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is
made public.
e Decision for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is made
public.
Options
Option 1

That pursuant to Section 90(2) and Section 91(7) of the Local Government Act 1999 the
Council orders that the following aspects of Iltem 16.1 be kept confidential:

e Report for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is made

public.

e Attachment(s) for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is
made public.

e Discussion for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is
made public.

e Decision for Item 16.1 until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is made
public.

Option 2

The Council/Committee determines a different timeframe for any “in confidence” aspects of
agenda item 16.1 to remain in confidence.

Analysis of Options

Option 1

This item is excluded from the public on the basis that it relates to Section 90 (3) (a) of the
Local Government Act 1999.

The report contains information that will not be confirmed until an appointment is made and
therefore should be confidential until the appointment of the Independent Chairperson is
made public.
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The attachment is recommended as retaining the same confidentiality timeframe as this is
anticipated to be short and is administratively simple to manage. However, this attachment
does not in itself contain confidential information.

Option 2

The Council may determine that certain or all aspects of agenda item 16.1 remain in
confidence.

Council may wish to release the Attachment earlier, however the administrative management
of this is somewhat onerous and the timeframe for confidentiality is short so the public benefit
is considered low.
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16.3 GAWLER RIVER FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

Contact Person: Mr Greg Pattinson

Why is this matter confidential?

Subject to an order pursuant to Section 90 (3) (b) of the Local Government Act 1999, this
matter is confidential because it identifies land that may or may not be required to be
acquired in future. As a consequence if this information was released to the public it may
cause undue distress to residents and communities, when final solutions may have
significantly less impacts. In the correspondence from the Executive Officer of the Gawler
River Floodplain Management Authority the request has been made to consider the report ‘in
the strictest of confidence’.

A. COUNCIL/COMMITTEE TO MOVE MOTION TO GO INTO CONFIDENCE

No action — this motion passed in the open section.

B. THE BUSINESS MATTER

8.1 GAWLER RIVER FLOODPLAIN MANAGEMENT AUTHORITY

Purpose

The Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority (GRFMA) has written to each of the
constituent Councils seeking their response of the draft Mitigation Options Findings report.
The GRFMA has requested that the report be considered in confidence because of the
sensitive nature of the report as it identifies properties that may be impacted or acquired if
proposed structural flood mitigation options were to be pursued.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Council endorses that the following should be considered by the Gawler River Floodplain
Management Authority in regard to the finalisation of the Draft Mitigation Options Finding
Report and the subsequent next steps in the Business Plan for the GRFMA Board:

1. The non-structural option of a Total Flood Warning system is supported and should
be a high priority.

2. The implementation of Planning Controls to manage future development is supported
and be managed by the respective constituent Councils of the Authority.

3. That preference for the structural option should be a composite solution of a reduced
flood mitigation dam below Rosedale together with strategic levees / channels, that
achieves an optimum standard of flood protection and not adversely impact upon
existing residents or communities affected by their construction.

4. That given the magnitude of cost of the structural works, the Board use its best
endeavors to seek funding from Federal and State Governments to a minimum of
80% of the value of the structural works.

5. That the GRFMA endeavor to establish a cost sharing arrangement for Councils to
consider for the structural and non-structural solutions.
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COMMITTEE RESOLUTION 2267

That Council seeks further information on the issue, and following receipt of that
information, a report is presented to Council for consideration.

Relevance to Strategic Plan

Strategy 2. Securing Playford’s future and building value
Outcome 2.1 Well planned and sustainable City

Relevance to Public Consultation Policy

Not Applicable.

Background
The purposes identified in the charter of the GRFMA are:

e to co-ordinate the construction, operation and maintenance of flood mitigation
infrastructure for the Gawler River. This is the core business of the Authority;

e to raise finance for the purpose of developing, managing and operating and
maintaining works approved by the Board;

e to provide a forum for the discussion and consideration of topics relating to the
Constituent Council’s obligations and responsibilities in relation to the management of
flood mitigation for the Gawler River.

Previous works carried out by the GRFMA included the construction of the Bruce Eastick
Flood mitigation dam located on the North Para River and modifications to the spillway of the
SA Water Reservoir located on the South Para River. The construction of these flood
mitigation works aimed to reduce the combination of these flows at their junction, being the
Gawler River located within the Town of Gawler. The aim of these works was to integral in
the total solution of achieving a 100yr standard of protection for the Gawler River Floodplain.
However, subsequent analysis of the estimation of the quantum of the flow expected in the
100yr event identified that the construction of this infrastructure only achieved a flood
protection standard in the order of a 40yr standard in the upper reaches.

As part of the original strategy of flood mitigation works in the lower parts of the catchment
(Virginia, Angle Vale, Lewiston and Two Wells) required the construction of levee banks to
manage the flows in these lower reaches to minimise the impact of flooding. The construction
of levees was seen as a cost effective way of managing the floodwaters spilling from the
Gawler River in the lower reaches of the catchment. These works were not implemented
once the GRFMA was made aware of the revised estimate of the 100yr flows in the
catchment. The GRFMA within its Business Plan decided that further investigation and
revision of the original strategy of flood mitigation works was required. Accordingly the
GRFMA have now completed investigations to determine options of improving the flood
management of Gawler River.

The key elements of the investigations were;

e to assess whether the 100yr level of flood protection was applicable for the
catchment;

e to review the flood hydrology (estimate of the 100yr flow), given that an additional 10
years of flow data is available from the previous assessment; and
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e to consider structural and non-structural options of flood management.

The full draft report is attached to this report. A summary of the key outcomes and an
assessment of the findings are presented below.

Review of the 100yr standard of protection

A review was carried out nationally and internationally of the standard of protection for new
developments and there was a high level of consistency of adopting a 1 in 100yr level of
protection. A lower level of protection for new development would be difficult to justify,
however for existing areas a lower level may be justified in the basis through a cost / safety /
benefit optimisation process, that is, what can the community realistically afford.

Review of the flood hydrology

With the additional 10 years of flow data that is available since the last review the updated
analysis of the peak flow has resulted in a new 100yr estimate slightly lower than previous
(635 cubic metres per second rather than 643 cubic metres per second). Future estimates
will be based upon the additional years of data and the flow events that are experienced
during that time. In essence, the more history and information we have on the flows we are
statistically more confident about estimating what may be a 100year flow.

Review of Structural and non-structural options of flood management

The objective of the study was to examine what measures could be put in place to improve
the safety of the community, build their resilience to flood events and reduce potential future
flood damages.

In assessing the options, a range of considerations were made against each structural and
non-structural option to determine their effectiveness under a range of performance, social,
economic and environmental criteria. The following is a ranked list of the structural and non-
structural mitigation options.

Rank Mitigation Option

1 Total Flood Warning

2 Planning

3 Mitigation Dam

4 equal Strategic Levees

4 equal Composite (Partial Dam and Levees)
6 Do Nothing

7 Floodway / Channel Works

Analysis of Issues

Commentary on the mitigation options and their respective ranking

The non-structural options are identified as the recommended option for implementation.
The reason behind this is quite simple as they are generally a low cost option and provide
opportunities to inform the community who live on a floodplain how best to manage their own
safety and minimise damages in the event of a flooding event. A flood warning system would
provide this and would be expected to be carried out across a catchment, if not on a regional
basis. A potential method of delivering this would be through the existing frameworks such as
SAFECOM and the zone emergency management for the regions.

The Planning option is also identified as it looks to manage any new development proposed
within the floodplain area with the aim of not creating any additional risk to public safety or
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damages caused by inappropriate development. Planning controls are subject to changes in
the hazards associated with floodplains and will change in future, especially with the advent
of structural measures that significantly reduce flood hazards to a level where the risks of
development are well within the bounds of industry practice. An example of this would be if a
suitable solution could be found to reduce the hazard of the current eastern most flow path
from the Gawler River that heads toward the Virginia town centre, then proposed planning
controls could be relaxed.

The construction of a second flood mitigation dam in the upper reaches of the North Para
River is identified as the next ranked option. Its affect is to significantly reduce the risk of
flooding to properties and dwellings, particularly in the area of Lewiston in the District Council
of Mallala. The location and size of the dam has been determined to maximise this reduction
of risk to downstream communities. However, the size of the dam and its impact in full
operation would adversely affect a local community (settlement of Rosedale in the Barossa
Valley) whereby potential compulsory acquisition of numerous properties would be required
to eliminate this affect. This would be an impact on that community and is not desirable to
significantly impact on one community to favour another if other alternatives were available.
There is an option to achieve this by the reduction of the size of the flood mitigation dam near
Rosedale and review the extent of strategic levees proposed downstream. The outcome may
be a slightly lesser standard of flood protection (e.g. a 90yr protection rather than a 100yr),
but this option should certainly be a higher ranked option that the provision of the Flood
Mitigation Dam.

The investigations have considered the construction of Strategic Levees to manage the
location and extent of flooding, in particular, protecting the township of Virginia. It is
acknowledge that levees are not the most resilient mechanism to manage break-out flows
from the Gawler River as there will always be a small risk of failure either structurally, or by
overtopping in a larger event. In managing the location and extent of flooding there is the
potential for a marginal increase in flood depths to where the flows are re-directed. It is
acknowledged that the alternate of a construction of a channel and culverts at key transport
infrastructure (Port Wakefield road and rail) are quite costly, especially if major land
acquisition is required for the channel. In considering the use of Strategic Levees, it is
suggested that a combination of strategic levees (reduced in height) and development of
channels be considered to ensure that there is no material difference to the extent (depth of
flooding) to those areas that will remain within the floodplain, especially for those properties
between the townships of Virginia and Angle Vale.

It is proposed that Council seek a revised model of using a combination of Strategic Levees
in conjunction with new channels to minimise the impact on properties within the floodplain. It
is not expected that these investigations be carried out now as part of the finalisation of the
report but be identified in the study by the GRFMA as a preferred structural mitigation option
that will require a more detail analysis once an appropriate funding mechanism and source of
funding is identified.

The do nothing option is not considered appropriate as an option. Outcomes of the enquiries
into the 2011 and 2012 floods in Queensland and Victoria clearly identify that a ‘do nothing’
option is not an option.

The floodway channel option identified to cater for the major spill north of the River that
heads though Lewiston to Gawler is agreed to be unrealistic in managing the quantum of flow
anticipated and the rank is appropriate. However, as identified earlier the combination of flow
channel and levee for the southern break out that flows toward Virginia should be considered
as part of the next analysis step in the determination of this option.

Costs and Funding

The report does provide indicative costs for the options outlined above, but is silent on the
funding mechanisms required to achieve the mitigation options listed. Whilst the GRFMA has
asked constituent Councils to comment only upon the findings report, it is considered that
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commentary should be provided on the funding mechanisms and the potential financial
implications in delivering / administering the options presented.

For the non-structural options, planning controls are administered generally by Councils and
given the history of developing planning policy relating to the floodplain it has been accepted
that this is borne by the respective Council. The Total Flood warning system could be
considered as being shared between the Constituent Councils on the basis of the
administration cost share arrangements with funding sought from State Government in the
set up and delivery of this program.

The costs of the structural options are significant and beyond the financial capacity of the
constituent Councils to deliver such work without funding from the State or Federal
Governments. It is suggested to inform the GRFMA that for the delivery of such a capitally
significant program that the target of funding proportion that should be sought from the other
levels of Government should be at least 80% of the cost of the works. This proportion is
similar to that achieved in the funding of the capital works of the Bruce Eastick flood
mitigation dam and the spillway improvements.

It is also acknowledged that discussion needs to occur through the GRFMA Board on
potential cost sharing arrangements on the balance (20% funding) for the delivery of the
structural options presented. Proposals for the cost sharing arrangements between
constituent Councils should then be presented to those Councils for their subsequent
consideration.

General

The consideration of the Findings Study of Flood Mitigation Options by constituent Councils
needs to consider the commentary / recommendations provided by those Councils in
ensuring that the process of determining the most effective way of delivering flood protection
to the community continues. Whilst the findings report will most likely raise concerns of some
Councils in their ability or willingness to financially contribute to further flood mitigation
options, nevertheless the process of seeking funding and determining cost share
arrangements between Councils should occur if inevitably funding is achieved from State and
Federal Governments.

Options

Option 1

Council endorses that the following should be considered by the Gawler River Floodplain
Management Authority in regard to the finalisation of the Draft Mitigation Options Finding
Report and the subsequent next steps in the Business Plan for the GRFMA Board:

1. The non-structural option of a Total Flood Warning system is supported and should
be a high priority.

2. The implementation of Planning Controls to manage future development is supported
and be managed by the respective constituent Councils of the Authority.

