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18 December 2024 

Elizabeth Richardson, General Manager 
Megan Ang, Director City Planning 
Hawkesbury City Council 
PO Box 146 
Windsor NSW 2756 

Dear Ms. Richardson and Ms. Ang 

Submission regarding draft Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Study and 
Plan 2025 

elcomes the opportunity to provide feedback on the 
draft Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 2025 (FRMSP) prepared by 
WMAwater for Hawkesbury City Council (Council).  plays a vital 
role in education, research, and innovation.  is advancing the establishment of the Agri 
Tech Precinct, a federally supported initiative that will advance sustainable food systems, attract 
industry, and create new jobs for the local community. This significant project builds on the 
Hawkesbury campus’s long history of agricultural education and research excellence.  

has been operating as an agricultural educational establishment 
since 1891 and predates much of the development in the Hawkesbury-Nepean River floodplain. 
The campus is a strategically important educational facility in the Hawkesbury Local 
Government Area (LGA) and its operations cannot be relocated. In fact, there are plans to 
diversify the campus to support learning and research within local specialised industries like 
agriculture.  is concerned that many of the measures recommended in the draft FRMSP 
would restrict or prohibit some of these proposals. 

 is of the opinion that there is insufficient detail in the draft FRMSP about the 
recommended planning controls and their implementation. This makes it difficult for  
and the community more broadly, to understand the totality of impacts arising from the 
recommendations and to provide fully informed comment on their appropriateness or otherwise. 

In this regard,  requests that Council defer adoption of recommendations in 
the draft FRMSP until these details are confirmed and  is provided with 
further opportunity to properly consider their implications and make a submission 
in response. 

In the interim, this submission details  response in relation to: 

• The recommendation to change the Flood Planning Level (FPL). 

• The recommendations to change or introduce flood-related development controls. 

• The recommendation to adopt Clause 5.22. 

• The relationship of changed development controls to flood evacuation. 

• Transitional arrangements. 

  



 
 
 

Raising the flood planning level 

The Hawkesbury Flood Policy 2020 (Flood Policy) currently defines the FPL as the 1% AEP 
flood level. Based on flood data from both the Hawkesbury-Nepean Valley Regional Flood 
Study 2019 by WMAwater and the Hawkesbury-Nepean River Flood Study 2024 by Rhelm and 
CSS, the 1% AEP flood level for  Hawkesbury campus is approximately 17.4 m AHD. 
The currently applicable FPL for the area is approximately 17.4 m AHD.  

The draft FRMSP proposes that the FPL should be redefined as the 0.5% AEP flood level plus 
0.5m freeboard. Based on the model results of the Hawkesbury-Nepean River Flood Study 
2024, the 0.5% AEP flood level for the Hawkesbury campus is 18.5 m AHD. Once the 0.5 m 
freeboard is added, the proposed FPL for the campus would therefore be 19.0 m AHD.  

This is an increase of 1.6 m in the FPL at the campus, which potentially represents a significant 
increase in minimum floor levels and the application of flood related planning controls to a 
much larger part of the campus. However, it is unclear from the draft FRMSP how the existing 
flood-related development controls set out in the Flood Policy will be adjusted to facilitate this 
increase in the FPL.  

Currently the applicability of development controls is determined largely based on the hydraulic 
hazard of the land in the 1% AEP flood, which is consistent with the current definition of the FPL 
as the 1% AEP flood level. However, if the FPL is raised it would no longer be consistent with the 
method for determining land use suitability. If Council simply updates this method to be based 
on hydraulic hazard in a larger event, such as the 0.5% AEP flood, the resulting controls would 
not be entirely consistent with the FPL. The FPL is 0.5 m above the 0.5% AEP flood level and so 
for this event, there is no hydraulic hazard for land with an elevation between the 0.5% AEP 
flood level and the FPL.  

Alternatively, the draft FRMSP recommends that the Hawkesbury Local Environmental Plan 
2012 (LEP) and the Hawkesbury Development Control Plan 2023 (DCP) be revised to use 
FPCCs as a basis for the appropriate application of planning controls. This is discussed further in 
the following section. 

As changes to the current planning controls have not yet been drafted, it is difficult for  
and other members of the Hawkesbury community to determine the potential implications of 
revised controls. There is insufficient information available for  to adequately respond to 
the suggested change to the FPL. It would be premature for Council to adopt the suggested FPL 
until it has drafted and exhibited development controls that are consistent with this FPL.  

Council should clarify whether flood-related development controls and the method 
for determining the applicability of these controls will be updated and, if so, 
identify how they will be updated. Once this information has been made available, Council 
should then provide another opportunity for the community to consider and respond to the 
proposed changes. 

Flood Planning Constraint Categorisation mapping 

It is a recommendation of the draft FRMSP that the LEP and the DCP be revised to use Flood 
Planning Constraint Categories (FPCCs) as a basis for the appropriate application of planning 
controls.  

