
 

 

 
 
 
 
  

INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE 
MEETING 

 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

18 MARCH 2025 
 
 
 
 
 

Your attendance is required at an Infrastructure Committee meeting of Council 
to be held in the Council Chambers, 232 Bolsover Street, Rockhampton on 18 
March 2025 commencing at 9:00 AM for transaction of the enclosed business.  
 

 
 

 

 
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER  

12 March 2025 

Next Meeting Date: 15.04.25 

 



 

 

 

Please note: 
 

In accordance with the Local Government Regulation 2012, please be advised that all discussion held 
during the meeting is recorded for the purpose of verifying the minutes. This will include any discussion 
involving a Councillor, staff member or a member of the public. 
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1 OPENING 

1.1 Acknowledgement of Country 

 

2 PRESENT 

 Members Present: 

The Mayor, Councillor A P Williams (Chairperson) 
Deputy Mayor, Councillor M D Wickerson 
Councillor S Latcham 
Councillor E W Oram 
Councillor C R Rutherford 
Councillor M A Taylor 
Councillor G D Mathers 
Councillor E B Hilse 
 
 

In Attendance: 

Mr E Pardon – Chief Executive Officer. 
 

3 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE  

 

 

4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES  

Minutes of the Infrastructure Committee  held 18 February 2025 

 

 

5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE 
AGENDA 
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6 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING  

Nil 

 
 
 

7 PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS  

Nil 

 
 
 

8 PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS  

Nil 

 
 
 

9 COMMITTEE REPORTS  

Nil 
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10 COUNCILLOR/DELEGATE REPORTS 

10.1 PORTFOLIO UPDATE 

File No: 10097 

Attachments: Nil  

Authorising Officer: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services          
 

SUMMARY 

Portfolio Councillors for Waste and Recycling, Infrastructure and Water will provide an 
update on matters of interest within their portfolio. 
 
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Portfolio Updates for Waste and Recycling, Infrastructure and Water be 
received. 
 
 

BACKGROUND 

Councillors have requested an opportunity to speak about their relevant Portfolio during 
Committee Meetings. 

The following Councillors will provide an update on their Portfolio at Infrastructure 
Committee: 

 Councillor Shane Latcham – Waste and Recycling Portfolio 

 Councillor Marika Taylor – Infrastructure Portfolio 

 Councillor Edward Oram – Water Portfolio 

  

 

  



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE  AGENDA  18 MARCH 2025 

Page (4) 

10.2 COUNCILLOR SHANE LATCHAM - TRAVEL REPORT; FUTURE WASTE 
SYMPOSIUM 2025; 12-14 FEBRUARY 2025 

File No: 8291 

Attachments: 1. Future Waste Symposiums 2025 Program⇩   

Authorising Officer: Nicole Semfel - Executive Assistant to the Mayor 
Justin Kann - Manager Office of the Mayor 
Evan Pardon - Chief Executive Officer  

Author: Megan Careless - Executive Support Officer          

 

SUMMARY 

Councillor Shane Latcham, Waste and Recycling Portfolio providing a verbal briefing 
following his attendance at the Future Waste Symposium 2025 held on the Gold Coast from 
12-14 February 2025. 
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the verbal briefing from Councillor Shane Latcham on his attendance at the Future 
Waste Symposium 2025 be received.  
 

BACKGROUND 

Councillor Shane Latcham attended the Future Waste Symposium 2025 to gain insights into 
the latest advancements and strategies in waste management.   

The symposium featured a range of expert speakers, panel discussions and networking 
opportunities with industry leaders (refer attached program) 

Symposium documentation is located on one drive for Councillor perusal.  
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Meeting Date: 18 March 2025 
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11 OFFICERS' REPORTS 

11.1 MONTHLY PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CIVIL OPERATIONS - JANUARY 
2025 

File No: 7028 

Attachments: 1. Monthly Project Status Report for Civil 
Operations - January 2025⇩   

Authorising Officer: Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: John Gwydir - Manager Civil Operations          

 

SUMMARY 

Monthly Project Status Report on all major capital projects being delivered by the Civil 
Operations section. 
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Monthly Project Status Report for Civil Operations for January 2025 be received. 
 

COMMENTARY 

The Civil Operations section submits a monthly project status report outlining the status, key 
milestones and deliverables of major capital projects managed by the Unit.  