3. That preference for the structural option should be a composite solution of a reduced
flood mitigation dam below Rosedale together with strategic levees / channels, that
achieves an optimum standard of flood protection and not adversely impact upon
existing residents or communities affected by their construction.

4. That given the magnitude of cost of the structural works, the Board use its best
endeavors to seek funding from Federal and State Governments to a minimum of
80% of the value of the structural works.

5. That the GRFMA endeavor to establish a cost sharing arrangement for Councils to
consider for the structural and non-structural solutions.
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Option 2

Council endorses that the following should be considered by the Gawler River Floodplain
Management Authority in regard to the finalisation of the Draft Mitigation Options Finding
Report and the subsequent next steps in the Business Plan for the GRFMA Board:

1.
2.
3

Analysis of Options

Option 1

This option generally supports the findings contained within the draft Flood Mitigation options
report developed by the GRFMA and recommends a logical process to increase flood
awareness and resilience of the community whilst endeavouring to find a cost effective
structural solution with least impact upon the community. The recommendations put forward
by this Council will inform the GRFMA Board in its deliberations on the finalisation of the
Findings Report. The intention of each of the points identified in the recommendation and
likely next steps is as follows:

1. The non-structural option of a Total Flood Warning system is supported and should
be a high priority.
It is suggested to the GRFMA Board that the Total Flood Warning System would be
investigated and developed by the Board in partnership with key lead State Agencies
that are responsible for flood disaster. It would be likely that the Barossa and
Northern Adelaide Zone Emergency Management Committees would also be
involved in the development and adoption of this process. It would be expected that
the Board would seek funding from these State Agencies in the development and on-
going management of the scheme.

2. The implementation of Planning Controls to manage future development is supported
and be managed by the respective constituent Councils of the Authority.
It is expected that the GRFMA Board will provide up to date information to Councils
on the flood depth and flood hazard mapping for the Gawler River so that the
constituent Councils can update their respective Development Plans.

3. That preference for the structural option should be a composite solution of a reduced

flood mitigation dam below Rosedale together with strategic levees / channels, that
achieves an optimum standard of flood protection and not adversely impact upon
existing residents or communities affected by their construction.
This recommendation to the GRFMA Board suggests that the final report should
include the preference of having a structural solution that has both, the flood
mitigation dam and the strategic levees / channels as a structural solution. It is
expected that the final report will identify a reduced dam height and subsequent flood
mitigation standard (expected to be minor) that is achieved from this structure. For
the strategic levees section of the report, it is the expectation that this will include
direction that a combination of levees and channels will be investigated as part of the
final solution. This work should as part of its objectives, seek to ensure that existing
properties / dwellings are not adversely affected by the implementation of the
construction of levees.

4. That given the magnitude of cost of the structural works, the Board use its best
endeavors to seek funding from Federal and State Governments to a minimum of
80% of the value of the structural works.

The previous structural works on the Gawler River were significantly funded from
State and Federal Governments. The approximate percentage of this funding was
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80% of the value of the capital works. It is proposed that the GRFMA Board seek
this level of funding again, given the ability of the constituent Councils to raise such
funds. The GRFMA Board also recently sought and received approval from its
constituent Councils for a change to its charter for the purpose of appointing an
independent Chairperson. One of the key selection criteria for choosing the next
Chair will be that of seeking future funding for the implementation of the Findings
Report.

5. That the GRFMA endeavor to establish a cost sharing arrangement for Councils to
consider for the structural and non-structural solutions.
Previously the GRFMA decided upon a cost sharing arrangement for the construction
of the Bruce Eastick Flood mitigation dam and the spillway modifications. The cost
sharing percentages were only for those items. A new cost sharing arrangement
needs to be developed for the solutions proposed within the findings Report.

Option 2

Any option suggested by Council would need to be mindful of the purpose of the GRFMA and
constituent Council responsibility in ensuring the management of the Gawler River
Floodplain. This may include reprioritising the suggested mitigation options and propose
alternative funding arrangements.

Financial Implications

The study identifies various options that may be implemented. Any consideration by the
Board of the GRFMA of strategies or works to be implemented will require consideration by
the constituent Councils of the funding source and apportionment.

The will be required to be identified in the GRFMA'’s next iteration of its 3 year Business Plan
in 2016 / 2017.

Preferred Options and Justification

Option 1 as outlined above is preferred. The Background and Analysis of Issues section of

this report has outlined a risk based assessment of the options available to the GRFMA and
its constituent Councils.
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1 Executive Summary

The following points summarise the key findings from the investigation of updated hydrology and
floodplain mapping for the Gawler River.

Locality

The Gawler River system comprises the North Para and South Para which join at Gawler to form the
Gawler River. The catchment is over 1000km’ and extends from Mount Adam to the sea at Port
Gawler.

Hydrology Update

The hydrology review and update has resulted in a minor reduction in peak flow estimates for the
Gawler River. The peak flow at Gawler Junction during a 1 in 100 AR| event is now estimated to be
635m’s .

The review has demonstrated that a shorter duration storm event should be used as the design
flood event. This effectively reduces the volume of flood waters that need to be managed.

The North Para River remains the primary focal point for managing major flood flows.

Floodplain Modelling and Mapping

The base Mike Flood model has been updated to incorporate major changes in the landscape of the
Gawler River floodplain. The model has also been refined to further improve its representation of
culverts and the major railway lines traversing the floodplain. The flood extents remain similar but
slightly less than for the 2007 mapping. A small area of Angle Vale township is no longer considered
to be at risk of flooding from the Gawler River during a 1 in 100 ARI flood event.

Desired Level of Flood Protection

The 1in 100 ARI event is considered to be the minimum desirable level of flood protection for new
development as well as for much of the existing floodplain development. In cases where the failure
mechanism may be sudden (e.g. failure of a levee), a higher level of protection should be considered
especially for new developments.

Flood Damages

The present value of potential flood damages from a 1 in 100 ARI flood has been estimated to be
$182 million. The Average Annual Damages from flooding is estimated to be $7.40 million. The
Present Value of these Average Annual Damages (calculated over a 30 year timeframe @ 7%
discount rate) is $109 million.

Public Safety

Over three thousand residential properties are at risk of flooding with a flood hazard rating of
medium or higher in a 1in 100 ARI flood event. A further 1600 properties are likely to incur nuisance
but low hazard flooding.

Flood Mitigation Measures

Non structural measures such as a total flood warning system and more effective and consistent
planning measures to manage new development are the most cost effective mitigation options.
Both provide no regrets approaches and should be actioned immediately.

14147, A Findings Report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme 1
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Two structural flood mitigation strategies are considered to be practical and cost effective means to
reduce the flood damages and public safety exposure. Of these, a flood mitigation dam downstream
of Rosedale offers the greatest level of protection and is rated as the most favoured mitigation
option.

Strategic levees to protect Two Wells, Gawler and Virginia are an alternative, less costly (but less
effective) structural flood mitigation option.

There have been some significant changes to the catchment size in 2007 with major developments
being approved and upgrades to council infrastructure. There has also been nearly ten years of
additional data collection that has been used here in to improve the reliability of the flood
estimates.

2 14147, A Findings Report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme
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2 Introduction

Flooding of the Northern Adelaide Plains associated with the Gawler River is a significant constraint
for further development within the region and an ongoing risk to existing development.

The Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority (GRFMA) has commenced this project to
further review the available flood mitigation options (both structural and non-structural), in
particular the potential for a second and/or further flood control dams. Whilst previous
investigations have reviewed potential dam locations, this was mostly done prior to the hydrology
review and floodplain mapping of 2007.

This working paper outlines the flood mitigation options that have been considered as well as those
that offer the greatest potential.

The analysis is supported by the hydrology review work which is separately reported in detail in
AWE (2014), the results of which are summarised herein. The project has also included an update to
the 2007 floodplain mapping to incorporate outcomes from the hydrology review as well as to
reflect changes in the catchment that have taken place since 2007.

14147, A Findings Report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme 3
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3 Overview of Flooding Issues

3.1 Flooding Behaviour

Floods in the Gawler River are driven by flows from the upstream rural catchments of both the
North Para and the South Para. These two river systems join immediately downstream of the town
of Gawler. The catchment upstream of Gawler is a little over 1000 km’ with the North Para
catchment being the larger of the two main inflows comprising nearly 600 km®.

The Gawler River itself is a perched river system and hence receives very little inflow from the land
through which it flows on its way to the sea near Pt Gawler.

The capacity of the Gawler River channel falls from east to west and varies also with the dynamics of
the flood hydrograph. This characteristic is consistent with a naturally perched river system. Near
Gawler the capacity of the river is around 400 m’s™”. This rapidly diminishes to the west. Near
Boundary Road it is 200 m’s™; Baker Road Ford 100 m’s™; and down to 10 m’s™ immediately
upstream of Buckland Park Lake.

Major overtopping in large floods occurs along much of the river length. Significant flooding
commences within Gawler township from both the North and South Para. Mitigation works within
Gawler and works associated with Mark 1 of the Gawler River Flood Management Project (which
involved constructing the Bruce Eastick Flood Mitigation Dam on the North Para and modifications
to the South Para Reservoir) have reduced the extent of this flooding for a 1 in 50 ARI event whilst
eliminating major flooding for events around the 1 in 20 ARI and less. Flooding at the 1 in 100 ARI
event is largely unaltered by the works undertaken to date. However flooding from the 1 in 20 ARI
still occurs in the lower reaches of the Gawler River (west of Virginia) due to the limited capacity in
this area.

Inalin 100 ARI event, flooding within the township of Gawler can be expected but this would be
contained within the main river valley. Downstream of Gawler flood waters can be expected to
break out of the river channel shortly downstream of the Northern Expressway river crossing.
Floodwaters upstream of the river crossing are contained within the river channel and levee system
recently installed as part of the Northern Expressway bridge crossing.

Downstream of the Northern Expressway river crossing, a series of major breakouts can be expected
to Boundary Road. The majority of the floodwaters would spill to the north from this area
(approximately two thirds of the flood) and result in flooding of Lewiston before reaching Two
Wells. Asthe flood waters approach Two Wells they would enter Salt Creek and cause flooding in
the Two Wells township.

Further but smaller breakouts would occur downstream of Boundary Road. The worst of these
would be adjacent to Pederick Road where flood waters would spill to the north and south of the
river. Spills to the north would flow westwards (approximately parallel to the river) towards Port
Gawler. Over bank flow to the south would flow towards and through Virginia township and
surrounding horticultural areas, then flow further west, overtopping the Port Wakefield Road before
flowing around the Buckland Park housing development (once it has been established).
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3.2 Results of Hydrology Review

A review of the hydrological analysis of the Gawler River for the 2007 floodplain mapping study was
undertaken.

The review identified the following:

* There was an additional eight years of flow data (2006-2013) available for the Gawler River
system. However, due to system augmentations (Bruce Eastick Flood Control Dam and
South Para Spillway modification) only Yaldara, Penrice and South Para flow monitoring
stations were able to have the data record extended to review the flood frequency analysis.

* The flood frequency analysis showed little change from the 2007 peak flow results for the
North Para with both Penrice and Yaldara seeing a minor reduction in the estimated 1 in
100 ARI flow (approximately 7% at Penrice and <1% at Yaldara).

* The flood frequency analysis for the South Para indicated a significant reduction from the
2007 peak flow results. The 1 in 100 ARI flow is now estimated to be 158 ms™in
comparison to the previous estimate of 215 m’s” (refer Hydrology Report, AWE 2014). This
is simply because additional flow recordings over the last ten years have enabled a more
reliable flood frequency analysis to be undertaken.

* |t was not possible to update the flood frequency relationships at Gawler Junction because
the gauge has been decommissioned. However, given the reduction in peak flow estimates
for both the North and South Para upstream it is likely that the 2007 peak flow estimate at
Gawler Junction is an over estimate.

* Comparison of flood volumes from historical data was compared against the RRR model
hydrograph volumes. This indicated that the 24 hour design storm provided the best match
for flood volumes at Yaldara and Gawler Junction with all volumes within 15% at Gawler
Junction and 20% at Yaldara. Longer duration storms would result in substantially higher
volumes and increase the discrepancy between modelled results and the flood frequency
analysis.

* Afixed loss model for Yaldara catchments resulted in a reasonable match in runoff volumes
between the partial series analysis and the RRR model for the 72 hour storm event. The
peak flows however substantially decreased (40% reduction at Gawler Junction for the 1 in
100 ARI flow).

e The 24 hour design storm provides a good match (all stations for all ARI events within 17%)
with the flood frequency analysis peak flows for a range of ARI events and is considered to
provide the best overall match to observed floods. Hence it should be adopted as the
design storm.

