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Executive Summary 

Torrent Consulting was engaged by Griffith City Council to undertake a flood mapping update for 
Yenda, following recent works to mitigate flooding within the township. 

This assessment has included development of a TUFLOW model originally developed by BMT for 
the EBP at the MI Main Canal EMR. The model development included: 

 an updated flood gate representation at the EMR 
 incorporating survey data of the recent MI NBC widening project 
 design details of the recently constructed Thorne Road upgrade 
 a representation of the Shiraz Drive residential development earthworks. 

The updated TUFLOW model was simulated for the full range of design flood events. Mapping has 
been produced showing the modelled peak flood depths and levels for the 10% AEP, 5% AEP, 2% 
AREP, 1% AEP, 0.5% AEP, 0.2% AEP and the Extreme Flood event. Flood hazard and flood function 
mapping has also been produced for the 1% AEP event. 

FPA mapping has been based on the extent of the Extreme Flood, except in Myall Park and Collina, 
where the extent of the 1% AEP + 0.5 m level has been adopted. The FPA mapping excludes the 
Griffith CBD and Yenda, as they are not subject to mainstream flooding at the 1% AEP event. For 
appropriate flood planning controls, users should refer to the Griffith Major Overland Flow Floodplain 
Risk Management Study and Plan for CBD Catchments (WMA Water, 2013) and the latest version 
of Council’s Buildings Floor Heights Policy, accordingly. 

An updated design flood mapping series is presented within the accompanying Flood Mapping 
Compendium (M.T2088.001.03). 

The impacts of the flood mitigation works that have been implemented show a significant reduction 
in flooding at Yenda and the surrounding area. The exception is within the Mirrool Creek floodplain 
downstream of the Main Canal, where increased peak flood levels of 0.1-0.2 m are typical 
downstream to Drew Road. Between Drew Road and the Barren Box Storage and Wetland this is 
reduced to 0.0-0.1 m. 

The study was placed on public exhibition from 5 March 2021 to 9 April 2021, with a community 
consultation forum held by Council at Yenda Diggers Club on 18 March 2021. 

A total of eight submissions were received from the community as part of this consultation process. 
Responses to these submissions are provided in Appendix A. 

. 
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1 Introduction 

Torrent Consulting was engaged by Griffith City Council to undertake a flood mapping update for 
Yenda, following recent works to mitigate flooding within the township. More broadly, this required 
updating of the TUFLOW model developed for the Griffith Main Drain J Flood Study, Floodplain Risk 
Management Study (FRMS) and Emergency Breaching Protocols (EBP) at the East Mirrool 
Regulator (EMR). A complete update of the flood mapping product for the Griffith Main Drain J 
catchment has also been undertaken. 

This report summarises the updates that have been made to the TUFLOW model and subsequent 
flood mapping process. 
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2 Model Development 

For this assessment, the TUFLOW model developed by BMT for the EBP at the MI Main Canal EMR 
was provided to Torrent Consulting by Griffith City Council. This formed the baseline from which the 
required model updates were implemented. The model updates are summarised below: 

 the TUFLOW version was updated to the 2020-01-AB release, from the 2018-03-AA with 
which it was previously simulated 

 WAE (work as executed) details of the recently constructed floodgate structures at the EMR 
were provided by Council (“ES-2-96 (DWGS 001 - 011 and 910)_RevA_.pdf”) and used to 
update the existing structure in the TUFLOW model 

 survey data of the Northern Branch Canal (NBC) embankment crest levels following the 
recent MI NBC widening project were provided by Council and were used to update the 
embankment crest levels in the TUFLOW model 

 design details of the recently constructed Thorne Road upgrade were provided by Council 
(“861 SOUTHERN INDUSTRIAL LINK STAGE 2A.pdf”, “861 SOUTHERN INDUSTRIAL 
LINK, STAGE 2b ROUNDABOUT - APPROVED DESIGN.pdf” and “Thorne Rd Drainage 
Improvments.pdf”) and were used to update road crest levels and cross-drainage 
infrastructure in the TUFLOW model 