The following projects are reported on for the month of January 2025: 

• Unsealed Road Network; 

• 2024/2025 Capital Works Program; 

• Derby Street / Denison Street / Kent Street; 

• Denison Street Reconstruction; 

• Glenmore State School; 

• Waraburra State School. 
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CIVIL OPERATIONS 
Monthly Project Report –  
January 2025 

UNSEALED ROAD NETWORK 

During the month of January 2025, approximately 42.46 kms of roads were graded and a further 2.97 kms of 
roads re-sheeted with approximately 100mm of gravel to improve wet weather trafficability. 

Completed – January 2025  

Road Name Area Total Length 
Graded (km) 

Total Length Re-
sheeted (km) 

    

Lion Mountain Road Alton Downs 3.00 kms  

Lion Mountain Road (capital works) Alton Downs 1.50 kms  

McCamley Road Bajool  0.53 kms 

Mount Hopeful Road Bajool 1.50 kms  

North Road Bajool 0.95 kms  

South Ulam Road Bajool 2.11 kms 0.60 kms 

Dalma-Ridgelands Road Dalma 0.35 kms  

Deep Creek Road Dalma 1.31 kms 0.20 kms 

Shannen Road Dalma 3.90 kms 1.00 km 

Stanwell-Waroula Road Dalma 2.28 kms  

Un-named Road off Thirsty Creek 
Road Gogango  0.64 kms 

Toowarra Road Kalapa 7.21 kms  

Middle Road Kalapa 1.10 kms  

Candlelight Road Kalapa 1.75 kms  

Kalapa Back Road Kalapa 1.50 kms  

Boulder Creek Road Mt Morgan 14.00 kms  

In Progress – February 2025 

•  Boys Road, Alton Downs 
•  Gum Tree Road, Alton Downs 
• Lion Mountain Road, Alton Downs 
•  Reid Road, Alton Downs 
• Creed Road, Bajool  
•  Kirk Road, Bajool 
• McCamley Road, Bajool  

• Riverslea Road, Gogango 
• Boulder Creek Road, Mt Morgan  
• Leydens Hill Road, Mt Morgan 
• Mc Arthur street – Mt Morgan 
• Whitely street – Mt Morgan 
• Rosewood Road, Wycarbah  
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Areas Programmed for March 2025 

• Bajool 
• Garnant 
• Gogango  

• Hamilton Creek 
• Kalapa 
• Morinish  
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Derby Street / Denison Street / Kent Street  Total Adopted Budget:  $2,200,000 

Scope 
The works being undertaken include installing a single-lane roundabout, traffic calming solutions, 
raised safety platforms, improved intersection signage and improved roadway lighting. 

Actual Start Date:  February 2024  Estimated Completion Date:  April 2025      

Initial 
Construction 
Estimate  

$2,190,000 
Estimated 
Cost at 
Completion 

$2,200,000 
Budget 
Health 

 

On the Horizon – Key Milestones & Deliverables  

February 
• Ongoing kerb, island and safety 

platform work at the intersection 
of Derby and Denison Streets. 

• Completion of safety platform 
work within Denison Street. 

March 
• Completion kerb, island and safety 

platform work at the intersection of 
Derby and Denison Streets. 

April 
Completion kerb, island and safety 
platform work at the intersection of 
Derby and Denison Streets, eastern 
side. 

Comments   

 
 

Denison Street Reconstruction  Total Adopted Budget:  $1,4300,000 

Scope 

The works being undertaken include installation of stormwater drainage, replacement of kerb and 
channel, reconstruction of driveways and footpath sections, asphalt resurfacing and signage and 
line marking. 

Actual Start Date:  August 2024  Estimated Completion Date:  March 2025      

Initial 
Construction 
Estimate  

$900,000 
Estimated 
Cost at 
Completion 

$1,300,000 
Budget 
Health 

 

On the Horizon – Key Milestones & Deliverables  

February 
• Construction of driveways and 

footpath sections 
• Modification of ramps and 

medians 
• Resurfacing of Denison 

St/Stanley St intersection 
• Linemarking 

March 
• Line marking 
• Reinstate concrete islands 
• Install turf 

 

Comments  Project commenced in conjunction with Derby Street / Denison Street /Kent Street roadworks.  

 
 
 
 
 

MAJOR PROJECTS UPDATE 
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Glenmore State School Total Adopted Budget:  $300,000 

Scope 
The works being undertaken at Glenmore State School include construction of footpaths and kerb 
ramps. 