If Council were to undertake this revision,  requests that further details and 
clarity be provided regarding the types of development controls that would be 



 
 
 

proposed for each of the FPCCs. Once this information has been made available Council 
should then provide another opportunity for the community to consider and respond to the 
proposed controls. 

Adoption of Clause 5.22  

The draft FRMSP recommends that Council consider adopting Clause 5.22 Special Flood 
Considerations (Clause 5.22) into the LEP. Development controls for areas outside of the 
Flood Planning Area (FPA) and within the PMF extent have not been drafted as part of the draft 
FRSMP process. As such, it is difficult for and other members of the Hawkesbury 
community to determine the potential implications of the adoption of Clause 5.22 for land in this 
area outside of the FPA.  

There is insufficient information available for to adequately respond to the suggested 
adoption of Clause 5.22. It would be premature for Council to adopt this clause until it has 
drafted development controls that would apply to land to which the special flood considerations 
of Clause 5.22 apply.  requests that Council provide further details and clarity 
regarding the types of development controls that would be proposed for areas 
above the FPL. Once this information has been made available, Council should then provide 
another opportunity for the community to consider and respond to the proposed controls. 

 also requests further clarification on the implications for the evacuation 
capacity of Richmond based on the evacuation modelling undertaken by 
Infrastructure NSW and set out in the Hawkesbury-Nepean Valley Flood 
Evacuation Modelling to Inform Flood Risk Management Planning 
(Infrastructure NSW, 2023) report. This report does not provide any detail on how many 
dwellings and other development the evacuation modelling assumes to be in Richmond currently 
and how many in the future. Therefore, it is difficult to be certain of the future development 
capacity of Richmond. The implications of the flood evacuation modelling for the Hawkesbury 
campus’ evacuation capacity are not clear in the Infrastructure NSW report and are not 
elaborated on in the draft FRMSP.  

Without further details it is difficult to comment on the proposal to adopt Clause 5.22 into the 
LEP as flood evacuation would clearly be a consideration under that clause. 

Council decisions and NSW SES advice regarding the suitability of development in sections of 
the Hawkesbury-Nepean floodplain will be guided by the results of Infrastructure NSW’s flood 
evacuation modelling. However, at present there is little information publicly available 
regarding: 

• Which evacuation sectors the NSW SES considers to be at or to have exceeded their 
existing evacuation capacity. 

• Which evacuation sectors the NSW SES considers have capacity for increases in 
population or vehicle density. 

• How evacuation capacity will impact which land uses Council is likely to consider 
appropriate in the different evacuation sectors. 

• How many additional vehicles or people Council would consider for each sector (i.e., a 
cap on development based on the capacity of existing evacuation routes). 

It is also unclear if Council expects evacuation capability to be assessed based on design flood 
events or include consideration of the impacts of climate change.  



 
 
 

Clarity from Council about caps on additional vehicles for various subsectors and 
the events for which evacuation capability is to be assessed is essential given that 
all new development must currently be accompanied by an evacuation capability 
assessment. These cannot be undertaken if information regarding the capacities of existing 
evacuation routes is not made available. 

Voluntary purchase 

 supports the recommendation by the draft FRMSP for voluntary purchase to be 
investigated for residential properties affected by high to extreme hazard in the 1% AEP event. 
This is an effective method for reducing flood risk to life and to property in locations where the 
existing development type is not compatible with the flood function and hazard of the land.  

In addition, this measure has the potential to reduce the number of people and vehicles in the 
floodplain and therefore reduce the number of vehicles that would need to use existing 
evacuation routes during a flood. Flood evacuation modelling undertaken by Infrastructure NSW 
should be updated to reflect this reduction in vehicles. 

Development of a flood chapter for the Hawkesbury DCP 

Currently, flood-related development controls applicable in the LGA are set out in the Flood 
Policy. A recommendation of the draft FRMSP is that a flood chapter be developed for inclusion 
in the DCP.  supports this measure as it would assist in consolidating the flood-related 
planning controls applicable to development throughout the LGA into a single document and 
make it simpler for developers to understand the constraints on development.  

However, the content of the flood chapter is not specified by the draft FRMSP. If Council were 
to develop a flood chapter for the DCP, requests that further details and 
clarity be provided regarding the types of development controls that would be 
proposed and how they would differ from the existing development controls set out 
in the Flood Policy. Once this information has been made available, Council should then 
provide another opportunity for the community to consider and respond to the proposed 
controls. 

Any revision of the existing flood-related development controls should include consideration of 
proposed land use when determining suitability for the flood function and hazard of the land and 
for determining appropriate floor levels.  

The current controls set out in the Flood Policy identify all educational establishments as 
Sensitive Uses and Facilities. However, this does not take into consideration the different types 
of educational establishments that can exist and the different risk profiles of the students of 
those establishments. Primary and secondary school students can be considered vulnerable 
users given their age and the fact that they cannot be assumed to be able to make flood 
emergency response decisions independently or be able to self-evacuate. Therefore, primary and 
secondary schools can appropriately be described as Sensitive Uses and Facilities. 