 details of the Shiraz Drive residential development were estimated from the 2014 LPI LiDAR 
data and recent Google aerial imagery and were used to update the local TUFLOW model 
topography 

 assumptions regarding the implementation of the EMR EBP were retained, with the flood 
gates being opened for events of a 5% AEP and rarer and breaching of the canal bank 
occurring for events of a 2% AEP and rarer 

 the hydrological inputs for the local Main Drain J catchment runoff (excluding Mirrool Creek) 
in the EMR EBP model were found to be inconsistent with the adopted design conditions in 
the Flood Study and FRMS and so the model was updated to revert back to the adopted 
design flood conditions. 

 



Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek – Yenda Flood Mapping Update 3 
Flood Mapping 

D:\Projects\T2088_Yenda_Flood_Mapping\Docs\R.T2088.001.03.docx  

3 Flood Mapping 

The updated TUFLOW model was simulated for the full range of design flood events and a similar 
flood mapping series has been produced, consistent with those of the Griffith Main Drain J FRMS 
and the EMR Emergency Breaching Protocols. Each set of maps in the mapping series comprises 
seven map views – one giving an overview of the study area and six providing improved detail for 
the locations of Yenda, North Yenda, Beelbangera, Yoogali, Hanwood and Warburn. 

Mapping has been produced showing the modelled peak flood depths and levels for the 10% AEP, 
5% AEP, 2% AREP, 1% AEP, 0.5% AEP, 0.2% AEP and the Extreme Flood event. The Extreme 
Flood has previously been referenced as the PMF, which is technically not correct, being based on 
a simple 3x flow increase of the 1% AEP event. However, for flood planning, the PMF and Extreme 
Event serve a similar purpose. 

Flood hazard and flood function mapping has also been produced for the 1% AEP event. The flood 
hazard is based on the definition in the NSW Floodplain Development Manual and is consistent with 
the previous studies. Flood function (or hydraulic categorisation) mapping is also consistent with the 
approach used in the previous studies, i.e. a VxD product of > 0.1 has been used to identify areas of 
floodway, with flood storage areas representing peak flood depths > 0.5 m. The existing floodway 
definition for the Mirrool Creek floodplain upstream of the Main Canal has also been retained, 
including the use of the Main Canal between Dalton’s Runner and the EMR. 

For most of the study area the Extreme Flood event is no more than 0.5 m higher than the level of 
the 1% AEP event. Therefore, the extent of the Extreme Flood has been used to define the Flood 
Planning Area (FPA). There are a few exceptions to this: 

 within Myall Park the Extreme Flood level is over 1.0 m higher than the 1% AEP event, 
therefore, the FPA has instead been defined by projection of the 1% AEP + 0.5 m level onto 
the underlying ground surface LiDAR DEM 

 for the Extreme Flood event the flood extent connects Myall Park through to Collina but at 
the 1% AEP event the flood extent is limited to Collina only. The FPA at Collina has therefore 
been defined by projection of the 1% AEP + 0.5 m level onto the underlying ground surface 
LiDAR DEM 

 within the Griffith CBD (north of the Main Canal) the local flood conditions are better 
represented within the Griffith CBD Catchment Overland Flow Flood Study (WMA Water, 
2012). For appropriate flood planning controls, users should refer to the Griffith Major 
Overland Flow Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan for CBD Catchments (WMA 
Water, 2013) 

 within Yenda the potential inundation at the 1% AEP event is effectively limited to local 
catchment runoff and drainage, rather than mainstream flooding. For appropriate flood 
planning controls, users should refer to the latest version of Council’s Buildings Floor Heights 
Policy. 

The updated design flood mapping series is presented within the accompanying Flood Mapping 
Compendium (M.T2088.001.03). 
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4 Flood Mitigation Impacts 

The impacts of the flood mitigation works that have been implemented at Yenda can be discerned 
through comparison of the modelled results presented in the Flood Mapping Compendium with those 
of the Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek Flood Study and FRMS. However, for ease of 
interpretation a direct comparison of the 1% AEP and 0.5% AEP events is presented at selected 
locations in Table 4-1. Impact mapping at Yenda for these events is also provided in Figure 4-1 and 
Figure 4-2. 