Actual Start Date:  December 2024  Estimated Completion Date:  February 2025      

Initial 
Construction 
Estimate  

$285,000 
Estimated 
Cost at 
Completion 

$298,000 
Budget 
Health 

 

On the Horizon – Key Milestones & Deliverables  

February 
• Complete footpath and pram 

ramps on corner of Scott Street 
and Farm Street.  

  

Comments Project reached completion on 17 February 2025 

 
 

Waraburra State School Total Adopted Budget:  $450,000 

Scope 
Construction of new footpaths, kerb ramps, pedestrian crossings, pavement marking and signage to 
Waraburra State School car park 

Actual Start Date:  December 2024  Estimated Completion Date:  March 2025      

Initial 
Construction 
Estimate  

$440,500 
Estimated 
Cost at 
Completion 

$448,000 
Budget 
Health 

 

On the Horizon – Key Milestones & Deliverables  

February 
• Continue concrete works  
• Commence line marking 
• Commence installation of bollards 

March 
• Complete line marking  
• Complete concrete works 
• Complete installation of bollards 

 

Comments  Project running on schedule. Much of the excavation and pavement works was completed prior to 
the commencement of the school year. 
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11.2 "NO STOPPING" LINEMARKING FOR NORTH ROCKHAMPTON POLICE 
STATION 

File No: 8056 

Attachments: 1. Proposed Yellow Line⇩   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning  

Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning          

 

SUMMARY 

Officers have assessed the request for a yellow line at the North Rockhampton Police 
Station and the outcomes of this assessment are provided to Council.  
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the report supporting the decision to install No Stopping line marking on the western 
approach to the Robinson St driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station be 
“received”.  
 

COMMENTARY 

The Officer in Charge of North Rockhampton Police Station made a customer request that 
was recorded on 15 March 2024. The Officer stated:  

“is there availability to line mark a yellow line on each side of the Police Station driveway 
onto Robinson Street. It is becoming increasingly difficult for police vehicles to proceed to an 
emergency when the street is congested, and vehicles are parking against the driveway”  

Councillor Latcham was contacted on 20 March 2024 to follow up on the initial customer 
request to ask for a timeframe when this would be considered. The matter was tasked to 
Infrastructure Planning on 2 April 2024 where officers undertook a site inspection and it was 
determined that the site did not meet the requirements for yellow lines. Officers last 
comments on this matter were on 30 April 2024 with a Council Officer who mentioned that 
he tried to contact the customer several times to no avail. Councillor Latcham asked for an 
update on 13 November 2024 and the matter needed to be re-opened in the system. 
Councillor Latcham arranged a debrief meeting with Martin Crow on 25 November 2024 with 
Councillor Taylor (Infrastructure Portfolio) and Councillor Hilse (Divisional Councillor) in 
attendance.  

Since this time, Officers have visited the site in question again and met with the Officer in 
Charge to discuss the matter. As is consistent with previous inspections, vehicles currently 
park adjacent to, but not over the driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station. The 
driveway of the North Rockhampton Police Station is approximately 6m wide which provides 
some additional sight distance when entering the road. The Station has a second driveway 
access onto Dean Street; the Officer in Charge indicated that due to traffic volumes on Dean 
Street, this is not the preferred access during peak periods.  

Officers noted that regular on-street parking occurs in the afternoons particularly with after 
school activities occurring on the North Rockhampton High School Ovals. Since the 
construction of footpath on the North Rockhampton High School side of Robinson Street, 
there is an increased presence of vehicles parking kerbside. The presence of parallel 
parking on both sides of the road has reduced the carriageway width from what was there 
previously. This available width is not less than any other street of this classification however 
is a change from what drivers may have been accustomed to.   

QPS reported several crashes between Police vehicles entering the road and vehicles on 
Robinson Street. There are no crashes shown within the crash databases which would 
indicate that these were likely property damage crashes.  
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Council generally do not paint yellow no stopping lines to improve sight distance on 
driveways. In areas where there is high parking demand and a regular turnover of different 
people parking in the area, Council have been known to install yellow lines on intersection 
corners or 1-1.5m from the edge of driveways. This is usually around schools or in the 
hospital precinct and has varying levels of compliance. In discussions with the Officer in 
Charge of North Rockhampton Police Station, he indicated that he and his officers would 
enforce the yellow line if Council were to mark it.  