* The new IFD data from the update to Australian Rainfall and Runoff was checked against
the intensity values adopted in the 2007 hydrology. Generally the differences were within
5% except for Mount Adam where there was a maximum difference of 13.8% for the 1in
100 ARI storm event. There is no need to update the intensity values in for the design
storms as the parameter selection was based on flood frequency analysis. Any increase to
intensity would be counteracted by a change to the loss model parameters.

* Soil properties for the Greenock Creek catchment were reviewed and the findings generally
supported two different flood producing mechanisms (medium intensity on wet winter
catchments, or more intense summer rainfall on a dry catchment). This supported the
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variable loss model for the part of the catchment covered by the Yaldara loss model,

including the Greenock Creek catchment.

Flood hydrographs for the North Para, South Para and the Gawler River near Gawler are provided in

Figure 3-1.
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FIGURE 3-1 : NORTH PARA, SOUTH PARA AND GAWLER RIVER DESIGN HYDROGRAPHS - 1 IN 100 ARI

3.3 Floodplain Hydraulic Model Update

3.3.1 Introduction

The original floodplain model was developed as a 2D MIKE21 hydraulic model.

For this update

project, additional one-dimensional floodplain features such as culverts were required to be
included and therefore a coupled 1D-2D MIKE FLOOD model was developed. The river and
floodplain flow was represented in the 2D model grid and culverts were represented as 1D model

elements, linked to the 2D model at their upstream and downstream end.

3.3.2 Model Resolution

The resolution for the updated hydraulic model was maintained at 15m as was used for the original
Gawler River modelling, modelling of the adjacent Light River floodplain and Smith Creek rural areas

modelling.

The model grid was extended to the west to incorporate breakout flow paths through Two Wells
and toward Middle Beach. The grid was also shifted slightly in order to match up with the 15m Light

River model DEM which enabled the Light River DEM data to be incorporated.

The topography was built up in layers, from older to newer datasets, as summarised in Table 1.
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TABLE 1: MIKE FLOOD TOPOGRAPHY LAYERS

Layer

Dataset

Details

1 (Bottom)

Gawler River LiDAR (1m)

Grid shift issues in the original Gawler model and an inconsistency
in grid origins between the Gawler River and Light River models
were addressed by reverting back to the 1m LiDAR DEM and re-
sampling a 15 m DEM on the same grid as the Light River model.

The Bruce Eastick Flood Control Dam was removed from the
topography as it was close to the upstream boundary. The effect
of this dam will be captured in the hydrological assessment.

The Northern Expressway and basins north of river were included
within the model. Details from the old Gawler model were
updated to include as constructed information for the basins and
associated levee (on the southern side of he river).

Light River model DEM
(15m)

Used as is, except at boundaries — boundaries clipped out of grid.

Smith Creek DTM (1m)

Used as is.

Buckland Park Ultimate

The Buckland Park ultimate DEM had fill areas raised to a flood-
free level and approximate channel details.

Buckland Park Stage 1

Actual fill levels and final channel designs for Stage 1 were
superimposed on the ultimate design to give better detail in the
stage 1 area.

SA Greyhound Club
Redevelopment

Design levels for tracks and building floors and existing site levels
were combined to produce a DEM of developed conditions.

Eden Development Two
Wells

Fill areas and channels/basins were included directly in the M21
grid. Fill areas were raised to 12.9 m which is the design fill level
for the eastern edge of the development. This is well above the
200 year flood level for the site so further detail was not required.

Liberty Development Two
Wells

Fill areas and channels/basins were included directly in the M21
grid. Fill areas were raised to 10.6 m which is the design fill level
for the eastern edge of the development. This is well above the
200 year flood level for the site so further detail was not required.

Donaldson Road
Development Two Wells

Areas to be filled and the basin were included in the M21 grid as
per the Proposed Land Division plans. Roads were raised to 11.8-
12.2 m AHD as per the plans.

10

Gullacci Development Two
Wells

As constructed levels were converted to a grid and stamped into
the model. However level information was not available across
the entire development. Manipulation of the Mike 21 grid was
undertaken to ensure all fill areas were included.

11

Gawler River Road

Levels were adjusted to as constructed levels which were
available for a section of the road.

12

Gawler Skate Park

DEM generated from design contours and strings.

14

Hillier Development

Fill area raised in M21 grid above flood level. Reserve area
lowered to 41.2 m AHD.

15

Gawler Par 3 Golf Course
Levee

Levee alignment and heights were digitised from plans and added
to the grid.
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Layer Dataset Details
16 Gawler Footbridges Proposed footbridges were incorporated over the Gawler River

and its tributaries. These footbridges are part of the planned
Gawler Urban Rivers Shared Path. Four of the key footbridges
were incorporated into the model as 1D elements, with the deck

height added to the 2D grid.
17 Northern Expressway Levee |Survey of the Northern Expressway levee was incorporated into
Survey the model. This levee aims at stopping breakout flows to the

south of Gawler River and is located upstream of the recently
constructed Northern Expressway.

The levee crest was incorporated in the 2d model topography.

18 Northern Expressway Survey of the recently upgraded Northern Expressway crossing of
Survey the Gawler River was incorporated into the 2d model. This also
includes surrounding detention basins and earthworks.

19 (Top) Breaklines and Channel Breaklines from existing models were collated and stamped onto
the grid.

Road/levee embankments were treated by sampling the
maximum level within 15m of the breakline and applying that
maximum level to the grid.

Railway embankments were treated similarly, but the
embankments were lowered in places to account for wash-out of
ballast when overtopping occurs. The Salt Creek crossing in two
Wells was lowered as per the original Light River modelling. The
Gawler and South Para crossings in Gawler township were
lowered by approximately 0.2m. The rail lines elsewhere were not
lowered.

The Gawler River channel definition from the original Gawler
model was stamped into the model grid. The Smith Creek channel
was also stamped onto the grid.

3.3.3 Culverts

Culverts were adopted from the previous Light River and Smith Creek models. All culverts were
transferred from the Light River model, whereas culverts were selectively transferred from the
Smith Creek model. This was because the Smith Creek model contained minor drainage pipes as well
as major culverts. Minor culverts were not included in this model as the 15m grid spacing is too
coarse to include minor culverts. Priority was given to including culverts through major
embankments such as the rail line, Port Wakefield Road and the Northern Expressway. Culverts
were also given priority if they were considered to be in an area where significant flow may occur.

A number of additional culverts were identified that were considered likely to impact on flow
behaviour in large floods, but which had not previously been included in the models. These were
surveyed by Australian Water Environments and included in the current model.

The four proposed footbridges from the planned Gawler Urban Rivers Shared Path were also
included as 1D elements.
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A number of bridge span openings were not included as 1D elements but were included as openings
in the 2D grid, particularly for major bridge crossings of the Gawler River and some large floodplain
culverts and bridge spans, where the structure with was greater than 15m and the culverts/bridge
openings were unlikely to flow full.

A total of 111 bridge/culvert crossings were included in the model. The Light River culverts and most
of the Smith Creek culverts were previously benchmarked against an independent method (HY-8
culvert calculator) and entry/exit loss coefficients were adjusted as necessary. MIKE 11 default
entry/exit loss coefficients were adopted for the remaining culverts. A map of culverts included in
the model is provided in Appendix A.

Railway lines (near Virginia and Gawler) were included in the model as earthen embanks, however it
was assumed that the ballast would not be an effective barrier to flow (ie the ballast would become
buoyant and displaced if water levels reached the underside of the railway sleeper). This approach
was consistent with recent floodplain mapping for the Light River and reflects a further refinement
on the modelling approach that was applied for the 2007 Gawler River floodplain mapping process.

3.3.4 Model Boundary Assumptions

Inflow boundaries were applied for the North Para and South Para upstream of Gawler. These
hydrographs were extracted from the hydrologic model downstream of Turretfield and at the South
Para SE Gawler gauging station.

An ocean level boundary was applied along the western and southern model edges. A level of
1.5 m AHD, equal to the Highest Astronomical Tide was applied.

3.4 Updated Floodplain Inundation Maps

The updated flood extent for the 1 in 100 ARI event is provided in Figure 3-2. There are a few minor variations
from the 2007 mapping, viz:
e The flood extent is generally a little less at the edges;

* Areas of approved development in the floodplain have been raised above the flood level;

e There is less flooding near Angle Vale for the 1 in 100 ARI event and the township is no
longer considered to be at risk for the design flood event; and

e There is a minor breakout around the Northern Expressway - but the volume is very small
and hence the impact remains localised.
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3.5 Scale of Impacts

Flood damage estimates have been updated with the new floodplain inundation mapping that has
been prepared. The damage estimate process has mirrored the approach previously adopted for
the Gawler River (AWE, 2004 and AWE, 2009). These previous assessments have been updated to
allow for significant changes in land-use and cost implications. The methodology and results are
outlined in Appendix B. A high level summary is provided in Table 2.

TABLE 2 : FLOOD DAMAGES SUMMARY

Flood Frequency (ARI) Estimated Damages
1in 10 $15m
1in20 $24m
1in 50 $102m

1in 100 $182m

1in 200 $212m

Average Annual Damage $7.40m
Present Value of Damages* $109m

*Calculated over a thirty year timeframe using a discount rate of 7% per annum. Note: a lower
discount rate will result in higher damage costs. Similarly, a longer timeframe for evaluating
damage cost will increase the present value of damages.

For reasons outlined in Appendix B, the above figures are likely to under estimate the true potential
cost of flooding. The above figures only include physical damage to property and infrastructure as
well as flood response and clean up costs but do not value lost business or social/emotional
damages.

Table 2 above introduces the terms Average Annual Damage and Present Value of Damages. The
present value is calculated by capitalising the average annual damages. A variety of assumptions
can be made in that process, but the selection of discount rate is perhaps the most critical. In
today’s economic climate a lower discount rate than 7% could be argued, however this will result in
an even higher estimate in damages and hence we have stayed with the relatively high rate of 7%
(which is consistent with other public infrastructure rates used in the past).

The average annual damage is calculated for all potential floods, by multiplying the potential flood
damages for any given flood by the likelihood of that flood occurring. Effectively it is the area under
a curve of potential damages associated with floods of different likelihood. The flood damages
summarised in Table 2 were used to calculate the Average Annual Damages. In order to complete
the calculation an assumption needed to be made for the Probable Maximum (or 0% likelihood)
Flood. The damage cost associated with the Probable Maximum Flood was assumed to be $450
million.

The average annual damages curve is presented in Figure 3-3.

14147, A Findings Report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme 13



Mitigation Options Findings Report 65 Item 16.3 - Attachment 1

AWE Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority

g

450

8

350

g

250

g

150 \
\

e

ml—\
g 8

Flood Damage Cost( $m)

o

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
Annual Exceedance Probability

= Damage No Further Mitigation Works

FIGURE 3-3 : AVERAGE ANNUAL DAMAGE CURVE FOR FLOODING FROM THE GAWLER RIVER

The costs presented in Table 2 are significant and are as a result of a large number of residential and
commercial properties that would be affected as well as the large areas of crops and agricultural
production that would also be impacted. Indicative statistics on the numbers and areas of property
affected are presented in Table 3.

TABLE 3 : PROPERTIES AFFECTED BY FLOODING

Flood Frequency (ARI) Numt:fe:::id;ential Nun'labnedr ::1 f:::::rdal Agrlc:::cr:el:'(oh: )areas
1in 20 180 51 1993
1in50 1504 151 3943
1in 100 3087 213 6032
1in 200 3686 315 6559

*Includes over floor property inundation only.

Table 4 below illustrates the flood hazard exposure for residential properties. Flood hazard is term
that helps to describe the direct risk to people. Flood hazard is described in terms of being either
low, medium, high or extreme. Flood hazard for any particular point of inundation of the floodplain
is calculated from the product of depth and flow velocity. Conceptually very deep water flowing
very fast will present the greatest hazard but shallow, very fast moving water can also be dangerous,
as can deep but slow moving water. The categories are summarised in Figure 3-4.

P Hazard Categories

| 2
’ ~ Low _
~ Medium ;Eq
" High g |
B Extreme .
0 1 2
Velocity (m/s)

FIGURE 3-4 : FLOOD HAZARD CATERGORIES
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TABLE 4 : HAZARD RATINGS FOR PROPERTIES POTENTIALLY AFFECTED BY FLOODING

Number of residential properties within each hazard rating
Flood Frequency (ARI)
Low Medium High Extreme
1in 50 1056 785 483 236
1in 100 1559 1451 1179 457
1in 200 1814 1652 1419 615

Furthermore much of the area represents prime agricultural land which is expanding as well as
being part of the 30 year growth area for Adelaide. The high level of flood risk of the area is limiting
this potential for future growth.