Overall, the impact of the flood mitigation works show a significant reduction in flooding at Yenda 
and the surrounding area. The exception is within the Mirrool Creek floodplain downstream of the 
Main Canal, where increased peak flood levels of 0.1-0.2 m are typical downstream to Drew Road. 
Between Drew Road and the Barren Box Storage and Wetland this is reduced to 0.0-0.1 m. 

Table 4-1 Modelled Impact of Yenda Flood Mitigation Works 

  1% AEP Level (m AHD) 0.5% AEP Level (m AHD) 

ID Location Previous Revised Impact Previous Revised Impact 

1 Dredge St 130.76 Dry Dry 130.87 130.60 -0.27 

2 Henry St – Allen St 130.90 Dry Dry 131.02 130.69 -0.33 

3 Railway Pde – North St 130.98 Dry Dry 131.11 130.90 -0.21 

4 Henry St – Bingar St 131.00 Dry Dry 131.13 130.79 -0.34 

5 BG Way – Wood Rd 131.58 Dry Dry 131.65 131.57 -0.08 

6 Curran Rd 131.48 Dry Dry 131.59 131.30 -0.29 

7 BG Way – Wakley Rd 132.30 Dry Dry 132.40 132.29 -0.11 

8 Barracks Rd 131.71 Dry Dry 131.78 Dry Dry 

9 BG Way – WSR Rd 133.65 133.46 -0.19 133.72 133.59 -0.13 

10 WSR Rd – Barracks Rd 132.91 Dry Dry 132.98 Dry Dry 

11 NBC Rd – Pomroy Rd 133.83 Dry Dry 133.90 Dry Dry 

12 Halse Rd 134.48 134.19 -0.29 134.56 134.34 -0.22 

13 WSR Rd – Mirrool Ck 131.91 132.05 +0.14 131.95 132.13 +0.18 

14 Myall Park Rd N 129.99 Dry Dry 130.03 129.92 -0.11 

15 Myall Park Rd S 130.19 130.01 -0.18 130.27 130.12 -0.15 

16 Colombana Rd 130.56 Dry Dry 130.64 130.41 -0.23 

17 Twigg Rd 131.18 Dry Dry 131.22 131.07 -0.15 

18 Simpson Rd 131.19 Dry Dry 132.26 132.02 -0.24 
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Figure 4-1 Modelled 1% AEP Peak Flood Level Impact 
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Figure 4-2 Modelled 0.5% AEP Peak Flood Level Impact 
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5 Community Consultation 

The study was placed on public exhibition from 5 March 2021 to 9 April 2021, with a community 
consultation forum held by Council at Yenda Diggers Club on 18 March 2021. 

A total of eight submissions were received from the community as part of this consultation process. 
Responses to these submissions are provided in Appendix A. 
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6 Conclusion 

Torrent Consulting was engaged by Griffith City Council to undertake a flood mapping update for 
Yenda, following recent works to mitigate flooding within the township. 

This assessment has included development of a TUFLOW model originally developed by BMT for 
the EBP at the MI Main Canal EMR. The model development included: 

 an updated flood gate representation at the EMR 
 incorporating survey data of the recent MI NBC widening project 
 design details of the recently constructed Thorne Road upgrade 
 a representation of the Shiraz Drive residential development earthworks. 

The updated TUFLOW model was simulated for the full range of design flood events. Mapping has 
been produced showing the modelled peak flood depths and levels for the 10% AEP, 5% AEP, 2% 
AREP, 1% AEP, 0.5% AEP, 0.2% AEP and the Extreme Flood event. Flood hazard and flood function 
mapping has also been produced for the 1% AEP event. 