However, tertiary education students do not exhibit the same vulnerabilities and are generally 
more independent and capable of self-evacuation with appropriate notice, with clear guidance 
and support from  during flood events. acknowledges its duty of care to ensure 
all students and staff are well-prepared and assisted in responding to flood risks. However, the 
risk profile is similar to that of the general population and vastly different to those of primary 
and secondary school students. Therefore, any revision of flood-related development controls 



 
 
 

should acknowledge that tertiary education establishments are not Sensitive Uses and Facilities. 
Development controls applicable to tertiary education establishments should be more similar to 
those applicable to commercial land uses than to those for primary or secondary schools.  

Similarly, tertiary information and educational facilities should not necessarily be considered 
highly vulnerable uses. The current development controls list information and education 
facilities as Commercial/Industrial – Highly Vulnerable Uses.  

In addition, educational establishments such as Hawkesbury campus can be 
comprised of a range of different land uses. Although the campus itself is an education 
establishment, development on campus can include a range of facilities such as research 
facilities, agricultural facilities, classrooms, lecture halls and student accommodation. 
Development controls applicable to these facilities should consider the specific use of the facility, 
the type of equipment likely to be housed in the facility and the risk profiles of facility users. For 
example, agricultural facilities on the university campus are less vulnerable to inundation than 
student accommodation. Facility users are likely to occupy agricultural facilities for a lower 
portion of time than students would occupy their residences and agricultural buildings is more 
likely to be composed of flood compatible materials. Therefore, the different facilities should be 
subject to different development controls. 

 recommends that any revision of the existing flood-related development controls 
recognises that tertiary education establishments are not necessarily Sensitive Uses and 
Facilities or Highly Vulnerable Uses. Development controls should consider the specific uses, 
risk profiles of site occupants and the types of equipment likely to be on site for proposed 
education-related facilities. 

Infill residential development 

The draft FRMSP does not address infill development. However, suggests that if flood-
related development controls are to be revised this is an ideal opportunity to reconsider the 
suitability of infill development. Currently, infill residential development is permitted in areas 
zoned for residential development. However, this type of development gradually exacerbates 
existing flood-related constraints in the floodplain. It places increasing numbers of people and 
vehicles in the floodplain, placing an increasing burden on existing flood evacuation routes. In 
addition, infill development can have a cumulative impact on flood behaviour, potentially 
worsening flood affectation for existing development. 

The Hawkesbury campus has been in operation since 1891 and since this time significant 
residential development has been permitted nearby in Richmond, placing increasing pressure on 
the evacuation routes on which the campus depends. Infill development has the potential to 
exacerbate this pressure further, adversely impacting evacuation capacity for the area. 

 recommends that future infill residential development be carefully assessed in line with 
flood evacuation capacity. Council should prioritise securing investment and/or development 
contributions to improve evacuation infrastructure and ensure capacity upgrades align with any 
additional residential development approvals.  

Transitional arrangements 

Another aspect of the planning controls which is not discussed in the draft FRMSP is transitional 
arrangements. For example, the existing Flood Policy does not require replacement of existing 
buildings to meet the same development control requirements as a new development. Similar 



 
 
 

arrangements would be appropriate for the Hawkesbury campus or for the floodplain generally 
given the extensive development which already exists. 

has been engaging with Council in planning for the Agri Tech Precinct on the 
Hawkesbury campus. A concept plan approval has already been granted by Council, and a 
Development Application (DA) for Stage 1 (enabling) works has been approved. This includes 
subdivision of the site from the broader campus and the construction of an intersection with 
Blacktown Road. The Stage 1 works will support the planned Agri Tech Precinct.  notes 
that further DAs will be submitted as the Precinct progresses and seeks assurance that these will 
align with existing approvals. 

It would be procedurally unfair for these subsequent DAs to be subject to different, potentially 
more stringent development controls than the Stage 1 DA that has already been approved. 
Council should consider transitional arrangements for this and similar existing 
development. 

Summary 

In summary,  requests that: 

• Council clarifies whether flood-related development controls and the method for 
determining the applicability of these controls will be updated and, if so, identify how 
they will be updated. 

• Any revisions of the applicable flood-related development controls recognises that 
tertiary education establishments are not necessarily Sensitive Uses and Facilities or 
Highly Vulnerable Uses. Development controls should consider the specific uses, risk 
profiles of site occupants and the types of equipment likely to be on site for proposed 
education-related facilities. 

• Council provides further details and clarity regarding the types of development controls 
that would be proposed for areas covered by Clause 5.22. 

• Council provides further clarity regarding the implications of the flood evacuation 
modelling undertaken by Infrastructure NSW for evacuation capacity and development 
for  Hawkesbury campus. 

• Council ensures future residential development aligns with flood evacuation capacity 
and secures investment to upgrade infrastructure as needed.  

• Council adopts transitional arrangements for existing development. 