Vehicles entering the road from a driveway are required to give way to all road users before 
undertaking the movement. The Officer in Charge has indicated that during school hours 
congestion often causes delays for Police vehicles driving to an incident. He is looking to 
reduce officers’ response times as much as possible and considers that the prohibition of 
parking will aid response times. Officers consider that the improvements to response times, 
as a result of the yellow line, would be considered marginal as vehicles are still required to 
give way to pedestrians and cyclists travelling along the footpath.  

However, giving further weight to the request of the QPS, Council officers have agreed to 
provide 7m of yellow line to the West of the North Rockhampton Police Station driveway. 
The presence of regular on-street carparking, general turnover of traffic in proximity to the 
school and the location of a nearby fire hydrant further support the implementation of the 
yellow line at this particular location. The attached plan indicates the proposed location of 
the yellow line and a works order will be issued to Civil Operations for implementation.   

BACKGROUND 
 
Under the Queensland Road Rules, it is not illegal for vehicles to park on-street up to the 
edge of a driveway. It is only illegal for a driver to park their vehicle across any portion of the 
driveway entry to prevent access to or from the property.  
 
Council is careful in the application of no stopping lines or signs and they are generally 
reserved for streets where Council has assessed that a genuine road safety issue can be 
addressed through their implementation.  
 
Yellow no stopping lines are not a suitable solution to deter unlawfully parked vehicles 
blocking driveway accesses. This is primarily because the road rules already make parking 
over a driveway an offence which can be enforced by Council’s Local Laws Officers or the 
Police. It is Council’s experience that drivers who currently disregard the road rules in 
relation to parking will continue to disregard the no stopping line markings on the road.  

Council has implemented yellow lines in some locations where there is constant demand for 
parking and regular turnover of different vehicles parking on street. This is mainly reserved 
for areas such as around the active frontages of schools and the hospital precinct.  

PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

On 10 December 2024, Cr Latcham raised a notice of motion “THAT Council install yellow 
line-marking to indicate no parking for approximately six (6) metres on both sides of the 
North Rockhampton Police Station driveway on Robinson Street, Berserker before late 
January 2025.” 

The Council resolution from that meeting was “THAT a report on the matter be presented to 
the next Infrastructure Committee meeting to be held on 18 February 2025.” 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 
The report contributes to Council’s Corporate Plan goals, specifically: 
3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

This report presents the findings of an investigation into a request for a yellow line at the 
North Rockhampton Police Station.  
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11.3 RESPONSE TO PARKING PETITION 

File No: 1743 

Attachments: 1. Proposed Parking Restrictions⇩   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning 
Peter Kofod - General Manager Regional Services  

Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning          

 

SUMMARY 

In late 2024, Council received a petition requesting changes to Quay Street and Derby 
Street parking restrictions to facilitate more unrestricted “all day” parking. This report 
presents the response to this petition. 
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Parking Restrictions on Quay Street shown in Attachment 1 of the report are 
implemented.   
 

COMMENTARY 

In late 2024, Council received a petition relating to parking the in the CBD area. The petition 
requests that:  

We, the undersigned, hereby respectfully request the Rockhampton Regional Council: make 
available additional all day parking for CBD workers. Since the riverbank redevelopment and 
closure of the all day car park next to The Boat House and part of the all day car park 
opposite The Heritage Hotel, there has been insufficient all day parking for CBD workers. 
We respectfully request Council allow all day parking from William Street to Derby Street on 
the opposite side of the riverbank and along Derby Street between Quay Street to East 
Street  (previously 3 hour parking). 

Officers have investigated the request and considered the parking restrictions that are 
currently in place. The areas raised within the petition are on the fringes of the CBD parking 
area where longer time restrictions are considered more acceptable. The Eastern side of 
Quay Street is already unrestricted “all day” parking and is heavily utilized by CBD workers. 
Quay Street on the western side has some existing 2P and permit zone parking restrictions 
which are proposed to remain the same.  