FPA mapping has been based on the extent of the Extreme Flood, except in Myall Park and Collina, 
where the extent of the 1% AEP + 0.5 m level has been adopted. The FPA mapping excludes the 
Griffith CBD and Yenda, as they are not subject to mainstream flooding at the 1% AEP event. For 
appropriate flood planning controls, users should refer to the Griffith Major Overland Flow Floodplain 
Risk Management Study and Plan for CBD Catchments (WMA Water, 2013) and the latest version 
of Council’s Buildings Floor Heights Policy, accordingly. 

An updated design flood mapping series is presented within the accompanying Flood Mapping 
Compendium (M.T2088.001.03). 

The impacts of the flood mitigation works that have been implemented show a significant reduction 
in flooding at Yenda and the surrounding area. The exception is within the Mirrool Creek floodplain 
downstream of the Main Canal, where increased peak flood levels of 0.1-0.2 m are typical 
downstream to Drew Road. Between Drew Road and the Barren Box Storage and Wetland this is 
reduced to 0.0-0.1 m. 

The study was placed on public exhibition from 5 March 2021 to 9 April 2021, with a community 
consultation forum held by Council at Yenda Diggers Club on 18 March 2021. 

A total of eight submissions were received from the community as part of this consultation process. 
Responses to these submissions are provided in Appendix A. 

 



Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek – Yenda Flood Mapping Update 9 
References 

D:\Projects\T2088_Yenda_Flood_Mapping\Docs\R.T2088.001.03.docx  

7 References 

BMT WBM (2015) Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek Flood Study 

BMT WBM (2015) Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek Floodplain Risk Management Study and 
Plan 

BMT (2018) EMR Emergency Breaching Protocols and Decision Support Framework 

NSW Government (2005) Floodplain Development Manual 

WMA Water (2012) Griffith CBD Catchment Overland Flow Flood Study 

WMA Water (2013) Griffith Major Overland Flow Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan for 
CBD Catchments 

 



Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek – Yenda Flood Mapping Update 10 
Appendix A Response to Public Exhibition Submissions 

D:\Projects\T2088_Yenda_Flood_Mapping\Docs\R.T2088.001.03.docx  

Appendix A Response to Public Exhibition Submissions 

Flood Map Discrepancy 

 

A discrepancy in the flood mapping, between the originally adopted flood mapping series and that of 
the Flood Mapping Update, has been highlighted on the right floodplain immediately downstream of 
the EMR. 

This difference in mapping output is an intended change. Significant additional model development 
was undertaken following the original mapping as part of the modelling to support the EBP for the 
Main Canal at the EMR. The model development included improvements in the representation of the 
Main Canal, the upstream approach flows to the EMR siphon and the Mirrool Creek floodplain 
between the Main Canal and the Barren Box Storage and Wetland (BBSW). The change in mapping 
at this location is a function of the many improvements that have been made to the TUFLOW model 
in the intervening period. 
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Mr. Parisotto 

The submission from Mr. Parisotto does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the Flood 
Mapping Update and is a broader Council issue regarding development control and approval. 

Ms. Poscoliero 

The submission from Ms. Poscoliero does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the 
Flood Mapping Update and is a broader Council issue regarding the provision and maintenance of 
local stormwater drainage infrastructure. 

Mr. Budd 

The submission from Mr. Budd raises three concerns in relation to the Flood Mapping Update. The 
first concern relates to the 0.5% AEP flooding for Yenda presented in Figure E-2 of the Flood 
Mapping Compendium and whether the source of flooding is local rainfall or Mirrool Creek flood 
waters. Whilst there would be a contribution from local rainfall, most of this flood water is likely from 
Mirrool Creek. The implemented floodplain risk management measures prevent Mirrool Creek flood 
waters from inundating Yenda at the 1% AEP event, but not the 0.5% AEP event. As discussed 
previously, the most readily identifiable way to prevent Mirrool Creek flood waters from entering North 
Yenda (or Yenda at the 0.5% AEP event) would be the construction of a 1 km long and 1.0-1.5 m 
high levee connecting the right bank of the NBC through to higher ground in Binya Forest. This is a 
future floodplain risk management option that could be considered by Council, but it was not a 
recommendation of the FRMS. 