In general, insufficient urban planning-related information has been provided in the draft 
FRMSP (WMAwater, 2025) for to adequately respond to recommendations relates to 
Council’s planning instruments. Council should make further information available and then 
provide another opportunity for the community to consider and respond to the proposed 
changes. 

 requests an urgent meeting between the senior executive at Council and to 
discuss the above, broader impacts to the LGA as a result of the draft FRMSP, and potential 
arrangements for the strategically important Hawkesbury campus.  

 

 

 

















The Mayor. 
Hawkesbury City Council. 
366 George Street 
Windsor NSW 2756 

6 December 2024 

 

SUBMISSION TO:  

Draft Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 2025 (the report). 

 

Executive Summary. 

I believe the key proposal of the report to raise the flood control level from the current 1 in 100 

AEP (average exceedance probability) to the 1 in 200 AEP plus a 0.5m freeboard is ill conceived. 

From my reading of the report suggesting the change, it’s clear that the benefits are overstated 

and the “concerns” are glossed over – the real world consequences for property owners of 

this change are significant and not given consideration. 

It is worth noting that this key recommendation is essentially buried at page 72 of the report. 

And that the preceding and following content is largely a repetition of widely available 

information in various flood publications. 

 

Cited “Concerns” 

The table citing the benefits and concerns with this key proposal is misleading. (Table 3 of the 

report). 

The table infers that the only concerns are: “May be considered more onerous for developers.” 

This is a massive understatement – the proposed measure won’t be onerous, an expression that 

suggests some minor level of inconvenience – it will completely block development, 

redevelopment, improvements and/or changes of use for a large number of properties in the 

Macquarie towns. The flow on e�ect will also stifle development of the properties which sit 

above the proposed flood control level. 

The report should cite the real-world consequences of this measure. 

For a large number of properties in Windsor, Richmond, Wilberforce, Pitt Town and other 

localities in the Hawkesbury, the proposed increase in the flood control level: 

 will decimate property values of directly a�ected properties, with a flow on e�ect to 

the towns as a whole 

 will make these properties e�ectively uninsurable 

 will make bank financing an impossibility for these properties and this will directly 

impact the viability of many small businesses. 

 could easily deny flood relief in a catastrophic event to properties below the flood 

control level – responsibility deemed to be with the property owner 



 will completely block development, including redevelopment, improvements and/or 

changes of use for many properties 

 will add cost and complexity to the already diabolical approval process. Hawkesbury 

Council Schedule of Flood Related Development Controls requires even minor 

applications on partially a�ected properties to be accompanied by a Flood Study and 

Evacuation Plan. From direct experience, this is a cost that ranges from $6,000 to 

$30,000 and upwards depending on the property and the application. 

 will render many properties unsalable 

 

Properties protected. 

The report tells us that  “4,766 residential and non-residential properties within the floodplain 

are flooded above floor level in a 1% AEP event and 19,080 properties are flooded above floor 

level in a PMF event in the Hawkesbury LGA.” 

What it doesn’t tell us is how many properties fall in the zone between 1% and 0.5% - ie how 

many properties would be “protected” by the proposed flood control level. 

My review of the mapping suggests this is an incremental number and doesn’t warrant the 

damage to property values the proposed changes will inflict. 

What the report also doesn’t tell us is how many undeveloped properties lie in the zone between 

the existing and proposed flood control levels.  

Given the over-200 years of development of the towns and the constraints on land imposed by 

historical and current flood control levels, there is likely to be relatively few undeveloped 

properties in the zone between the existing and proposed flood control levels.  

The large increase in the flood control level will “protect” these few properties, but destroy their 

property value in the process.  As collateral damage, the change will destroy the property value 

of hundreds of other already-developed properties. 

To test the above conclusions I have overlaid the reports very low-resolution maps of the flood 

extent onto a higher resolution image of Windsor township. 

Refer to Annexure A and B of this submission. 

Providing usable images at a resolution that allows identification of the buildings and 

geographical features of the study areas is a responsibility of the report. The failure to do this 

goes to the credibility of the conclusions and recommendations. 

The mapping also shows that the vast majority of the flood plain is already restricted by the 

current flood control level - the more conventional 1% AEP flood level. In these areas 

development is proscribed in detail under the current Hawkesbury Council Schedule of Flood 

Related Development Controls and heavily restricted. 

The change in the planning control level does nothing to improve the flood resilience or 

preparedness of properties in relatively low-lying areas. 



Damages. 

In Table 2, the report gives a figure for damages arising from a 1% AEP event, a figure for 

damages arising from a PMF event, but no comparative figure for a 0.5% AEP event. This raises 

the question – how much property is “protected” by the change. 

The report cites an alarming figure Average Annual Damages (AAD) of $90,868,080 which 

appears to be a meaningless number. There is no basis cited for this calculation. 

The report projects benefits which are not supported by the numbers.  

The report does not address the obvious in this situation - raising the flood control level does 

nothing to protect existing developments. 

On the flip side, the report does not attempt to estimate the damage to property values resulting 

from the adoption of a radically di�erent flood control level.  