As a part of this investigation, several occupancy surveys were undertaken, by Council’s 
Local Laws team, to give better context to the occupancy levels in this location. Surveys 
were undertaken using the new AeroRanger technology with several runs throughout the 
day over two days. These survey runs were within peak business hours (10am-3pm) to 
ensure that parking occupancy was not under reported. The survey indicated that the 3P 
parking on the Western side of Quay Street is generally underutilized with higher occupancy 
to the northern end of the block. Derby Street had higher levels of occupancy throughout the 
survey dates. This would align with the parking demand associated with the land uses in 
these areas. The northern end of Quay Street has a Bar and Hotel which has a higher 
parking demand than the Walter Reid apartments at the southern end. Similarly Derby Street 
has the Walter Reid Cultural Centre and a Gym which generate a higher parking demand as 
well.  

As a part of the investigation into parking, community consultation in the form of targeted 
letters and surveys were sent to properties directly adjacent to Quay Street. The survey 
asked for feedback regarding changes from 3P parking to unrestricted “All Day” parking 
along Quay Street on the western side. Letters and surveys were sent in December but 
received a low response rate (1 out of 24 responded). The letter and survey were sent again 
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in February with a higher response rate (9 out of 24). Of those who responded, a small 
concentrated area of properties opposed the change in parking restrictions.    

Based on the occupancy data and responses from residents, it is proposed to change the 
Western side of Quay Street from 3P to All day with the exception of 248-250 Quay Street 
which would remain as 3P.  

BACKGROUND 

In 2015-2016 Council undertook a parking study into the CBD (as defined within the 
Planning Scheme Principal Centre). It found that there are a total of 2908 on-street spaces in 
the CBD study area of which 1131 are unrestricted or long-term parking spaces. The 
majority of the unrestricted spaces are on the fringes of the CBD. There are 51 disabled 
spaces, 61 loading zone spaces and 15 bus zones.  

In terms of parking occupancy, it is considered ideal to have an average 85% target 
occupancy rate. This means that roughly one in seven parking spaces should remain 
available to support turnover and to ensure easy ingress and egress for drivers. The 
provision of this 85% occupancy rate ensures that vehicles are not forced to excessively 
circle around looking for a park. The study indicated that maximum occupancy rates in the 
study area were 77% and average occupancy was 64%. These rates are in aggregate 
across the CBD study area and disguise the localised hot spots.  

The 2015 occupancy survey indicates a shortfall in central areas of the CBD along with a 
high level of non-compliance with permitted times in short-term parking areas. In contrast, 
occupancy rates in unrestricted outer-lying areas were lower. This suggests that while there 
is not an aggregate shortfall in car parking across the entire CBD, people are not prepared to 
walk significant distances in Rockhampton’s climate and the existing parking is not in the 
desired location. 

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

Changes to signage can be undertaken within existing maintenance and minor works 
budgets.  

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

The report contributes to Council’s Corporate Plan goals, specifically: 
3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

Council officers have undertaken a review of parking restrictions along Quay Street and 
provide the following recommendations to Council for implementation.  
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11.4 FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STUDIES 

File No: 1743 

Attachments: 1. Frenchmans / Thozets Flood Risk 
Assessment⇩  

2. Moores Creek Flood Risk Assessment⇩  
3. South Rockhampton Flood Risk 

Assessment⇩  
4. Frenchmans / Thozets Flood Risk 

Management Report (Confidential)  
5. Moores Creek Flood Risk Management 

Report (Confidential)  
6. South Rockhampton Flood Risk Management 

Report (Confidential)   

Authorising Officer: Martin Crow - Manager Infrastructure Planning  

Author: Stuart Harvey - Coordinator Infrastructure Planning          

 

SUMMARY 

Infrastructure Planning has completed Flood Risk Management Studies for the catchments 
of Frenchmans / Thozets Creek, Moores Creek and South Rockhampton Local Catchments. 
This report presents the reports for Council endorsement.  
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council endorse: 

1. The Frenchmans/Thozets Flood Risk Assessment Report; 

2. The Moores Creek Flood Risk Assessment Report; 

3. The South Rockhampton Local Catchment Flood Risk Assessment Report;  

4. The Frenchman’s/Thozets Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in confidential); 

5. The Moores Creek Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in confidential); and 

6. The South Rockhampton Local Catchment Flood Risk Mitigation Report (included in 
confidential) 

 

COMMENTARY 

In late 2022 Council engaged AECOM to undertake Flood Risk Management Studies for the 
local catchments of Frenchmans Thozets Creek, Moores Creek and South Rockhampton 
Local Catchments. The intent of the studies was to build upon our knowledge of flooding 
behavior to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding.  A core 
requirement of this phase of the study was to establish a repeatable, quantifiable 
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other 
catchments in the Rockhampton region. 
 