The second concern relates to the flooding within the Myall Park area and whether this is from local 
catchment rainfall or from Mirrool Creek. The flooding in Myall Park is dominated by local catchment 
rainfall-runoff. However, in the 1% AEP and 0.5% AEP flood events there will be a level of 
contribution from Mirrool Creek, via any flood waters that reach DC ‘T’ alongside Fowler Road. It is 
likely that flood waters were released by MI from the NBC into Myall Park during the 2012 flood event, 
once the NBC was compromised by Mirrool Creek flood waters. This water would likely have spilt 
from the NBC into Myall Park if not released but releasing it in that way helps to protect the irrigation 
infrastructure. Again, options to reduce this input from Mirrool Creek could be investigated as a future 
floodplain risk management option (the same one that would impact Yenda and North Yenda), but it 
was not a recommendation of the FRMS. 

The third and final concern relates to the exclusion of certain areas from the Flood Planning Area 
(FPA) map in Figure J-1, namely Collina and Yenda. The area at south Collina that is inundated at 
the 1% AEP has been added to the FPA mapping, as discussed in Section 3. It was initially removed 
on the basis that it would be covered more accurately in the Griffith Major Overland Flow Floodplain 
Risk Management Study and Plan for CBD Catchments (WMA Water, 2013). However, this location 
is not covered within the CBD Catchments study and so the FPA mapping needs to be provided. The 
area covered by the CBD Catchments mapping has been highlighted within the FPA mapping series 
within the Mapping Compendium. 

In the case of Yenda the FPA has not been mapped because it is based on the 1% AEP flood event 
and Yenda is now effectively free from mainstream flood inundation at the 1% AEP. However, 
Council’s Buildings Floor Heights Policy will still apply and provides suitable finished floor level 
guidance for flood planning purposes. This has been added to Section 3 of this report and highlighted 
within the FPA mapping series within the Mapping Compendium. 





•

N.B. Lifting the Burley Griffin Way to the same height as Location 9, ie 133.65 AHD would 
significantly slow flood waters crossing Burley Griffin Way, protect the railway tracks and 
prevent 1% flooding in North Yenda and residual flood risk to residential Yenda.   



The bridge and MI outlets need building up to the peak flood level indicated on page 14 
Torrent Report same as Pomroy Road location 11 AHD 133.9metres. 
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Yenda Progress Association (2 April 2021) 

The submission from the Yenda Progress Association (YPA) of 2 April 2021 raises several concerns, 
the first of which relates to the third recommendation in Chapter 6 of the Emergency Breaching 
Protocols (EBP) report (BMT, 2018). This recommendation was included because of potential low 
points in the banks of the Northern Branch Canal (NBC). However, the recent works by 
Murrumbidgee Irrigation (MI) to widen the NBC has resulted in changes to the NBC banks. The 
resultant bank crest levels have been surveyed and incorporated into the TUFLOW model, as per 
the third dot point of Chapter 2 in the Yenda Flood Mapping Update report (Torrent Consulting, 2021). 
As such, the recommendation within the EBP report has been satisfied. 

The second concern relates to the modelled 1% AEP inundation in North Yenda and the ability for 
Yenda to remain flood-free under such conditions. The modelled 1% AEP flood depths for Yenda are 
provided in Figure D-2 of the Yenda Flood Mapping Update Flood Mapping Compendium, not in 
Figure 4-1 (as suggested by YPA) which shows flood impacts resulting from the implementation of 
the floodplain risk management measures. From Figure D-2 the 1% AEP flood depths are around 
0.1-0.3 m (not the 0.2-0.5 m suggested by YPA). The TUFLOW model includes the structures on 
Main Drain J that enable flood waters to pass from North Yenda into Yenda and beyond. As such, 
this suggests that the drainage capacity is sufficient to convey the modelled flood flows from North 
Yenda through Yenda, without resulting in flood inundation within Yenda itself. 