3.6 Desirable Levels of Protection

Decisions on the desirable level of flood protection are generally made based on the nature of the
flooding behaviour within a catchment and the level of exposure created for a range of flood events.

There is a high level of consistency in adopting a3 1 in 100 ARI {1% AEP) level of protection for new
development both in Australia and overseas. Indeed the South Australian Government was a leader
in setting this quasi standard through the South Western Suburbs Drainage Scheme which was
established in the mid 1960s. This scheme resulted in a 1 in 100 ARI level of protection for
properties previously at risk of flooding from the Sturt River. This standard has been reinforced
through consideration of the likelihood that a landholder may be flooded within their lifetime
(adopted by the statisticians as 70 years), refer Table 5. (DIPNR, 2005; QRA, 2011).

This level of protection has remained as an aspirational minimum level of protection and it is
generally accepted that adopting a lower level of protection for new development should only occur
in exceptional circumstances where it can be demonstrated the situation is indeed exceptional. In
the case of the Gawler River it is difficult to see how the flooding behaviour and impacts could be
described as being exceptional and a lower level of protection justified for new development.

The situation is often less clear with respect to existing developed areas. In these cases thereis a
wide range of design levels of protection that have been adopted in South Australia as well as
elsewhere. Typically the 1 in 100 ARl is considered initially as the desirable level of protection to be
achieved but this then varied through a process of cost / safety / benefit optimisation. This can
result is a higher level of protection being provided (e.g. the River Torrens Linear Park) or lower
levels of protection (e.g. Second Creek). But typically the 1 in 100 ARI level will still be the preferred
level to be achieved (e.g. Sturt River, Brown Hill Creek, Dry Creek, Little Para River for example).

The percentage likelihood of floods of various sizes occurring within a 70 year timeframe is
summarised in Table 5.

TABLE 5 : LIKELIHOOD OF A FLOOD OCCURING WITHIN A 70 YEAR TIMEFRAME

Flood ARI Likelihood of the flood Likelihood of the flood
occurring at least once occurring at least twice
1in 50 75% 41%
1in 100 50 % 16 %
1in 200 30% 5%

In addition to ensuring new development is not placed at risk, damages to existing property need to
be minimised and the issues of public safety and social/community costs associated with flooding
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need to be considered. The number of impacted properties shown in Table 3 are therefore also an
important consideration.

Whilst it is considered impractical to provide protection against all floods it is important that very
large and severe flood events are also considered so that emergency response services can be fore
armed on what to expect so they are better equipped to respond.

Itis also important that any flood management measures, be these associated with new
development or existing landscapes, recognise the variable, unpredictable nature of floods and
uncertainties associated with their estimation. This requires that a level of resilience be built into
the management measure.

Resilience is more readily built into some management measures than others. Management
measures that result in a rapid failure when their design standard is exceeded are considered less
favourable than those which result in a slower more gradual exposure to flooding when a design
standard is exceeded.
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4 Mitigation Options

4.1 Non Structural Options

There are a range of non-structural measures that can assist in minimising the impacts of flooding in
the future. Non-structural measures are typically highly cost effective and can be implemented over
much shorter timeframes than structural options. Whilst not preventing the flooding per say they
can greatly reduce the cost and trauma associated with major flood events.

4.1.1 Flood Preparedness
Flood preparedness is a cost effective non-structural means of reducing damages as a result of a
flood. Flood preparedness is about helping people to be aware of the flood risk and how best to
respond to it. Flood preparedness programs in this context are considered in four phases: flood
awareness, flood warning, response and recovery. They form the key elements of a total flood
warning system (Commonwealth of Australia, 2012).

These programs can be very effective. Whilst they don’t prevent flooding they can substantially
reduce the damages (and intangible losses) that otherwise would occur. Figure 4-1 below (from BTE,
2001) illustrates this point. The effectiveness of these programs increases with people’s experience
and awareness as well as the warning time they are provided with.
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FIGURE 4-1 : EFFECTIVENESS OF FLOOD WARNING SYSTEMS

Fortunately in the case of the Gawler River, people can typically be provided with 12 or more hours
warning of an oncoming flood. Hence a total flood warning system has the potential to be
particularly effective for people on the Gawler River floodplain.

An effective flood preparedness system as a mitigation measures incorporates a high level of flood
management resilience. This is because it does not change the way in which flood waters move
across the landscape and involves keeping landholders updated on flood behaviour and informed of
effective measures to minimise flood damages. Landholder response follows a consistent path
which is predetermined in the flood preparedness plan. The level of response escalates as the flood
severity increases, with predetermined decision points. If the flood behaviour varies from the
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expectations (based on modelling and mapping), landholders still have the foundation information
they need to respond. If a landholder fails to respond effectively then the consequences are limited
to their own property and their failure does not create a cascading effect across the floodplain.

4.1.1.1 Flood Awareness
A flood awareness program is an important aspect of reducing the risk of flood damage. A
community awareness program, similar to SA State Emergency Service's (SES) highly successful
community education and awareness raising ‘Floodsafe’ program would be effective. A program
such as this may include awareness activities such as informing the community through discussions
with individual households, local councils’ newsletters, public presentations, articles in local media,
information included on council websites and information about a flood emergency kit.

A coordinated education program is one means of ensuring this information is effectively
disseminated. The development of such programs is essential for ensuring that landholders can
respond effectively to the onset of flooding.

For example, the education program may work with the commercial premises within the main flow
path to ensure that their storage of goods vulnerable to water damage is well above ground level —
or that the sides of greenhouses can be raised to reduce the scale of damages. The education
program should also target residential properties.

Any education program would need to be an ongoing program, to ensure as the population changes
that new residents and business owners are aware of the flood risk to their assets.

The awareness activities may also include conducting a finished floor level survey of properties
adjacent to the main flood flow paths and using this information to further target the education
program to those businesses or residents which are most at risk.

4.1.1.2 Flood Warning
There is currently a very effective flood monitoring system in place for the Gawler River catchment.
This consists of a series of automatic rain gauges and water level recorders, with data accessible in
real time via the web.

Whilst there is a technical recording and reporting system readily available experience elsewhere
has been that the effectiveness of these systems is heavily influence by people’s awareness of it and
how to interpret the information.

Hence educating the community who live within and near the area of floodplain about flood
warnings and providing a recognised point of contact for the community, council and emergency
services will increase the potential effectiveness of warnings and the rainfall and streamflow
information that is being collected and disseminated.

An awareness program along the lines outlined above is therefore critical for an effective flood
warning system.

4.1.1.3 Flood Response
The flood response phase (and to a lesser extent the recovery phase) is highly influenced by the
experience or knowledge of people of the likely behaviour and nature of a flood event. There are a
range of actions people can do with their property before and during a flood that can substantially
reduce the damage costs. Many of these measures are very simple and easily implemented. To be
effective landholders potentially affected by flooding need to be aware of their options and
response strategies.
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The response of emergency services during a flood is obviously also a key factor in reducing flood
damages and threats to public safety. Integrated disaster response plans are an important means
for helping to ensure emergency services can effectively respond. Whilst not wishing to suggest that
current response services are deficient (because they are not), the regular review of these plans and
the conduct of “dry run” flood response exercises can be effective ways of ensuring emergency
response staff and volunteers are aware of the issues, hazards and opportunities that might be
presented to them during a real flood event. Such initiatives should be actively supported.

In addition to supporting emergency service planning and training, councils may wish to have
internal training of its field staff to ensure flood response equipment, for example sand bags, are
available at short notice and that staff have the necessary training to assist emergency personnel to
install them effectively at buildings which are likely to be at risk.

4.1.1.4 Flood Recovery
The recovery phase post flood is critical to reducing social disruption and long lasting health issues
associated with trauma (and in extreme cases disease). If residential or commercial properties
experience flooding, in particular over floor flooding, it is costly and can cause significant stress and
trauma.

In addition to responding to the initial emergency condition, it is important that councils have plans
in place to work with other agencies to assist affected residents and businesses once floodwaters
have receded.

Experience with recent flooding in rural communities north of Adelaide has been that where
councils maintain a presence (e.g. through ongoing assistance with the cleanup and recovery phase)
and maintains an ongoing dialogue communities appear to be better equipped to move forward in a
constructive and positive manner (O’Broin, 2014).

4.1.2 Development/Planning Controls
The Development Plan is a statutory document that controls and manages all forms of development.
It sets out a range of development zones, maps and rules (objectives and principles) to help ensure
that development is undertaken in a well managed way and takes account of relevant
environmental, infrastructure, urban design, heritage and community needs.

Planning controls within council Development Plans provide a framework to plan and build in a
manner that incorporates stormwater management. All councils in the floodplain area have
information in their Development Plans to help guide development.

AWE reviewed the status of the planning system of the key councils that are impacted by Gawler
River flooding to understand the status of the planning system in their councils (with respect to
Gawler River flooding), along with the emerging development issues and frustrations they have had
to contend with in updating their Development Plans. This process involved reviewing the councils’
Development Plans, planning assessment information, websites and interviewing council planning
staff. Discussion about their experience in the flood warning system and identifying any
opportunities was also included.

Planning controls provide a moderate level of resilience as a flood management measure. These
measures will typically involve setting floor heights above the predicted flood level for the design
flood. If applied correctly this measure will not substantially change the flood behaviour across the
floodplain and increased resilience can be achieved by incorporating a freeboard allowance above
the design flood water level. The higher the freeboard the greater the resilience. A weakness in this
measure is that it can create the false impression for a landholder that their property is flood free
yet the surrounds of their property may be flooded and may also be flooded by a larger flood event.
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4.1.2.1

They can therefore be highly vulnerable to a more severe flood than the design flood or in the event
that the design flood behaves unexpectedly.

Development Plans, Planning Policy Library and Planning Reform
Councils’ Development Plans include planning provisions, zonings and maps to help guide
appropriate development in the floodplain.

Following the 2007 floodplain mapping work, a number of councils have been updating their
Development Plans to manage development in the floodplain. However progress in this area has
been stalled and inconsistent across the catchment.

To encourage best practice and to provide a consistent development plan format across the state,
the Department of Planning and Local Government prepared the Planning Policy Library (version 6,
2011). The Library includes a range of principles of planning control, such as those relating to flood
hazards. Councils that have undergone conversion of their Development Plan into the Better
Development Plan (BDP) format should therefore have such flood hazard policies. Councils within
the Gawler River floodplain area that have undergone a BDP conversion include:

* Light Regional Council (in 6 November 2014);

e District Council of Mallala (in 31 January 2013);
e The Barossa Council (in 18 August 2011); and

» City of Playford (in 9 December 2010).

The State Government is also going through a process of reviewing the state’s planning system to
seek opportunities to make it more effective, efficient and enabling. An Expert Panel was
established to facilitate the reform process. It released its second report in August 2014 ‘Our Ideas
for Reform’ for discussion. This identified 27 reform ideas that aim to improve the system’s ability to
respond to changes such as investment activity, sustainability and community interests. One of
these reform ideas is to have a consistent state-wide menu of planning rules, such as developing a
consistent approach to guiding development in flood prone areas.

The Development Plans for the District Council of Mallala, Light Regional Council and City of Playford
include a constraints map which shows the extent of the Gawler River floodplain. These maps are
likely to be based on the mapping undertaken in 1993. Those councils refer to different flood hazard
zones in their Development Plans but the Development Plans do not contain a map of such. The
Town of Gawler includes flood prone areas and hazard flood risk areas. Council planning staff for the
above four councils all have access to the 2007 flood maps to assess development applications.

These four councils include the 1 in 100 ARI event as the flood trigger for non-complying
development in the floodplain.

Councils’ Development Plans also require a freeboard allowance of 300 mm or greater above the 1-
in-100 ARI flood event level (and some also include the additional words: ‘or natural surface level,
whichever is greater’).

This free board is usually applied to dwellings and commercial buildings. There is an argument to
adopt a lesser free board for outbuildings and agricultural operations. It is also possible to raise
buildings on piles or piers so that building contents can be above flood levels but flood waters can
pass underneath unimpeded.

20
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4.1.2.2 Current Status of Development Planning Amendments (DPAs)
The District Council of Mallala commenced a DPA for flooding however that is on hold until the
revised flood mapping is made available. The council has also tried to update its flood policy into the
new Better Development Plan format. This has resulted in removal of the flood hazard maps.

The City of Playford has a Statement of Intent and draft planning policies however these are on hold
until the revised flood mapping is made available.