The report doesn’t suggest that Council will be compensating property owners for the loss of 

value and the inability to obtain finance or insurance. 

 

Historical Flooding. 

The report does not seem to give much weight to the fact that there has been one flood (1867) in 

excess of 15m1 in recorded colonial history. (200 plus years is not insignificant statistically). 

Refer to the attached graph of historic flood levels. Annexure C of this submission. 

The Hawkesbury townships and surrounds have been developed over that long period within the 

constraints of the flood plain. The “islands” of high ground are fully developed already. 

The poor resolution of the flood extent figures accompanying the report seems to mask the 

historical extent of development of the relatively high ground of the townships.  

The extent to which the higher ground, above the existing flood control level 1% AEP, is already 

developed is an important consideration.  

Reference to available imagery of any reasonable level of resolution shows that the higher 

ground, above the existing flood control level, in the flood a�ected townships is already close to 

fully developed. 

Recent flooding provided a timely reminder of why historic development has largely been 

restricted to the higher “islands”. 

The proposed change is essentially “shutting the gate” - restricting development that has 

already happened. 

 

 
1 Based on flood levels at Windsor 



The Actual Problem. 

No-one is denying the risk of a catastrophic event. The real issue is dealing with an event on the 

scale of the 1867 flood – or even larger. 

Evacuation of the numbers of people stranded on “islands” shrinking in front of rising flood 

waters will be a huge challenge. And does require planning at a state level. 

Providing residents who are isolated by flood water for extended periods with reliable 

communication, household provisions and medical assistance is also a major issue. 

Raising an artificial flood control level is something of a smoke screen. There is a risk that the 

appearance of doing something will allow government to do nothing. 

 

Consultant-splaining of the flood risk categorisation. 

As a side note, the report is condescending in some respects – most Hawkesbury residents 

have lived on the flood plain long enough to understand the issues.  

And the inference always seems to be that a 1 in 100 flood level is misunderstood. In this 

gambling nation, Australians understand that you have a 1 in a million chance of winning the 

lottery, but that you can also win it twice in one week. 

There is also the inference that residents are ignorant of or complacent about the risk of 

flooding. From my experience, those directly impacted are acutely aware of the various 

scenarios. 

 

Raising the wall at Warragamba Dam. 

The report seems to justify the adoption of a new flood control level by citing the decision not to 

raise the wall level at Warragamba dam. The report states that the 1% AEP level would have 

been lowered by 3-4m if the dam wall was raised. 

This assertion is not proven and was largely discredited by the various studies and modelling 

undertaken as part of the feasibility study into raising the dam wall. The 1978 flood is a case in 

point – a massive flood in the Colo backed up the Hawkesbury – the wall would have been 

irrelevant in that scenario. 

The report relies on more accurate metrological data and modelling now available. Some of that 

expertise could be applied to forward planning to better manage the flood mitigation at 

Warragamba – currently non-existent. Residents feel rightly or wrongly that the water release 

policy of the dam management is exacerbating flooding. 



 

Levees & other measures. 

The report spends a lot of time analysing measures such as levee banks and channels. 

It is simplistic to assert that there are only two types of levee bank. (Page 56 of the report) 

Levees are an important and successful flood mitigation measure in many mid-west NSW 

towns. 

I agree with the conclusions that these types of physical barrier are not feasible in the 

Hawkesbury flood plain because of the scale required and the ecological consequences. 

However, that shouldn’t lead to the conclusion that adding 2m to the flood control height is a 

good idea.  

 

In summary. 

I urge Council to not adopt the report recommendation to raise the flood control level. 

The stated benefits are illusory – raising the flood control level will do nothing to protect the 

developed townships and will have no relevance to a catastrophic flood event. 

The economic consequences for the townships of this measure have not been considered. A 

key component of flood resilience is the financial resilience of the a�ected homes and 

businesses. This proposed measure will erode that resilience. 

I urge Council to recognise and work with the existing historic footprint of development, to 

continue to promote flood awareness and preparedness, and to work with State bodies on a 

comprehensive flood evacuation policy. 

 

Signed. 

 

Annexure A.  Flood mapping 1% AEP extent overlaid on 0.5% AEP extent. Windsor 

township. 

Annexure B.  Flood mapping 1% AEP extent overlaid on 0.5% AEP extent. Windsor 

township at viewable resolution. 

Annexure C.  Historic flood levels at Windsor. 
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surrounding road network at approx. 2pm Sunday 3-7-22 and reopened Saturday 9-7-22 at approx. 
1130 am. Yarramundi Bridge was shut for an even greater period of time. 
 
In comparison if the Grose River Bridge and connecting roads had been in place at the location of the 
proposed bridge the connecting roads and proposed intersection at Springwood Road never went 
under water. Springwood Rd because of the small low creek bridges did go out but only for a short 
period of time. Springwood Road shut on 4-7-22 and reopened approx. 2pm Tuesday 5-7-22.  
 