The Flood Risk Assessment Framework defines flood risk as the interrelationship between 
the natural flooding processes and the social, environmental and economic composition of 
the locality. The elements that make up the framework include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk, 
Flood Function, Flood Range, and Vulnerability (comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of 
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form and Demographics). Attachments 1 – 3 include 
the details of the flood risk assessment for each catchment.  
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With identified flood risk throughout the catchments there was a need to define at what point 
Council would intervene. As a part of this project, specific intervention criteria were defined 
to establish what Council considered to be desirable, tolerable, and unacceptable. This was 
based on specific values for hydraulic risk, isolation, time to inundate and at which rainfall 
event over floor flooding is first experienced. This allowed officers to establish which areas of 
flood risk would be considered for further investigation, through identifying flooding hotspots.  
 
Once the hotspots were identified they were ranked by mean flood risk and average annual 
flood damages. This allowed the project to highlight which hot spots should be prioritised for 
mitigation investigation. In response to this identified flooding hotspots, flood risk 
management strategies were developed. These strategies could include both structural and 
non-structural flood risk mitigation options. Given the wealth of existing large-scale schemes 
in the region, a core requirement of this phase of the study was to identify feasible 
treatments of flood risk that can be acted upon by RRC in future works. It is important to note 
that most mitigation projects identified will be unable to remove all flood risk in an area or 
reduce flood risk for all rainfall events. The focus is on reducing flood risk to what is 
considered a tolerable level.   

The project considered all investigated mitigation projects and prioritised them based on an 
established set of criteria, each with appropriate weightings. The outcome of this process 
was a prioritised list of flood mitigation projects to consider for further planning and design. 
Attachment 3 – 6 include the details of the flood risk mitigation works proposed for each 
catchment.  

The intent is to have a combined list of all the mitigation projects, across all the local 
catchments, in order to ensure that the highest priority areas of flood risk are mitigated first. 
This requires further Flood Risk Management studies to be completed, some of which are 
already in progress. In the meantime, Council officers will undertake further planning and 
design work on the highest priority projects identified across the three studies.  

The outcomes of these further planning and design work would be brought back to the 
Council table prior to inclusion within future Capital budgets.   

BACKGROUND 

Council has been undertaking a large body of work within the Floodplain Management space 
over the past decade with a significant focus on understanding and managing the risks of 
flooding within our urban areas. Officers have been progressing through the steps outlined 
within Australian Institute of Disaster Resilience guide to best practice flood risk 
management.  
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In 2017 a number of flood studies were updated through the Floodplain Management 
Services contract to see more comprehensive flood modelling for our urban local 
catchments. These studies have been now incorporated into our flood searches and flood 
hazard overlay maps. This project, development of floodplain management studies, is the 
next stage in the process with a view to compile the outcomes of these studies into a single 
Floodplain Management Plan for the region encompassing all the local and riverine 
catchments.  

PREVIOUS DECISIONS 

The Frenchmans Thozets Creek Flood Study was adopted by Council in Infrastructure 
Committee on 18 September 2018 

The Moores Creek and South Rockhampton Local Catchment Studies were adopted by 
Infrastructure Committee on 25 June 2019  

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

The mitigation projects identified have significant capital budget allocations attached to them. 
Any inclusion into the capital budget would occur after sufficient planning and design were 
undertaken to justify the investment.    

RISK ASSESSMENT 

Council has a duty of care to residents to take the appropriate measures to understand, 
inform and relieve, where practicable, the impacts to people and property of periodic 
inundation from local catchment flooding.  

It many instances the proposed solutions may not be able to achieve complete immunity 
from all impacts, and measures may not be feasible due to the prohibitive costs. 
Nevertheless, issues and solutions can be investigated as part of detailed assessment, on a 
case by case basis, to evaluate and prioritise mitigation works based on assessment of risk. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 
The report contributes to Council’s Corporate Plan goals, specifically: 
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3.1.1 Consult on, advocate, plan, deliver and maintain a range of safe urban and rural public 
infrastructure appropriate to the Region’s needs, both present and into the future. 

CONCLUSION 

The Flood Risk Assessment and Flood Risk Management reports for Frenchmans Thozets, 
Moores and South Rockhampton Local catchments are presented to Council for their 
endorsement.  
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Executive Summary
Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3
phases as displayed in Figure E1.