Light Regional Council is awaiting Ministerial approval for its flood prone DPA which is expected in
2015. This DPA will include the 2007 mapping and the flood hazard zones. The general hazard
module is being updated in the Development Plan and this also includes updated information
regarding non-complying development in the various zones. Council has included a new policy to
address access in the floodplain so that development would be deemed ‘non-complying’ if it
requires traversing across land that is in a high flood risk area.

4.1.2.3 Planning Issues in the Floodplain
Some councils have experienced issues relating to the protection of development, such as requiring
a minimum floor level height. Some feedback from the community indicated that they are not
happy to build house extensions that are at a different level to the original dwelling (i.e. above
300mm above the 1in 100 ARI).

Access to development within the floodplain is an issue when assessing development applications,
particularly when the development is not shown as being flooded on the flood maps but it requires
accessing the property across land that will be flooded. Some councils are unsure if the
Development Plan is strong enough to refuse proposed development based on access. As
mentioned above, Light Regional Council has recently developed a new policy to deal with this issue.

Another issue in managing development in the floodplain are greenhouse developments. These
appear to be being constructed throughout the floodplain but often have no planning approval.
Some greenhouses have caused local drainage issues through stormwater discharge from the
development. The developments increase the stormwater runoff and in areas of flat topography the
runoff pools in local drains for a long time as well as detrimentally affecting the road surface.

4.1.2.4 Gawler River Floodplain Information on Council Websites
Some of the councils provide a link to the Gawler Council website which has information about the
Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority with maps such as the Gawler River 1:100 Year ARI
Flood Hazard Map and the Gawler River 1:100 Year ARI Flood Inundation Map.

Some of the councils include information sheets on flooding for the public to review when preparing
development applications. However this information varies in detail amongst the councils and is not
available on all the websites.

Some councils provide links to documents on their websites however these links do not function
properly or the documents have out of date information about flood mapping projects.

4.1.2.5 Practical Impediments to Effective Planning
Managing the expectations of landowners can be difficult. Landholder awareness levels are typically
low and often the council will require the development application to have an engineering report to
demonstrate that it meets council’s flood protection requirements. Whilst necessary, this increases
the cost to landholders and they are not always accepting of this requirement.

There is a lack of state-wide guidance on managing developments in floodprone areas and there is a
lack of consistency amongst councils. Whilst councils acknowledge the resource limitations at the
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state government level, a greater investment in this area by state government would improve
planning decisions. For example; developing and issuing planning bulletins to provide better
guidance for councils on flood management and development assessments in flood prone areas.

The preparation of Development Plan Amendments requires significant effort, including undertaking
investigations and community consultation. This is very time consuming and can be costly as well.
These factors make it difficult for council to include the most up to date flood mapping in their
Development Plans. Opportunities for streamlining this process for flood prone area amendments
should be evaluated.

Keeping abreast of changes to engineering standards, such as road trafficability criteria, can be
difficult for council staff but it is important that such information is up-to-date when assessing
development in the floodplain. Having access to specialist technical knowledge was seen as
valuable in assisting in Development Plan Amendments as well as for individual development
assessments, however for some councils this requires external support as it is not contained in-
house.

There is a general lack of adequate resourcing provided at the local government level to support the
planning assessment process. This means that tasks such as undertaking inspections and checking
for compliance are not always satisfactorily completed.

It is also important that a consistent set of development principles be established across the
floodplain. These principles should also make provision for the uncertainties associated with actual
real time floods and how these might vary from the idealised design floods considered herein.
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4.2 Structural Options

4.2.1 Flood Mitigation Dams

Flood mitigation dams reduce the peak flow rate of flood waters passing downstream. As the flood
passes through the dam, the dam is progressively filled as the flood flows entering the dam are
greater than the dam allows water to flow out of it. Under the design flood condition this process
continues until the dam is full. By the time the dam is full the outflow rate begins to exceed the
inflow rate (because the peak inflow rate has now dropped). The dam then slowly drains, hence the
flood water associated with the peak flows of the hydrograph are temporally stored in the dam.

For a flood mitigation dam to be effective it is essential that adequate available storage space
remains in the dam for an oncoming flood. Hence they are typically empty for most of the time and
have very little impact on “normal” flows.

Flood mitigation dams can be very effective, but can only reduce flows from that part of a total
catchment upstream of the dam. Furthermore, if they are managed correctly they can make
flooding worse (if they use gated spillways).

Flood mitigation dams are considered to have a moderate to high level of resilience. Whilst they are
designed not to fail structurally (because if they did the consequences could be catastrophic), the
degree of protection provided by them diminishes quickly as the design level of protection flood is
exceeded. They nevertheless will still result in less damage than otherwise would be the case
because the flow out of a flood mitigation dam will always be less than the inflow. However they
can also cause landholders to believe that they are completely flood free when this is not the case.

An inspection of the flow hydrographs for the North and South Para (Figure 3-1) illustrates that the
management of flows on the North Para remains the highest priority.

A thorough analysis of potential dam sites has been undertaken as part of this current investigation.
Three sites along the North Para were identified as potential flood mitigation dam sites as follows:

* Penrice;

e Upstream of Rosedale; and

* Downstream of Rosedale.

It is likely that other sites upstream of Penrice could also be identified but these are too far
upstream of Gawler to be of benefit because of the large catchment area contributing to flow
downstream of Penrice. In fact, the site near Penrice was also found to be ineffective for similar
reasons with peak flows at the Penrice flow monitoring station being only 140 m”s* whereas the
flow near Turretfield (i.e. just upstream of Gawler) is 566 m’s™.

Similarly, flood mitigation dams on the major tributaries of the North Para were unlikely to be
effective because they did not address flows across a large enough portion of the catchment.

The two sites that did offer some potential were on the North Para a short distance upstream of the
Rosedale township and downstream of the Rosedale township, immediately upstream of the
existing Bruce Eastick Flood Mitigation Dam. Of these two sites, the one downstream offers
significantly greater storage potential and hence was investigated in further detail. The site is
located approximately 2.6 km west of the Rosedale township.

Two alternative mitigation dam configurations were assessed:
* Maximised mitigation; and

e  Partial mitigation.
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Maximised Flood Mitigation

The maximised mitigation option would detain a sufficient volume of floodwaters such that flows
into the Bruce Eastick Flood Mitigation Dam would be contained within the functional range of that
dam. That is; the water level in the Bruce Eastick Flood Mitigation Dam during the 1 in 100 ARI
event would be near the crest of that dam spillway but not over topping.

This configuration would result is a peak flow on along the North Para at Gawler during a 1 in 100
ARl event of 90 m’s” {down from 566 m’s”) and downstream of the junction with the South Para
(Gawler River) of 169 m’s™* (down from 635 m’s™). The design hydrographs are plotted below in
Figure 4-2.
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FIGURE 4-2 : MAXIMISED MITIGATION FROM ROSEDALE FLOOD MITIGATION DAM

The maximised dam option substantially reduces the flood extent downstream. There remains a
small breakout downstream of the Northern Expressway but this is much reduced and generally
would be inconsequential. There is no flooding of the Two Wells township and Salt Creek flows
remain contained with the channel.

A breakout remains on the lower Gawler River near Virginia, but whilst the agricultural area here
remains under threat, the township itself is outside of the design flood extent apart from a handful
of properties, where shallow flooding (below floor level) might be expected. The flow paths west of
Port Wakefield Road remain largely unaltered, as a result of the very small Gawler River channel

capacity in this area.
Partial Flood Detention

A partial detention system was also considered to assess the merit of having a smaller detention
dam complimented by additional works downstream. This option results in some flows over the
Bruce Eastick Flood Mitigation Dam spillway during a 1 in 100 AR| event. The design hydrograph for
this partial mitigation event is illustrated in Figure 4-3.

The partial mitigation option results is an inundation extent similar to the current situation but at a
much reduced depth (typically between 300 mm to 400 mm). The township of Two Wells is no
longer subject to flooding, with the exception of a handful of properties that are the most flood
prone at present. Breakouts to the south of the Gawler River, remain basically unchanged from the
unmitigated or current situation.
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FIGURE 4-3 : PARTIAL MITIGATION HYDROGRAPH WITH SMALLER ROSEDALE FLOOD MITIGATION DAM

The inundation extent of the maximised flood mitigation option is presented in Figure 4-4 and the
partial mitigation option in Figure 4-5.
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4.2.2 Retarding Basin Downstream of Gawler
A retarding basin installed downstream of Gawler was evaluated. A retarding basin would
effectively operate in a very similar manner to a flood mitigation dam but would be constructed by
excavating a large area of the floodplain to provide additional floodplain storage. Given the large
volume of the flood, a very large excavation would be required. It was determined that given the
very flat terrain, the area required to install an effective retarding basin would be substantial,
potentially covering an area of around 10 km”. This would make the option very costly and have a
high degree of social and environmental disruption. Consequently it is not considered to be a viable
mitigation alternative for the Gawler River.

4.2.3 Levees

Levees can be very effective flood mitigation measures for dealing with localised breakouts from
river systems. Levees do, however, have a number of inherent features that make them
hydrologically and hydraulically less attractive than either retarding basins or flood mitigation dams.

If levees are over topped or their design standard exceeded, they are liable to rapid failure and
under these circumstances they can exacerbate flooding issues. If over topped they can also trap
floodwaters and hence prolong the duration of flooding which can result in a worse situation than
would otherwise be the case. If the design flows for flood mitigation dams or retarding basins are
exceeded they simply become ineffective but they do not result in a worse situation.

Also, whilst levees can prevent flood inundation they do so by containing the flow, causing higher
water levels upstream and higher stream velocities adjacent to and downstream of the levees.
Levees can, therefore, exacerbate flooding both upstream and downstream and require a higher
degree of maintenance to keep them in good working order.

Hence, whilst they are a widely used measure in many locations, they are considered to have a low
level of resilience and are they are not without their challenges. Their level of resilience can be
improved by applying a higher design standard to them and also be incorporating a controlled
failure mechanism within their design, so that if they are overtopped then this occurs through a
predetermined mechanism. It is also important to ensure that their function is supported through a
regular and comprehensive maintenance program.

It is worth noting that levees have already been used along the Gawler River in the following
locations:

e  Aspart of the Northern Expressway Road crossing;
+ Along many sections of river in Gawler;
e  Along sections of the lower Gawler River; and

e Being a perched river system the Gawler River has a series of natural levees along most of
its length.

Whilst levees can create a number of problems, they can also be very cost effective if these issues
are well managed. They have been considered in a number of ways for the Gawler River:

* To provide strategic protection of higher density development areas; and
e To work in conjunction with partial mitigation further upstream.

The centres where higher density development is present and levees could be used to assist in
protecting these areas were considered to be as follows:

* Gawler Township — six sections of levee totalling 5 km in length;
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4.2.4

425

*  Virginia — two sections of levee, one 3.3 km long, the other 2.6 km long; and
e Two Wells = one levee 2.4 km long.

Note that in the updated flood hydrology a small area near Angle Vale is no longer considered at
significant risk of flooding, this is a significant variation from the floodplain mapping prepared in
2007. Hence a levee is not proposed in that area.

Bypasses and Floodways
Two alternative flood bypass or floodways have been considered.

e Option 1-Follow the main break out alignment through to Salt Creek; and
* Option 2 - Follow an alignment alongside the main river channel.

In both cases the channel area required is substantial. The floodway would need to be over 35 km
long with a cross sectional area of approximately 500 m?. This would, for example, result in a
channel being excavated into the floodplain (in the case of Option 1) of 1 m deep and 500 wide.

In the case of Option 2, it would involve levees either side of the main river channel some two
metres high but set back from the main channel by approximately 150 metres. Irrespective of the
large amount of physical works required to construct the floodway there is not a simple alignment
possible that could avoid the numerous (over 1000) properties that would be directly impacted by
the floodway works and its functionality.

Flood bypass systems are typically most effective when the flow paths are short and through
undeveloped landscapes. This is not the case for the Gawler River and hence these options are not
considered worthy of further consideration.

Channel Modifications
Options for increasing the efficiency of the main river channel in conveying flood flows have also
been considered.

Weedy and overgrown vegetation in a main river channel can cause a significant reduction in the
flood carrying capacity of a river channel. Consequently, removal of overly dense and obstructive
vegetation and replacement with grass lined banks can often improve the flood carrying capacity of
a river system. This has been achieved in many other locations (e.g. River Torrens Linear Park) so
this approach was tested for the Gawler River.

Sensitivity analyses were undertaken to simulate the effect of channel clearing. An increase in flood
conveyance capacity was achieved, but this was typically less than 10% and hence very minor in
relation to the large imbalance between flood flows and channel capacity.