That means for anybody living west of the river instead of having to travel via Bells Line of Road and 
Darling Causeway for over 3-5 hours to get to Penrith they would have only had a 40 min journey to 
get to Penrith via Springwood Rd. So, for over 5 days whilst the main bridges were shut residents would 
have had access to Penrith and east via the new Grose River Bridge. 
 
The residents of Yarramundi who become isolated when the bridges go out on Springwood Road will 
also have access to North Richmond during times of flood once the Grose River Bridge is complete. 
 
To provide a true 1:100-year flood resilience route once the Grose River Bridge is complete, we strongly 
suggest that TfNSW take advantage of the new Grose River Bridge infrastructure and plan to raise the 
bridges on Springwood Rd to a 1:100-year flood level to tie in with the timeframe for the opening of 
the Grose River Bridge. This enhancement to the Road Resilience Program would provide significant 
access improvements in times of flood for not just residents but also for emergency service personnel 
and delivery vehicle access for replenishment of consumer items at the supermarkets at North 
Richmond. 
 
Additional flood resilience will also be achieved with the completion of the Richmond Bridge Project. 
We encourage both the State and Federal Governments to fast-track this project considering how 
many floods the Hawkesbury Community has experienced in recent years. 
 

Essential Services Protection 
 
Electrical substations, sewer and water infrastructure should be protected from large floods. Currently 
the electrical substation that provides electricity to most of the Hawkesbury LGA is not protected to 
the 1:100 flood level. Plans should be put in place to improve the resilience of that infrastructure to 
ensure electrical supply during floods to at least the 1:100 flood level. 

 
Planning Certificates and Insurance 
 
The discussion outlined in the draft plan of increasing the Flood Planning Level (FPL) above the 1% level 
whilst on the face of it has merit to provide transparency for current and future residents however 
serious consideration must be taken on the impact of that change on properties that were approved 
to be built at or above the 1:100 year level up to any proposed new flood planning level. 
 
The concern is that building replacement insurance could be impacted as well as house and contents 
insurance.  
 
This impact could be in the fact that loans could be called in by lenders if insurance coverage was not 
able to be obtained or additionally, insurance policies if able to be sourced could be unaffordable. 
There are examples in 2024 of insurance companies charging 3 – 5 times more for households classified 
as flood affected versus unaffected properties. 
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If the flood level is changed and thousands of households that are currently unaffected become flood 
affected on their planning certificate this may have far reaching and significant negative affects to 
house values, household budgets, existing loans and people’s wealth. 
 
This may trigger an unknown outcome in the market that could create social divide being those with 
devalued assets versus those that are unaffected. 
 
Such a significant proposed disruption to an established market should be thoroughly 
analysed/modelled before implementation. 
 
The Insurance Council of Australia should provide guidance to council on the impacts to house 
insurance and the likely reaction from large re-insurers in the global market that provide coverage to 
local insurance retailers. 
 
The flow on impact from a change in the FPL causing insurance uncertainty would be owners unable 
to offload their assets because new purchasers are unable to secure finance because of the new FPL. 
 

 
Flood Planning Level and Exempt and Complying Development 
 
Exempt and complying development is certain specified development, on certain land, which meets a 
set of pre-defined design standards. In meeting these criteria, the development is eligible for a fast-
tracked approvals process. The relevant legislation governing exempt and complying development is 
the State Environmental Planning Policy (Exempt and Complying Codes) 2008 (also referred to as the 
“Codes SEPP”).  
 
Any increase in the FPL will impact complying development for new house builds, renovations to 
existing homes and buildings and swimming pool construction approvals contained at or below any 
new FPL as outlined on the Planning Certificate. 

 
Resilient Lands Strategy 

The Northern Rivers Resilient Land Strategy aims to provide flood affected residents with housing 
options to support their relocation, and to improve the resilience of the region into the future. 

By working with Councils and other housing providers the Resilient Lands Program aimed to 
complement, not replace, current land releases and other housing developments. 

Similarly, future housing in the Hawkesbury needs to consider a safe and cohesive society where 
families can plan for the future in homes free from the risks of flooding at all flood levels and to provide 
certainty when it comes to financing homes and insurance for those homes. 

The 2012 Hawkesbury Residential Strategy was a document developed through widespread 
community consultation over many years and supported by the NSW Department of Planning. That 
strategy took into account for housing to be in a flood-resilient area not directly impacted by flooding 
and in an area that did not become a flood island and did not require SES resources for flood evacuation 
considerations. 
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Hawkesbury City Council should review its current 2020 housing strategy which is more focused on 
infill medium density development in the floodplain to look to the future of creating a cohesive and 
resilient community by adopting a revised 2012 strategy with the central focus on housing outside of 
the floodplain. 

Conclusion 

The updating of the Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Plan is an important initiative with a 
focus on improved resilience following significant flooding events in recent years. 