The TUFLOW model does not include the minor local cross-drainage structures at Myall Park Road 
or Twigg Road, as these are beyond the scale of mechanism that the model was developed to 
simulate, i.e., it is a mainstream regional flood model, not a local drainage study for Yenda. It is 
acknowledged that a small amount of flood waters would likely flow through these structures into 
Yenda during a 1% AEP regional flood event. However, this is expected to be relatively small in 
relation to the available drainage capacity within Yenda and is unlikely to result in significant flooding. 

The third concern again relates to the third recommendation in Chapter 6 of the EBP report. Whilst 
options to improve the management of flood waters flowing north along the eastern side of the NBC 
have not specifically been investigated, the recent widening works by MI and subsequent survey of 
the NBC banks has served to address the original recommendation within the EBP report. As 
previously discussed, the NBC works have been included in the TUFLOW model and the simulated 
results do not indicate a compromising of Yenda’s flood immunity at the 1% AEP event. 

The fourth concern relates to inundation of Burley Griffin Way to the west of the Whitton Stock Route. 
As discussed previously, the modelled 1% AEP flood depths for Yenda are provided in Figure D-2 of 
the Yenda Flood Mapping Update Flood Mapping Compendium, not in Figure 4-1 (as suggested by 
YPA). The 1% AEP flood depth mapping clearly shows this low-lying section of the highway, 
consistent with that produced in the Flood Study. Also, lifting the Burley Griffin Way to a level of 
133.65 m AHD would not result in the outcomes suggested by YPA. Whilst slowing of waters crossing 
the highway and railway might result from this, the available survey data indicates that increased 
flood waters would spill across the NBC and present an increased flood risk to Yenda. 

The fifth concern relates to the Griffith – Temora railway line crossings of the NBC. It is not 
understood specifically what the concern is, so no comment can be provided in response. However, 
it does not appear to be related to the work of the Flood Mapping Update. 

The sixth and final concern relates to the Wood Road crossing of the NBC. Localised low points 
within the NBC banks are a legitimate concern, because they do present the potential for flood waters 
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to spill into Yenda during a rare flood event such as the 1% AEP. The survey of the NBC channel 
banks identifies the Wood Road crossing as a localised low point. However, the survey data provides 
an elevation of this low point as being 133.89 m AHD, compared to a peak 1% AEP flood level of 
133.83 m AHD within the floodplain to the east. As such, there is nothing within the available survey 
data to suggest a low point within the bank that locally compromises the flood protection afforded to 
Yenda. However, raising the road level at this location would provide a greater level of freeboard. 

  





Griffith Main Drain J and Mirrool Creek – Yenda Flood Mapping Update 14 
Appendix A Response to Public Exhibition Submissions 

D:\Projects\T2088_Yenda_Flood_Mapping\Docs\R.T2088.001.03.docx  

Yenda Progress Association (11 April 2021) 

The submission from the YPA of 11 April 2021 only includes one comment relating to flooding, which 
is item d). The comment highlights that North Yenda is still flooding, despite the adoption of the EBP, 
upgraded flood gates and raising of the NBC bank. 

The remnant flooding in North Yenda is not considered a failure of Council (as the YPA has 
suggested) to adhere to the Flood Study recommendations or requirements of the NSW Floodplain 
Development Manual. The specific protection of North Yenda was not considered as part of the Flood 
Study or Floodplain Risk Management Study (FRMS), the focus of which was preventing flood waters 
breaching the NBC and entering the main community of Yenda. 

The Flood Mapping Update for Yenda has identified that the floodplain risk management measures 
that have been implemented result in a reduction of peak flood levels at the 1% AEP event of around 
0.2-0.4 m through North Yenda, with a reduction of around 0.1-0.2 m at the 0.5% AEP event. Whilst 
not flood-free, the community of North Yenda still benefits from the implemented floodplain risk 
management measures. 