The main reason for this outcome is that the limited channel capacity is largely as a result of the
limited physical cross section of the channel as it progresses downstream. This situation is further
exacerbated by the highly meandered form of the Gawler River as it crosses the northern Adelaide
Plain. These are the primary reasons that the channel capacity diminishes rapidly from 400 m’s™
near Gawler to less than 100 m’s ' near Virginia. Hence channel clearing is unlikely to be effective.

Consideration was also given to increasing the channel capacity by channel widening, refer
Figure 4-6.
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FIGURE 4-6 : CHANNEL WIDENING ILLUSTRATION (DIMENSIONS IN METRES)

It was estimated that approximately 8,500,000 m® of soil would need to be removed to provide
sufficient capacity. The cost of this is would be prohibitive notwithstanding the likely native
vegetation, other environmental, cultural and social disruption issues.

Therefore channel widening is not considered to be a viable option.

4.3 Mitigation Options Summary Matrix

Each of the options and strategies outlined above were considered with respect to their
effectiveness under a range of performance, social, economic and environmental criteria.

The results are summarised in the table that follows. The higher the score the more favourable the
option or rating for each category. The options were then ranked from 1 (most favourable) to seven
(least favourable). The prioritisation process has involved placing an emphasis on actions that are
effective but do not necessarily rely on structural works. These are typically the most resilient and
cost effective, refer to the option ranking presented below in Table 6.

TABLE 6 : MULTI-CRITERIA ASSESSMENT SUMMARY OF MITIGATION OPTIONS

Option
Composite
Category pog [P strategic | 19°9%aY | tivigation| (Partial | Weights
Flood | Planning / Channel
Nothing Levees Dam Dam and
Warning Works
Levees)
Public Safety 1 4 3 3 3 4 4 3
Option Resilience 21 4 4 2 3 4 4 2
Damage Reduction 1 2 2 3 4 4 4 B
Cost of Works 5 5 5 3 0 1 1 3
Environmental 3 2 2 2 0 2 2 1
Public Concern 4 4 2 3 1 3 2 2
Crgoke 4 a 5 2 1 3 1 2
Maintenance
ECOnce 1 2 2 4 2 5 4 1
Development
Weighted Total 43 61 56 47 33 54 47
Unweighted Total 20 27 25 22 14 26 22
Rank 6 1 2 4 7 3 4
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A brief summary of the criteria follows:

e Public Safety: Measured by the number of properties that would be protected from
medium and higher hazard ratings.

* Option Resilience: The capacity of the mitigation option to perform over a range of flood
magnitudes and frequencies. Includes consideration of performance of an option should its
design standard be exceeded.

» Damage Reduction: Reduction in flood damage costs.

e Cost of Works: Whole of life costs associated with any works or ongoing recurrent
expenditure (e.g. includes cost of repeating education and awareness programs in
subsequent years).

e Environmental: Impacts on biodiversity and stream stability.
e Public Concern: Level of likely acceptance of the measure.
* Ongoing Maintenance: The costs and practicalities associated with ongoing maintenance
liabilities.
e Economic Development: The opportunity for future economic growth as a result of the
mitigation measure being implemented.
Both weighted and unweighted consideration was given to the various criteria that have been used.

The ranking in either case remained the same with flood warning systems being the highest ranked
option. This option preformed the best in terms of damage reduction, public safety and option
resilience.

A flood mitigation dam downstream of Rosedale was the highest ranked structural option. The
floodway/channel works option performed the least favourably.

A combined partial mitigation dam and levee alternative was also rated (although not modelled).
This option explored the potential for reducing the footprint of the potential flood mitigation dam
downstream of Rosedale. Whilst conceptually appealing, this option still results in large breakouts
that would inundate Lewiston and surrounding areas, as illustrated by the partial mitigation dam
option presented earlier in Figure 4-5.
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5 Short Listed Structural Flood Mitigation Options

Two structural mitigation options were considered in more detail and these two options modelled
to test their effectiveness. The two options were:

* Aflood mitigation dam downstream of Rosedale; and
e Strategic levees and associated works in Gawler, Two Wells and near Virginia.

Of the two options the Rosedale dam provides the greatest level of flood protection and has
potentially the least environmental and social impacts, although the impacts created are largely
outside of areas that are currently considered to be at risk of flooding. A description of the options
follows.

5.1 Flood Mitigation Dam downstream of Rosedale

A potential site for a second flood mitigation dam is located approximately 2.6 km west of the
settlement of Rosedale.

The flood mitigation dam would provide approximately 28,000 ML of temporary flood storage for
the 1in 100 ARI flood event. Water levels in the dam at this volume would be 115 m AHD. The dam
wall would have a maximum height of approximately 30 metres.

The dam would be empty for nearly all the time. Floods of magnitudes less than the 1in 20 ARI
event would pass through the dam relatively unimpeded but for larger floods, water levels in the
Rosedale dam would gradually rise until they reached the maximum level of 115 mAHD.

A storage volume - depth relationship table for the dam is provided below in Table 7. The
relationship was developed from a DTM prepared using soft photogrammetry techniques by
Aerometrex Pty Ltd, utilising aerial photography from 2011 with a vertical resolution of +\- 100 mm
at one sigma (67% of values lie within that error range).

TABLE 7 : ROSEDALE DAM DEPTH STORAGE VOLUME RELATIONSHIP

Water Surfaces Elevation Storage Volume
(m AHD) (Megalitres)
120 44,625
118 37,278
116 30,346
114 24,049
112 18,536
110 13,894
108 10,141
106 7,362
104 5,324
102 3,846
100 2,753
90 250

At 115 m AHD the stored water would have a maximum surface area of 314 hectares. The dam
would be very effective in reducing flood damages downstream. A 1 in 100 ARI flood inundation
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map for the Gawler River, assuming the dam was in place, is provided in the previous chapter in
Figure 4-4.

The dam would reduce the present value of flood damages from $109m down to $58m and reduce
the average annual damages down to $3.93m. The benefits in terms of reduced exposure to
flooding are summarised below in Table 8.

TABLE 8 : PRE AND POST FLOOD MITIGATION IMPACTS SUMMARY ~ ROSEDALE DAM OPTION 1 N 100 ARl EVENT

Number of properties affected within each hazard rating
Low Medium High Extreme
Residential without Dam 1559 1451 1179 457
Residential with Dam 485 359 230 153
fv?tr:::Jirg::: Industrial 132 9 7 29
(S::'n‘mercial / Industrial with 64 6 43 34

The dam would also reduce the area of agricultural and grazing land inundated from 3770 ha down
to 1410 ha. The affected horticultural area would similarly be reduced from 2170 ha down to
870 ha.

Similar benefits would be achieved for the 1 in 200 ARI event as well of course for the 1 in 50 ARI
flood where flooding upstream of the Port Wakefield Road will be largely avoided.

Whilst the benefits of the flood mitigation dam are substantial there are adverse impacts associated
with it. These include:

e The cost of the dam — which has been estimated to be approximately $50 million;

s The dam would cause inundation of land behind it. Whilst this would be insignificant for
most of the time and for all floods less than 1 in 20 ARI, in larger floods this would be more
substantial. In a 1in 100 ARI flood the road bridge at Rosedale would be inundated and
there would be 27 private landholders plus the Turretfield Research Centre affected;

* Land acquisition/easement costs (right to flood easement) associated with private land
affected - $4m;

* Road works along Noak Road to provide an alternative vehicular crossing point of the North
Para upstream of the Rosedale Flood mitigation dam - $1m; and

e |ncreased duration of moderate flows.

The net present value of the Rosedale mitigation dam option has been estimated to be $1m with a
benefit cost ratio of 1.0. The project is marginally cost effective in purely monetary terms but well

within the accepted range of flood mitigation projects where public safety is also a major concern.

It should also be noted that the damage estimates only value export crops. If all crops are included
the Net Present Value would be around $82m and the Benefit Cost ratio would be 1.6.

The maximum inundation extent from the dam during a 1 in 100 ARI event is illustrated in Figure
5.1.
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FIGURE 5-1 : ROSEDALE DAM INUNDATION EXTENT -1 IN 100 ARI FLOOD

5.2 Strategic Levees to Protect Higher Density Development
(Residential and Horticulture Areas)

Three sets of strategic levee were considered for protecting areas of higher density development
where these works were considered likely to be effective and not create significant impacts to
people and property further downstream.

As outlined in section 4.2.3, three areas were targeted for protection: Gawler, Two Wells and
Virginia. The levees were located so as to minimise disturbance to natural flow paths whilst
maximising the level of protection afforded to higher density residential and horticultural areas.

The following figures outline the alignments used for the initial assessment process. A brief
description of the levee alignment is also provided for each.

5.2.1 Virginia Township and Horticultural Areas
This levee system would be formed in two parts:

1. Lower Virginia levee located primarily along Angle Vale Road, immediately east of Port
Wakefield Road; and

2. UpperVirginia levee located primarily along the Carclew Road alignment.

The lower Virginia levee would be constructed to the east of Port Wakefield Road and could be used
to constrain the extent of inundation from southerly flowing breakouts downstream of the railway
line to keep them north of Angle Vale Road. The levee would follow the alignment of Angle Vale
Road, with its eastern end starting approximately 600 metres east of the railway line. Cost
estimates have assumed that this section of the levee would be formed by raising Angle Vale Road
by between 200 to 500mm. The levee would turn southwards at Port Wakefield Road with a
channel effectively being created along the eastern side of Port Wakefield Road. The levee would
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extend along the alignment of Supple Road as far south as the Park Road intersection. It would be
approximately 3.4 km long.

A low level bund (500 mm) may need to be provided around the electricity sub-station (or this
infrastructure raised) near the Angle Vale Road / Port Wakefield Road intersection. A set of culverts
{assumed in the model to be 0.9 m high by 3.1 m wide) would be inserted under Port Wakefield
Road.

Minor widening of the separately proposed Buckland Park channel immediately to the west of the
Port Wakefield Road would be required.

The levee would need to be constructed in conjunction with the upper Virginia levee to be effective.
It may also be necessary to provide some detention storage for the local flows to deal with a
coincidental event. The design of the levee will need to provide for local drainage water to get
through the levee from the east when not in flood. Also this is an area of localised elevated
groundwater levels and hence this will need to be taken into account and managed.

The location of the lower Virginia levee and channel works is shown in the figure below.

FIGURE 5-2 : LOWER VIRGINIA LEVEE AND CHANNEL WORKS

The upper Virginia levee is intended to direct flood waters that would breakout to the south from
the Gawler River near the Hayman Road alignment. Presently these floodwaters would flow west,
then south parallel to Carclew Road, or flow over Carclew Road with both flows progressing further
in a south westerly direction into the Virginia township. The levee assessed for costing purposes
would start approximately 400 metres east of Hayman Road and follow the alignment of Carclew
Road, before turning west to follow Burt Road as far west as the Johns Road intersection. In all, the
levee would be 2.6 km long. The levee would effectively be formed by raising Carclew Road and
Burt Road (both unsealed roads) by an average height of 500 mm. Flood waters behind this levee
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would be directed towards the lower Virginia levee which would then steer those waters further
west and on towards the coast in a controlled manner.

The location of the upper Virginia levee is shown in the following figure.

FIGURE 5-3 : UPPER VIRGINIA LEVEE

The upper and lower Virginia levees together have been estimated to cost $14m.

These two levees have been located to minimise impacts to private land and to utilise the natural
primary flow paths of floodwaters across the floodplain in this area. They would protect 250
residential properties from flooding for all events up to the 1in 100 ARI event. They would also
protect over 300 ha of agricultural (mostly horticultural) land.

The unit cost of the Virginia levees are high in comparison to the levees at Two Wells and Gawler
because it has been assumed they would be formed by rebuilding the roads at a higher level rather
than being built on open space areas. This attracts a significant cost penalty. If the works were
done as part of a scheduled road upgrade then the cost could be defrayed over a wider stakeholder
base.
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5.2.2 Two Wells Southern Levee

A levee around the southern side of Two Wells could be used to protect the existing township and
industrial area to the north of town from flooding of Salt Creek as a result of over bank flows from
the Gawler River (and also the Light River). The levee alignment modelled in this scenario is
consistent with the draft Stormwater Management Plan for Two Wells which is presently being
developed. The levee system is approximately is 2.4 km long, as shown in the following figure, and
has been estimated to cost a little under $2m.

FIGURE 5-4 : TWO WELLS SOUTHERN LEVEE

5.2.3 Gawler Township Levees

A series of six levees have been assessed to protect Gawler from flooding for all events up to and
including the 1 in 100 ARI flood event.