Any changes to the Flood Planning Level would require careful consideration for any unintended 
consequence to existing residents who would be impacted by any increase in the FPL. Such a change 
without detailed commercial modelling may have significant negative impacts to those households 
affected in the short and long term. Ultimately it may impact the current social structure of the LGA. 

To improve flood resilience for new housing in the Hawkesbury LGA any revised Housing Strategy 
should focus on land above all flood levels outside of the floodplain. 

Council should lobby TfNSW and State Government Ministers to prioritise the lifting of the bridges on 
Springwood Road and to fast-track the Richmond Bridge duplication project.  



 

Elizabeth Richardson 

General Manager  

Hawkesbury City Council  

 

Dear Ms Richardson, 

I write to provide feedback on the Draft Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

2025.  

There are key areas requiring reconsideration to ensure equitable and sustainable outcomes for 

disaster impacted communities. 

Submission to Hawkesbury City Council: Enhancing Disaster Management for Flood 

Background 

The is a key advocate for local businesses and 

stakeholders along the Bells Line of Road. With the increasing frequency and severity of natural 

disasters such as bushfires and floods,  emphasizes the urgent need for improved disaster 

management strategies tailored to the unique challenges faced by our community. 

 has long highlighted the importance of adaptive solutions to ensure the resilience of 

businesses and residents alike. Disasters not only cause immense physical and emotional distress but 

also disrupt economic activities, leaving communities vulnerable to prolonged recovery periods. 

Effective planning and infrastructure improvements are critical to safeguarding lives, property, and 

the economic stability of the Hawkesbury Local Government Area (LGA). 

Key Concerns and Recommendations 

1. Learning from Other Councils 

o Adaptive Infrastructure: Drawing inspiration from councils like the MidCoast Council 

NSW, which has implemented measures such as elevating homes and driveways to 

ensure access during water inundation, Hawkesbury should consider similar 

initiatives. These practical solutions are proven to reduce disaster recovery times and 

minimize the disruption caused by flooding. 

o Integrated Approaches: MidCoast Council’s integration of flood-resilient designs 

within their planning frameworks ensures a proactive rather than reactive disaster 

response, an approach Hawkesbury could replicate. 

2. Promoting Resilience and Adaptability 

o Resilient Buildings: Strengthened planning controls requiring flood and fire-resilient 

designs for new builds and retrofits can reduce long-term recovery costs. Mandating 

materials and designs that withstand extreme conditions ensures community safety 

while minimizing damage. 



 

o Retrofitting Existing Properties: Financial incentives, grants, or subsidies for 

retrofitting homes and businesses with disaster-resistant features should be a 

cornerstone of the strategy. 

3. Strategic Rezoning and Buy-Back Schemes 

o High-risk areas prone to recurring disasters should be rezoned for less vulnerable 

uses, such as open spaces or flood-tolerant commercial activities. Coupling rezoning 

with government-supported buy-back programs ensures fair compensation and 

facilitates the transition for affected residents and businesses. 

4. Comprehensive Community Support Programs 

o Communication and Transparency: Clear, accessible information about disaster 

management policies, options for retrofitting, and zoning changes must be provided 

to ensure public trust and participation. 

o Financial Assistance: Transitioning to resilient infrastructure requires upfront costs 

that many residents cannot afford. Programs that provide targeted assistance will 

ensure equitable implementation. 

5. Concerns with Proposed Flood Level Adjustments 

o As highlighted in the Draft Hawkesbury Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

2025, increasing flood levels without adequate compensation and mitigation 

measures will disproportionately harm the community. Adjusting flood levels should 

only proceed with a comprehensive plan addressing the 300 directly affected 

properties and the broader economic impact on 15,000 surrounding properties. 

Conclusion 

The Hawkesbury LGA stands at a crossroads, with the potential to lead in disaster resilience and 

adaptive planning. By incorporating proven solutions such as those implemented by MidCoast 

Council, Hawkesbury can enhance its preparedness for fire and flood, protect its residents, and 

preserve its economic vitality.  urges the Council to adopt a forward-thinking approach, 

prioritizing the long-term safety, sustainability, and equity of the region. 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide this feedback and look forward to seeing a disaster 

management strategy that reflects the resilience and strength of our community. 

 

 

 



 



9 December 2024 

Hawkesbury City Council 
PO Box 146 
Windsor, NSW 2756 

Via email: council@hawkesbury.nsw.gov.au 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Submission Regarding Draft Hawkesbury FRMSP 2025 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft Hawkesbury Flood Risk Management Study and 
Plan (FRMSP) 2025 prepared by WMAwater for Hawkesbury City Council. This letter sets out the 
responses of  to the recommended measures set out in the draft 
FRMSP. This response was prepared on the advice of, and in consultation with,  and 
his team from Water Technology (formerly Molino Stewart).  

We make the following submissions in relation to: 

 The recommendations to change or introduce flood-related development controls

 The relationship of those controls to flood evacuation

 The potential impacts of changed flood levels on flood insurance and property financing

 The potential impacts of changed planning controls on property values and property financing.