Whilst some of the flooding in North Yenda is a result of local catchment runoff, there is still a flood 
flow contribution from Mirrool Creek. The most readily identifiable way to prevent Mirrool Creek flood 
waters from entering North Yenda (or Yenda at the 0.5% AEP event) would be the construction of a 
1 km long and 1.0-1.5 m high levee connecting the right bank of the NBC through to higher ground 
in Binya Forest. This is a future floodplain risk management option that could be considered by 
Council, but it was not a recommendation of the FRMS. It is important to note that any such mitigation 
option could potentially redirect increased flood waters across the NBC and into Yenda. Any potential 
future floodplain risk management options should of course be considered through the proper due 
process.  
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Yenda Flood Victims Association 

The submission from the Yenda Flood Victims Association (YFVA) raises several concerns, which 
are addressed below. The first concern is included within the background section of the submission, 
while the others are numbered one through seven. 

The concern raised towards the end of the background section relates to the modelled 1% AEP 
inundation in North Yenda and the ability for Yenda to remain flood-free under such conditions. The 
modelled 1% AEP flood depths for Yenda are provided in Figure D-2 of the Yenda Flood Mapping 
Update Flood Mapping Compendium, not in Figure 4-1 (as suggested by YFVA) which shows flood 
impacts resulting from the implementation of the floodplain risk management measures. From Figure 
D-2 the 1% AEP flood depths are around 0.1-0.3 m (not the 0.2-0.5 m suggested by YFVA). The 
TUFLOW model includes the structures on Main Drain J that enable flood waters to pass from North 
Yenda into Yenda and beyond. As such, this suggests that the drainage capacity is sufficient to 
convey the modelled flood flows from North Yenda through Yenda, without resulting in flood 
inundation within Yenda itself.

The numbered concerns item 1 does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the Flood 
Mapping Update and is a broader issue regarding the logistics of implementing the Emergency 
Breaching Protocols. 

The numbered concerns item 2 relates to inundation of Burley Griffin Way to the west of the Whitton 
Stock Route. As discussed previously, the modelled 1% AEP flood depths for Yenda are provided in 
Figure D-2 of the Yenda Flood Mapping Update Flood Mapping Compendium, not in Figure 4-1 (as 
suggested by YFVA). It is an incorrect statement that the TUFLOW software is not based on 
topographic data. The 1% AEP flood depth mapping clearly shows this low-lying section of the 
highway, consistent with that produced in the Flood Study. Also, building up the Burley Griffin Way 
at this location would present an increased flood risk for Yenda, as the available survey data indicates 
that increased flood waters would spill across the NBC. 

The numbered concerns item 3 relates to the Griffith – Temora railway line crossings of the NBC. It 
is not understood specifically what the concern is, so no comment can be provided in response. 
However, it does not appear to be related to the work of the Flood Mapping Update. 

The numbered concerns item 4 relates to the Wood Road crossing of the NBC. Localised low points 
within the NBC banks are a legitimate concern, because they do present the potential for flood waters 
to spill into Yenda during a rare flood event such as the 1% AEP. The survey of the NBC channel 
banks identifies the Wood Road crossing as a localised low point. However, the survey data provides 
an elevation of this low point as being 133.89 m AHD, compared to a peak 1% AEP flood level of 
133.83 m AHD within the floodplain to the east. As such, there is nothing within the available survey 
data to suggest a low point within the bank that locally compromises the flood protection afforded to 
Yenda. However, raising the road level at this location would provide a greater level of freeboard. 

The numbered concerns item 5 does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the Flood 
Mapping Update and is a broader issue regarding floodplain management within the upstream 
catchment. 

The numbered concerns item 6 does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the Flood 
Mapping Update and is a broader issue regarding the potential for localised impacts when enacting 
the Emergency Breaching Protocols. 
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The numbered concerns item 7 does not relate to the work that has been undertaken for the Flood 
Mapping Update and is a broader issue regarding the logistics of implementing the Emergency 
Breaching Protocols. 
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Mr. Rossetto 

The submission from Mr. Rossetto raises several concerns, which are addressed below. These are 
generally arranged within numbered items one through four, with additional points a), b) and c) within 
the concluding remarks. 