The location of the levees is illustrated in Figure 5-5. The levees are located primarily on public land
and along side road reserves. The levees would be primarily of earthen construction (4.7 km) and
typically 600 mm in height. In some short sections the levees would need to be a little over one
metre in height. There are three or four areas where there would be insufficient room to construct
an earth levee. In these locations it has been assumed that a low retaining wall (typically less than
600 mm) would be incorporated into the existing landscape or rear of allotment fences. These
sections are relatively short and are expected to total up to 250 metres in length. A short section
{60 m) of Kelly Road would also need to be regraded to accommodate the assessed levee alignment.
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FIGURE 5-5 : STRATEGIC LEVEES WITHIN GAWLER

The levee system within Gawler has been estimated to cost $3m.

5.2.4 Damage Reduction from the Strategic Levees Package

The strategic levees would reduce the present value of flood damages from $109m down to $85m
and reduce the average annual damages down to $5.77m.

The benefits in terms of reduced exposure to flooding are summarised below in Table 9.

TABLE 9 : PRE AND POST FLOOD MITIGATION IMPACTS SUMMARY 1 IN 100 ARI - STRATEGIC LEVEES OPTION

Number of properties affected within each hazard rating

Low Medium High Extreme
Residential without Levees 1559 1451 1179 457
Residential with Levees 1086 933 689 316
l‘.‘gmmercual / Industrial 132 92 72 49
without Levees
Commercial / Industrial with 79 62 46 42
Levees

The levees would make minimal change to the area of agricultural and grazing land inundated from
3770 ha down to 3690 ha. The affected horticultural area would be slightly reduced from 2170 ha
down to 1765 ha.

The net present value of the strategic levee option has been estimated to be $5m with a benefit
cost ratio of 1.25. The project is cost effective in purely monetary terms and relatively attractive
when public safety is also considered. It should also be noted that the damage estimates only value

export crops. If all crops are included the Net Present Value would be around $33m and the Benefit
Cost ratio would be 1.72.
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Whilst the benefits of the strategic levees outweigh the cost of their construction there are some
impacts associated with them that would need to be managed. The most significant of these is in an
increase in flood depth, albeit less than 100 mm in most cases. Whilst there would be an increase on
some properties, most importantly no new properties would be flooded: simply the depth on a
number of properties would be slightly greater. These areas are confined mainly to agricultural and
horticultural land and it is not anticipated that any new areas of over floor flooding would be

created.

A depth difference plot comparing the with and without levees scenarios is provided in the figures
that follow for each of the areas targeted.

Increased \ e
flood depth No change

/i AWLER

No change |,

Flooding prevented

FIGURE 5-6 : GAWLER WITH AND WITHOUT STRATEGIC LEVEES DEPTH DIFFERENCE MAP - 1 IN 100 ARI FLOOD EVENT

14147, A Findings Report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme 39



Mitigation Options Findings Report 92 Iltem 16.3 - Attachment 1

AWE Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority

Increased
flood depth

Reduction in
flood depth

FIGURE 5-7 : VIRGINIA AREA WITH AND WITHOUT STRATEGIC LEVEES DEPTH DIFFERENCE MAP - 1 IN 100 ARI FLOOD EVENT

\

Flooding prevented MALLALA

Reduced flood depth

FIGURE 5-8 : TWO WELLS WITH AND WITHOUT STRATEGIC LEVEES DEPTH DIFFERENCE MAP - 1 IN 100 ARI FLOOD EVENT
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6 Conclusions

Hydrology Update

The hydrology review and update has resulted in a minor reduction in peak flow estimates for the
Gawler River. The peak flow at Gawler Junction during a 1 in 100 ARI event is now estimated to be
635 m’s".

The review has demonstrated that a shorter duration storm event should be used as the design
flood event. This effectively reduces the volume of flood waters that need to be managed.

The North Para River remains the primary focal point for managing major flood flows.

Floodplain Modelling and Mapping

The base Mike Flood model has been updated to incorporate major changes in the landscape of the
Gawler River floodplain. The model has also been refined to further improve its representation of
culverts and the major railway lines traversing the floodplain. The flood extents remain similar but
slightly less than for the 2007 mapping. A small area of Angle Vale township is no longer considered
to be at risk of flooding from the Gawler River during a 1 in 100 ARI flood event.

Desired Level of Flood Protection

The 1in 100 ARI event is considered to be the desirable and a realistic level of flood protection for
new development as well as for much of the existing floodplain development.

In cases where the failure mechanism may be sudden (e.g. failure of a levee), a higher level of
protection should be considered especially for new developments.

Flood Damages

The present value of potential flood damages from a 1 in 100 ARI flood has been estimated to be
$182 million. The Average Annual Damages from flooding is estimated to be $7.40 million. The
Present Value of these Average Annual Damages (calculated over a 30 year timeframe @ 7%
discount rate) is $109 million.

Public Safety

Over 3000 residential properties are at risk of flooding with a flood hazard rating of medium or
higher. A further 1600 properties are likely to incur nuisance but low hazard flooding.

Flood Mitigation Measures

Two structural flood mitigation strategies are considered to be practical and cost effective means to
reduce the flood damages and public safety exposure. Of these a flood mitigation dam downstream
of Rosedale offers the greatest level of protection and is rated as the most favoured mitigation
option. The mitigation dam would be have a benefit - cost ratio of more than one. It would reduce
the present value of damages from $109 million to $58 million. The dam would costs $50 million.

Strategic levees to protect Two Wells, Gawler and Virginia are an alternative less costly {but less
effective) structural flood mitigation option. Strategic levels would have a benefit — cost ratio
greater than 1.25. The levees would reduce the present value of damages from $109 million down
to $85 million.
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The comparisons of the cost of implementing the various mitigation options and the financial

benefits are summarised in the following table.

TABLE 10 : SUMMARY OF COST BENEFIT ANALYSIS OF FLOOD MITIGATION OPTIONS

Levee Dam
Cost of Structure $19 million $50 million
Damage Reduction $24 million $51 million
Net Present Value $ 5 million $ 1 million
Benefit Cost Ratio $1.25 million $ 1 million

Whilst neither structural option is highly cost effective, either option would be at worst cost neutral
in purely monetary terms but both could be considered effective options once public safety and
intangible costs are considered.

Non structural measures such as a total flood warning system and more effective and consistent
planning measures to manage new development are the most cost effective mitigation options.

Both provide no regrets approaches and should be actioned immediately.
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Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority AWE
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Appendix A : Culverts included in Mike Flood
Model
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Appendix B : Flood Damages Calculation
Summary
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Introduction

The approach applied to estimating flood damages is consistent with Bureau of Transport Economics,
2001.

This approach allocates costs into two primary categories — tangible and intangible. Tangible

damages are then further separated into direct and indirect costs.

The figure below illustrates the damage categorisation process. A description then follows along with
a table of unit rates for different types of damages.

Tangible Intangible
Damages Damages
Finandcial Social and
Environmental
Direct
Drowning
Loss of Memorabilia
Indirect
Inconvenience
Worry

Disruption Caused by the Flood

Actual Contact with Flood Water

| | ] ]
Contents | Structural I | External | | Clean-uE I Financial O rtunit
includes includes includes includes includes includes
building damage to contents of removal of loss of wages, unavailable
contents cupboards sheds, urban fiood debris loss of sales, services
cleaning, and walls, doors infrastructure  and removal loss of production,
repair or and repair or and vehicles of discarded alternative
replacement replacement tems accommeodation
of goods of structural
items

Source: Commonwealth of Australia, 2012

Direct tangible losses

Direct Tangible losses are the most straight forward and obvious. They are the losses that arise from

the destruction of, or damage to, a man made physical asset. This includes losses as a result of

damage to buildings, be they residential, commercial or industrial. They can be:
s private or public buildings;

e crops that are to be harvested for commercial sale and hence have a commercial value
(whether or not they are naturally occurring);

e private or public infrastructure such as roads, railway lines, telecommunications, pipelines,
electricity generation and distribution systems.

e vehicles and plant (e.g. mobile farm machinery);
* livestock; and

* the contents of buildings (e.g. furniture and fittings, retail stock, machinery and goods used
for production of a commercial product).
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Indirect tangible losses
Indirect tangible costs are costs incurred as a consequence of the event occurring, but are not related
directly to the physical damage that has occurred. These costs include such things as the:

* marginal cost incurred by emergency service organisations in responding to the flood;

e equivalent cost of volunteers’ time in assisting with the response effort;

e costsincurred by landholders in cleaning up after the flood, including their time;

* emergency assistance grants given to people to help them deal with urgent issues
(e.g. alternative temporary accommodation, replacing a fridge, fixing damaged windows);

» disruption to business.
Of the above items the most difficult and contentious to quantify is the disruption to business. The
Bureau of Transport Economics (2001) provides the following guidance:

“The cost of lost business is often included in the estimated cost of a disaster. The impact of a
disaster can be devastating for businesses directly affected by that disaster, and local
communities can suffer as a consequence. However, when examining the impact of the disaster
from a national perspective, business disruption costs typically should not be included. This is
because business disruption usually involves a transfer between producers, without a significant
loss in national economic efficiency. There may be occasions when the transfer between
producers involves additional costs, which would be a valid indirect cost of the disaster. Business
disruption costs would be included if the event affected the nation's economy through an
increase in the level of imports or a decrease in exports”.

Intangible costs

This category includes all those items that can not be categorised as a direct or indirect tangible cost.
These costs include the:

o loss of life;

e costs associated with personal injury;

+ increased medical costs / reduced life expectancy associated with increases in levels of
sickness in a community following a disaster including stress related ilinesses;

e disruption to households;

* loss of private memorabilia;

o Joss of heritage values; and

e |oss of items / features of cultural significance.

Intangible costs are those for which no market exists and hence there is no agreed method in place to
quantify them. With respect to intangible losses the Bureau of Transport Economics (2001) advises
that:

“The largest gap in the estimation of disaster costs is the inability to adequately estimate
intangible costs. Evidence suggests that they are at least comparable with direct costs and
possibly much larger. Research is needed to develop reliable methods to overcome this gap”.
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Direct tangible losses calculations

Losses to the following items have been considered in this latest analysis:
+ Damage to buildings including their contents;
« Damage to infrastructure; and
* Damage to crops and stock losses.

Losses to vehicles have not been included as it was considered that mobile equipment could be
readily relocated out of the flood zone given the relatively long lead time that could be provided by
effective flood warning.

Damages to buildings and their contents

Residential buildings

The number of residential buildings that potentially would suffer inundation for the 10, 20, 50, 100
and 200 year ARI events were separately estimated by overlaying the flood inundation maps for
these events on landuse mapping and cadastre data sets. The estimates made in this way were
verified and adjusted where necessary by inspecting aerial photography so that obvious cases where
a property might be inundated but the house may not. Cases where properties were inundated by
shallow water depths of less than 150 mm were also excluded as in these cases it was assumed that
over floor flooding would not be incurred (and hence damages would be substantially less).

Ideally a stage damage curve relationship would have been developed for residential properties
through a process of floodplain modelling and property inspections. This information was not
available therefore damage estimates relied on a damage cost per inundated house of $20,500
which is recommended in Read Sturgess and Associates, 2000 (in BTE, 2001). This figure was
converted to 2014 dollars by applying a CPI adjustment to convert from 1999 to 2014 prices. The
cost of damage for properties where flooding occurred but the house was not inundated was
assumed to be negligible (a conservative simplification of the expected estimated damages).

Large commercial buildings (excluding greenhouses)

BTE (2001) recommends that individual inspection of commercial buildings is the most effective
means of quantifying damage costs. Where this is not possible, generic flood damage tables
prepared by Smith (1994) and reported in BTE (2001) can be used. The costs to commercial
properties has recently been reviewed in the western suburbs of Adelaide and reported in Wright
(2000). The detailed work by Wright (2000) however, applies to the western Adelaide suburb of
Keswick and the results are not considered of relevance to the rural nature of the Gawler River
where most commercial building are likely to be related to storing, processing and package primary
produce (or associated plant and equipment). For this reason the generic tables presented in BTE,
2001 were used.

The generic flood damage tables present a range of costs based on building type (based on five
value classes), area and depth of inundation. For the purposes of this assessment the lowest value
class was selected. The median area of all inundated commercial buildings was calculated to be

190 m® (AWE 2004). A damage value of $7,443 per building was then adopted (and then adjusted to
2014 values by CPI). The same verification process as for the residential properties was used to
exclude those commercial buildings for which over floor flooding was not anticipated.
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Greenhouses (building only, excluding the crop)

The area and location of individual greenhouses was estimated in AWE 2004. These data layers were
applied to the new flood inundation areas and a revised cost estimate made.