Adoption of Clause 5.22  

The draft Hawkesbury FRMSP 2025 recommends that Council consider adopting Clause 5.22 Special 
Flood Considerations into the Hawkesbury Local Environment Plan (LEP) 2012. While in principle this 
is a reasonable measure to manage risk to life in the floodplain, if Council were to adopt Clause 5.22 

 requests that further details and clarity be provided regarding the types of development controls 
that would be proposed for areas above the Flood Planning Level (FPL). 

 also requests further clarification on the implications for the evacuation capacity of Pitt Town based 
on the evacuation modelling undertaken by Infrastructure NSW and set out in the Hawkesbury-Nepean 
Valley Flood Evacuation Modelling to Inform Flood Risk Management Planning (Infrastructure NSW, 
2023) report. The implications of the flood evacuation modelling for Pitt Town evacuation capacity are 
not clear in the Infrastructure NSW report and are not elaborated on in the draft FRMSP (WMAwater, 
2025). Without further details it is difficult to comment on the proposal to adopt Clause 5.22 into the 
LEP 2012 as flood evacuation would clearly be a consideration under that clause. 

Council decisions and NSWSES advice regarding the suitability of development in sections of the 
Hawkesbury-Nepean floodplain will be guided by the results of Infrastructure NSW’s flood evacuation 
modelling (2023). However, at present there is little information publicly available regarding: 



 which evacuation subsectors in Pitt Town and on its evacuation routes the NSW SES considers to
be at or to have exceeded their existing evacuation capacity

 which evacuation subsectors in Pitt Town the NSW SES considers have capacity for increases in
population or vehicle density

 how evacuation capacity constraints will impact which land uses Council is likely to consider
appropriate in the different evacuation subsectors

 how many additional vehicles or people Council would consider for each subsector (i.e., a cap on
development based on the capacity of existing evacuation routes).

It is also unclear if Council expects evacuation capability to be assessed based on design flood events 
or include consideration of the impacts of climate change. Clarity from Council about caps on additional 
vehicles for various subsectors and the events for which evacuation capability is to be assessed is 
essential given that based on the existing Hawkesbury Flood Policy 2020 most new development must 
be accompanied by an evacuation capability assessment. Such assessments cannot be undertaken if 
information regarding the capacities of existing evacuation routes is not made available. 

Flood Planning Constraint Categorisation Mapping 

It is a recommendation of the draft FRMSP 2025 that the Hawkesbury LEP 2012 and the Hawkesbury 
DCP 2023 be revised to use Flood Planning Constraint Categories (FPCCs) as a basis for the 
appropriate application of planning controls. If Council were to undertake this revision  requests 
that further details and clarity be provided regarding the types of development controls that would be 
proposed for each of the FPCCs. 

Development of a Flood Chapter for the Hawkesbury DCP 

Currently flood-related development controls applicable in the Hawkesbury LGA are set out in the 
Hawkesbury Flood Policy 2020. A recommendation of the FRMSP is that a flood chapter be developed 
for inclusion in the Hawkesbury DCP 2023.  supports this measure as it would assist in 
consolidating the flood-related planning controls applicable to development throughout the LGA into a 
single document and make it simpler for developers to understand the constraints on development.  

However, the content of the flood chapter is not specified by the draft FRMSP. If Council were to develop 
a flood chapter for the Hawkesbury DCP  requests that further details and clarity be provided 
regarding the types of development controls that would be proposed and how they would differ from 
the existing development controls set out in the Flood Policy 2020. 

Impacts on Flood Insurance, Financing and Land Values 

The draft FRMSP assumes that the flood levels from the Hawkesbury Nepean River Flood Study 
(Rhelm and Catchment Simulation Solutions, 2024) are to be adopted by Council.  acknowledges 
that the new flood levels have not been produced by the draft FRMSP. However, the FRMSP has not 
explored options to mitigate the impacts of changes in Council’s adopted flood levels on flood insurance 
premiums, financing and land values in the floodplain. 

The increase in flood levels for events larger than the 1% AEP flood is likely to increase flood insurance 
premiums for existing residents of properties above the current flood planning level. In addition, the 
large increase in the PMF level (which has risen by 3.83 m at Windsor in comparison with Council’s 



currently adopted PMF level) will result in residents who previously would not have been mapped as 
flood-affected now requiring flood insurance.  

These changes could potentially adversely impact the insurability, financing and land values for 
properties above the current flood planning level. 

 submits that the draft Hawkesbury FRMSP should explore options to mitigate the impacts of 
Council adopting the revised flood levels and higher flood planning level. 

Summary 

In summary,  requests that: 

 Further details be made available regarding potential changes and additions to existing
development controls

 Council provide further clarity regarding the implications of the flood evacuation modelling
undertaken by Infrastructure NSW for evacuation capacity and development in Pitt Town

 The FRMSP should explore options to mitigate the impacts Council adopting the revised flood
levels and higher flood planning level on flood insurance premiums, financing and property values.

Regards 
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