The numbered concerns item 1 relates to flood flows from Mirrool Creek and local catchment runoff 
that flow in a northerly direction parallel to the NBC and then overtop Burley Griffin Way and the 
railway. The observation of this flood behaviour during the 2012 event is consistent with the TUFLOW 
modelling that was undertaken by BMT for the development of the Flood Study, Floodplain Risk 
Management Study and Emergency Breaching Protocols. That same TUFLOW modelling has been 
updated for the undertaking of this flood mapping update. The 1% AEP flood depth mapping (refer 
Figure D-2 of the Mapping Compendium) clearly shows this low-lying section of the highway, 
consistent with that produced in the Flood Study. Also, building up the Burley Griffin Way at this 
location would present an increased flood risk for Yenda, as the available survey data indicates that 
increased flood waters would spill across the NBC. 

The numbered concerns item 2 relates to the interpretation of flood impact mapping presented within 
the Flood Mapping Update report, i.e. Figure 4-1. Flood impact mapping is provided to demonstrate 
the difference in the mapped flood conditions between the original Flood Study / FRMS and those of 
the Flood Mapping Update. It is acknowledged that the flood impact mapping might be difficult to 
interpret for people not used to working with such maps. However, this is the format typically adopted 
within the floodplain risk management industry for presenting such assessments. 

The results being mapped are an impact (i.e. change or difference) between two scenarios (the 
original and updated mapping, the latter of which includes the implemented NBC and EMR flood 
mitigation measures) and do not show absolute flood depths, as is being misinterpreted. Orange-red 
colours show areas in which the mapped flood depths are increased from the originally adopted 
maps and blue colours show areas in which the mapped flood depths have decreased. Changes in 
flood extent are mapped as purple or green for increased inundation and reduced inundation, 
respectively. 

Figure 4-1 and Figure 4-2 of the Flood Mapping Update show extensive areas of green throughout 
Yenda and North Yenda where the implemented flood mitigation measures have now protected these 
areas from flooding. There is still a flood flow path around the east of Yenda and through North Yenda 
but the flood depths are significantly reduced, typically by around 0.1 m to 0.3 m. Conversely, the 
flood mitigation measures (that provide an increased flood flow capacity across the Main Canal) 
result in increased flood depths in the Mirrool Creek floodplain downstream of the Main Canal, by 
around 0.1 m to 0.2 m. These impacts are described in the Flood Mapping Update report, including 
the tabulation of flood levels in Table 4-1, which together should enable correct interpretation. Mr. 
Rossetto has incorrectly interpreted areas of decreased flooding as being areas of increased flooding 
by comparing a map of reductions in flood depth to one showing absolute flood depths. 

The numbered concerns items 3 and 4 relate to the residual flood risk of Yenda and North Yenda 
following the implementation of the flood mitigation works. The Flood Mapping Update shows that 
the 1% AEP flood is not inundating Yenda with the reinstatement of the flood gates at the EMR and 
the operation of the Emergency Breaching Protocols, which was the expected outcome of the 
recommendation for these works in the Floodplain Risk Management Study. As such, the Flood 
Mapping Update is consistent with the FRMS and the EBP. 
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The specific protection of North Yenda was not considered as part of the Flood Study or Floodplain 
Risk Management Study, the focus of which was preventing flood waters breaching the NBC and 
entering the main community of Yenda. However, as demonstrated within the updated flood mapping 
and the flood impact mapping, North Yenda has also inherently benefitted from the implementation 
of the flood mitigation measures recommended in the FRMS. 

The point a) of the concluding remarks is incorrect, as the Flood Mapping Update supports the 
outcome that the implementation of the flood mitigation measures recommended in the FRMS helps 
protect Yenda from the 1% AEP flood inundation. As discussed previously, the specific protection of 
North Yenda was not considered as part of the Flood Study or Floodplain Risk Management Study, 
but it has also inherently benefitted from the implementation of the flood mitigation measures 
recommended in the FRMS. 

The points b) and c) of the concluding remarks do not relate to the work that has been undertaken 
for the Flood Mapping Update and is a broader issue regarding the ongoing maintenance strategy 
for Murrumbidgee Irrigation assets. 