The cost of construction of modern greenhouses estimated to be in the range of $20 to $40 per
square metre excluding the cost of the land, water, and irrigation equipment, all of which would not
be affected by floods. A cost value of $27 per square metre was adopted.

Public Infrastructure Damages

Transport infrastructure — Railway lines

A damage cost per kilometre of railway line affected by flooding of $200,000 and adjusted for CPI
was adopted based on damage estimates for the Brown Hill and Keswick Creek catchments
undertaken by Hydro Tasmania (2003).

Transport infrastructure — Roads

The damage rates proposed by Read Sturgess and Associates (2000) as reported in BTE (2001) were
adjusted for CPl and applied.

A range of damage costs are available for different road constructions. The inundated road lengths
were categorised into major sealed, minor sealed and unsealed roads.

Public services and utilities

The reported public infrastructure costs (water, power, sewer and telecommunications) as
presented by Tonkin Consulting (2001) and Earth Tech Engineering (2002) were used to calculate a
damage rate per unit length of inundated road (and adjusted for CPI). Most new services are placed
underground and hence damage is likely to be minimal.

Damage to crops

Scholefield Robinson Horticultural Services (SRHS) undertook a comprehensive review of potential
damages to crops in the AWE (2004) work. This involved:
* estimating the value of horticultural and agricultural production in the Northern Adelaide
Plains region which includes the relevant area of the Gawler River;

+ estimating the value of horticultural and agricultural exports to overseas from the region;

+ identification of the main categories of horticultural and agricultural production susceptible
to flooding and description of the types of losses that may result from flooding;

e formulation of a generic example of loss estimation; and

e estimation of as many as possible of the parameters required to estimate loss in each of
the production commodities or categories.

Most of these estimates were formulated from the data provided by PIRSA other estimates were
made from consultations within SRHS drawing on their collective experience as consultants to many
clients in the region or with similar products.

Estimates of the value of exports overseas for horticultural crops were provided by PIRSA and for
agricultural production were estimated by SRHS from their knowledge of each of the commodities
and of the region. Estimated farmgate value of production for the year ending 30 June 2013 for
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categories of commodities was developed for the neighbouring Smith Creek horticultural areas by
EconSearch. These sources of information were used to estimate unit rates for crop losses for
various crops.

The original work by SRHS utilised a range of landuse data sets to collate the above apportionment
of crops. For this revised damage estimate process it was assumed that the same mix of crops was
being grown in the region as was estimated by SRHS in 2004.

In this latest damage estimate process more recent but coarser landuse data was used (2013
landuse data from Planning SA web site). In this data set primary production was split into
agriculture, horticulture and livestock.

Areas ascribed as agriculture were assumed to be cereals; livestock - grazing; whilst horticulture was
apportioned across the various crop types as per the 2004 proportions. Greenhouses were
accounted for separately (because there was sufficient information to enable this from the earlier
2009 data coverages).

Indirect tangible damage estimates

Indirect costs are costs incurred as a consequence of the event occurring, but are not related
directly to the physical damage that has occurred. These items are often not measured and can be
difficult to accurately quantify.

Our approach to this task was to estimate these costs wherever possible.

The cost of lost business was not estimated. Given that most of the economic activity of the region
is agricultural and relies on the production of one crop or in some case two or three, the effect of a
flood will be to decimate the crop but not necessarily limit the production of a subsequent crop in
the same year (if multiple crops can be grown) or in the years that follow, unless flood waters
introduce a disease to the soils or other mode of crop damage. It was therefore considered that the
estimate of crop damage under the Direct Tangible category adequately addressed crop and hence
loss of business costs. Additional allowances under this category could be claimed to double count
the actual loss.

BTE (2001) discuss the difficulty in estimating these losses at great length and conclude that
wherever possible cost should be estimated directly but where this is not possible draw on their
body of case study reviews to suggest that for flood damages, indirect tangible costs usually vary
between 25 and 40 percent of the direct tangible costs.

The direct cost estimate method was applied herein. This resulted in a cost midway between the 25
and 40% methods.

Direct estimation of costs

Estimates of costs were made in the following categories:

+ Emergency Response;

Relief costs/grants;

e Clean up costs residential;

Clean up costs commercial; and

e Emergency accommodation.
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Emergency response

Tonkin Consulting {2001) estimated the response costs for the 1992 floods. These estimates were
adopted and adjusted for CPl. These costs were converted to a unit rate cost per inundated
residential property (on the assumption that response costs would be proportional to the number of
people and properties affected by the flood).

Relief costs and grants

These costs were estimated on the basis that on average a grant relief cost would amount to $2,500
per property as determined in AWE (2004) (and adjusted for CPI). This figure was determined
following a review of recorded cost from the 1992 floods and grants made to assist landholders
subjected to flooding of the Patawalonga Lake in 2004, (as reported in AWE (2004}). It was assumed
that only properties with over floor flooding would receive a grant.

Clean up costs

Cleanup costs were estimated using the number of residential and commercial properties (including
greenhouses) potentially affected by flooding. The rates used were guided by those presented in
BTE (2001) and adjusted for CPI.

Emergency accommodation

Emergency accommodation costs were estimated by again using rates published in BTE (2001). It
was assumed that only those properties with over floor flooding would require emergency
accommodation.

Intangible costs

Intangible costs are all very difficult to estimate and in many cases no attempt is made to quantify
them in monetary terms, but rather to simply acknowledge their existence and to take into
consideration that they can be substantial, particularly in the case when costing marginal disaster
mitigation schemes. An extract from BTE (2001) follows that provides an outline of the scale of
these costs.

“Available estimates of intangible costs suggest that they are very substantial.

A frequently quoted example is that of the Buffalo Creek flood of 1972, which resulted from the
collapse of a dam at a coal mine. There were 125 people killed (Erikson 1976). Almost all of the
survivors suffered psycholegical problems and 625 of them sued the company. Stern {1976)
estimated the losses to households using the schedule of compensation and trauma scale
resulting from the court case. In a conceptually similar study, Allee et al. (1980) constructed a
scale of trauma suffered by residents in Tug Fork in the United States and estimated the costs by
use of the Veteran’s Administration Compensation Scheme. Both studies gave an estimate of
loss approximately double the direct damage suffered by the households.

In the UK, flood-affected residents were interviewed after a number of floods. They were asked
to compare the different impacts of the flood in terms of their relative severity (Parker, Green
and Thompson 1987, p. 104). Stress and loss of memorabilia generally ranked above the impact
of damage to house and contents. For many people, the effect of having their gardens damaged
is similar to the loss of memorabilia. Yeo (2000) reported that a number of respondents to
National Hazard Research Centre surveys were sad at the degraded state of their gardens
following floods in 1998.
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One of the most comprehensive studies of the health effects of floods was that by Chamberlain,
Hartshorn et al. (1981) of the 1974 Brisbane flood. The Chamberliain, Hartshorn et al. (1981)
report showed that 14 months after the flood, 23 per cent of respondents to a survey had still

not recovered from the effects of the experience.

Anecdotal evidence of other disasters indicates that the emotional and psychological effects can

last for decades.”

These few cases illustrate that there is little doubt that intangible costs faced by households as a
result of flooding are very important.”

TABLE 1 : FLOOD DAMAGE UNIT RATES TABLE

Item Unit Rate Source
Direct Tangible Rates
Major Road km $75,000* BTRE, 2001
Minor Sealed Road km $24,000* BTRE, 2001
Unsealed Road km $10,600* BTRE, 2001
Services km $8,890* BTRE, 2001
House over floor flooding per house $32,263* BTRE, 2001
Commercial Building per building $11,715* BTRE, 2001
Structural damage to Greenhouses m’ $27* AWE, 2009
Grazing Land ha $374 Econ Search 2014
Crops (not irrigated) ha S350 Econ Search 2014
Irrigated perennial horticulture ha $13,951 Econ Search 2014
Irrigated oleaginous fruits ha 52,135 Econ Search 2014
Irrigated vine fruits ha $4,701 Econ Search 2014
Irrigated vegetables & herbs ha $65,906 Econ Search 2014
Greenhouse Crops ha $71,585 Econ Search 2014
Indirect Tangible
Actual costs from 1992
Emergency Response per property $1,255 escalated
. Actual costs from 1992
Relief Grants per property $3,596 escalated to 2014
. . Actual costs from 1992
Clean up Residential per property $3,927 escalated to 2014
) . Actual costs from 1992
Clean up Commercial/Industrial per property $3,798 escalated to 2014
. Actual costs from 1992
Emergency Accommodation per property S676 escalated to 2014

*Escalated to 2014 with CPI (192.5 — from 1999 base of 122.3).
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TABLE 2 : CURRENT FLOOD DAMAGE ESTIMATES FOR VARIOUS ARIS

ARI 200 ARI 100 ARI 50 ARI 20 ARI* 10 ARI*
Direct Tangible $159,543,892 | $138504,076 | $81,720,146 $22,048,312 $14,311,612
{export crops only)

Direct Tangible (local

$252,793,264 $225,199,275 $144,421,726 $54,922,783 $17,429,841
and export crops)

Indirect Tangible $52,368,513 | $43.756.455 | $20,293,939 $1,984,172 $1,388,282
Total Tangible - $211,912,404 | $182,260,531 | $102,014,085 | $24,032,484 | $15699,894
export crops only

Total Tangible —

local and export $305,161,776 | $268,955730 | $164,715,666 | $56,906,955 | $18,818,123

crops included

*Estimated from 2007 mapping.

TABLE 3 : FLOOD DAMAGES SUMMARY

Flood Frequency (ARI) g?ﬁ?&";?;;

1in10 S$15m

1in 20 $24m

1in50 $102m

1in 100 $182m

1in 200 $212m

Average Annual Damage $7.40m
Present Value of Damages™ $109m

*Calculated over a thirty year timeframe using a discount rate of 7% per annum. Note: a lower
discount rate will result in higher damage costs. Similarly, a longer timeframe for evaluating
damage cost will increase the present value of damages.

The results presented in Table 3 adopt a direct calculation approach for Indirect Tangible losses
(based on observed response costs) and hence are likely to be low.

Assumptions have also been made with respect to the exclusion of crop losses for crops that are
sold locally. The damage (losses) to crops listed above only includes crops for the export market.
Hence the potential damage costs could be much higher than those summarised above. If the value
of local crop losses are included then the present value would be around $172 million.

As outlined above, the damage estimates above also make no allowance for Intangible losses. The
literature suggests these could be substantial and if included would increase the above costs buy
around 60%.

If these additional but less certain intangible costs were allowed for the present value of damages
would be much higher again.
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C. COUNCIL/COMMITTEE TO DECIDE HOW LONG ITEM 16.3 IS TO BE KEPT IN
CONFIDENCE

Purpose

To resolve how long agenda item 16.3 is to be kept confidential.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

That pursuant to Section 90(2) and Section 91(7) of the Local Government Act 1999 the
Council orders that the following aspects of Item 16.3 be kept confidential:

e Report for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

e Attachment(s) for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

e Discussion for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme

e Decision for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

Options

Option 1

That pursuant to Section 90(2) and Section 91(7) of the Local Government Act 1999 the
Council orders that the following aspects of Iltem 16.3 be kept confidential:

e Report for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

e Attachment(s) for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

e Discussion for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

e Decision for Item 16.3 until the Gawler River Floodplain Management Authority
releases the Findings report for the Gawler River Flood Mitigation Scheme.

Option 2

The Council/Committee determines a different timeframe for any “in confidence” aspects of
agenda item 16.3 to remain in confidence.

Analysis of Options

Option 1

This item is excluded from the public on the basis that it relates to Section 90 (3) (b) of the
Local Government Act 1999.

This matter is confidential because it identifies communities that may or may not be required
to be acquired in future. As a consequence if this information was released to the public it
may cause undue distress to residents and communities, when final solutions may have
significantly less impacts. In the correspondence from the Executive Officer of the Gawler
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River Floodplain Management Authority the request has been made to consider the report ‘in
the strictest of confidence’.

The report, attachment, discussion and decision by this Council discuss the issue of the
construction of flood mitigation dams that will, if built in accordance with the draft Flood
Mitigations Options Report, impact significantly upon communities in the upper and lower
reached of the Gawler River. The recommendation put to the GRFMA suggests changes to
the structural solutions that minimize this potential impact and subject to the deliberations of
the GRFMA may address this by incorporating the preferred structural alternatives that
minimize the community impact.

Option 2

The Council may determine that certain or all aspects of agenda item 16.3 remain in
confidence.
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