Figure E1 Project Methodology

This report is specific to the Frenchmans and Thozets Creeks local catchment (refer Figure E2),
focused on the Flood Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.

Figure E2 Frenchmans and Thozets Creeks Catchment Locality
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in
the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework
A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on
industry best-practice guidance with
refinement to suit the specific nuances of
the RRC locality. The development
process involved review of applicable
literature and collaboration with RRC
during a series of workshops from July
2023 through to November 2023.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social,
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability
(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.

Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard
Flood Hazard is defined by the
Australian Institute of Disaster
Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.

In this guidance, Flood Hazard
curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
waters with respect to depth and
velocity in order to categorise the
posed hazard.

Australian Rainfall and Runoff
(ARR– A Guide to Flood
Estimation (ARR19)) provides
additional guidance on the
defining of flood hazard curves,
with the Combined Flood Hazard
Curves (shown in Figure E4)
recommended for use in general
hazard classification of
floodwaters.

Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)

Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
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Hydraulic Risk
Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.
Table E1 Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

Likelihood
(% AEP)

Flood hazard category
H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6

PMF
0.05% AEP
0.2% AEP
0.5% AEP
1% AEP
2% AEP
5% AEP
10% AEP
18% AEP
39% AEP
63% AEP

Flood Function
Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FB02 – Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.

Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.

Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)

Risk
(Hydraulic Risk)

Likelihood
(AEP)

Consequence
(Flood Hazard)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in
Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local
flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.
Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Flood Function Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance
1% AEP

Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Flood Storage Depth  0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Range
Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5
Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood
range are displayed in Table E3.
Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Flood Range Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance 1% AEP
Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Rare Flood
Conveyance PMF Hazard  H6

Flood Storage
1% AEP

Depth  0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

PMF Extent PMF Extent PMF Extent

Residual Risk
A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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Vulnerability
Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to
recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.
Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%

Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%

Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%

Building Floor Type (Built Form) Building 18%

Demographics Suburb 10%
*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.

Time to Inundate
The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.
Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

>1.25 hrs >1 hrs >0.75 hrs >0.5 hrs <0.25 hrs

Duration of Inundation
The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.
Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Duration of
Flooding (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

<0.5 hrs 0.5-1.5 hrs 1.5-2.5 hrs 2.5-3 hrs >3 hrs

Isolation
The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an
attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic

Land Use
For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.
Table E7 Land Use Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data

Rural / non-
developed

Open Space Industry Commercial Residential
and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Floor Type (Built Form)
Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.
Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground

Demographics
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

Demographic Indices
Physical Vulnerability
PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
Socio-Economic Vulnerability
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students
Mobility Vulnerability
MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families
Awareness Vulnerability
AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas

AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 – 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.
Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring
A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.
Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate

No Data

>1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Duration of
Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-2.5 2.5-3 >3

Isolation PMF Extent - 1% AEP
Extent - Low Island

Land Use Rural / non-
developed

Open
Space Industry Commercial Residential

Building Floor
Type Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground
Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5

Flood Risk
The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.
The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.
Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key Value Risk Level
 5 Lower Risk
9
13
17
25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.
Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk
Vulnerability Score

1 2 3 4 5

H
yd

ra
ul

ic
 ri

sk Very Low (1) 1 2 3 4 5

Low (2) 2 4 6 8 10

Moderate (3) 3 6 9 12 15

Moderate-High (4) 4 8 12 16 20

High (5) 5 10 15 20 25
Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.

Flood Risk
(0 - 25 values)

Vulnerability
(0 - 5 values)

Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 5 values)
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Flood Risk Assessment Results
Hydraulic Risk Analysis
The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For
properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis
The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 8% of the buildings within the PMF extent experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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Time of Inundation Analysis
The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.

Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis
The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in
Figure E13.

Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The majority of impacted buildings have short durations of flooding (under 1.5 hours). This is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis
The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 30% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 2% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis
The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
– 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis
The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the
downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps
The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

 Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

 Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:

- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.

 Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

 Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

 Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies – Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LiDAR data

- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.

- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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Executive Summary
Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3
phases as displayed in Figure E1.

Figure E1 Project Methodology

This report is specific to the Moores Creek local catchment (refer Figure E2), focused on the Flood
Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.

Figure E2 Moores Creek Catchment Locality
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in
the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework
A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on
industry best-practice guidance with
refinement to suit the specific nuances of
the RRC locality. The development
process involved review of applicable
literature and collaboration with RRC
during a series of workshops from July
2023 through to November 2023.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social,
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability
(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.

Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard
Flood Hazard is defined by the
Australian Institute of Disaster
Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.

In this guidance, Flood Hazard
curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
waters with respect to depth and
velocity in order to categorise the
posed hazard.

Australian Rainfall and Runoff
(ARR– A Guide to Flood
Estimation (ARR19)) provides
additional guidance on the
defining of flood hazard curves,
with the Combined Flood Hazard
Curves (shown in Figure E4)
recommended for use in general
hazard classification of
floodwaters.

Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)

Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
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Hydraulic Risk
Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.
Table E1 Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

Likelihood
(% AEP)

Flood hazard category
H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6

PMF
0.05% AEP
0.2% AEP
0.5% AEP
1% AEP
2% AEP
5% AEP
10% AEP
18% AEP
39% AEP
63% AEP

Flood Function
Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FB02 – Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.

Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.

Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)

Risk
(Hydraulic Risk)

Likelihood
(AEP)

Consequence
(Flood Hazard)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in
Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local
flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.
Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Flood Function Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance
1% AEP

Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Flood Storage Depth  0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Range
Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5
Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood
range are displayed in Table E3.
Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Flood Range Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance 1% AEP
Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Rare Flood
Conveyance PMF Hazard  H6

Flood Storage
1% AEP

Depth  0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

PMF Extent PMF Extent PMF Extent

Residual Risk
A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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Vulnerability
Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to
recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.
Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%

Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%

Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%

Building Floor Type (Built Form) Building 18%

Demographics Suburb 10%
*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.

Time to Inundate
The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.
Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

>1.25 hrs >1 hrs >0.75 hrs >0.5 hrs <0.25 hrs

Duration of Inundation
The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.
Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Duration of
Flooding (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

<0.5 hrs 0.5-1.5 hrs 1.5-2.5 hrs 2.5-3 hrs >3 hrs

Isolation
The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an
attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic

Land Use
For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.
Table E7 Land Use Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data

Rural / non-
developed

Open Space Industry Commercial Residential
and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Floor Type (Built Form)
Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.
Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground

Demographics
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

Demographic Indices
Physical Vulnerability
PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
Socio-Economic Vulnerability
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students
Mobility Vulnerability
MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families
Awareness Vulnerability
AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas

AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 – 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.
Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring
A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.
Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate

No Data

>1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Duration of
Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-2.5 2.5-3 >3

Isolation PMF Extent - 1% AEP
Extent - Low Island

Land Use Rural / non-
developed

Open
Space Industry Commercial Residential

Building Floor
Type Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground
Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5

Flood Risk
The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.
The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.
Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key Value Risk Level
 5 Lower Risk
9
13
17
25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.
Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk
Vulnerability Score

1 2 3 4 5

H
yd

ra
ul

ic
 ri

sk Very Low (1) 1 2 3 4 5

Low (2) 2 4 6 8 10

Moderate (3) 3 6 9 12 15

Moderate-High (4) 4 8 12 16 20

High (5) 5 10 15 20 25
Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.

Flood Risk
(0 - 25 values)

Vulnerability
(0 - 5 values)

Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 5 values)
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Flood Risk Assessment Results
Hydraulic Risk Analysis
The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For
properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis
The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 5% of the total properties in the catchment experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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Time of Inundation Analysis
The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.

Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis
The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in
Figure E13.

Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The trend of duration of flooding for impacted buildings is relatively flat for durations of flooding under 3
hours. The durations of flooding experienced in the catchment are overall fairly low, which is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis
The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 47% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 5% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis
The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
– 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis
The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the
downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps
The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

 Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

 Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:

- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.

 Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

 Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

 Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies – Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LiDAR data

- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.

- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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Executive Summary
Rockhampton Regional Council (RRC) engaged AECOM Australia Pty Ltd (AECOM) to undertake
Flood Risk Management Studies (FRMS) for three local catchments - Frenchmans & Thozets Creeks,
Moores Creek and South Rockhampton. The methodology adopted for this project was split across 3
phases as displayed in Figure E1.

Figure E1 Project Methodology

This report is specific to the South Rockhampton local catchment (refer Figure E2), focused on the
Flood Risk Assessment component which forms Phase 2 of the study.

Figure E2 South Rockhampton Catchment Locality
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The purpose of this study is to develop and apply a Flood Risk Framework to local catchment flooding,
that allows for the identification of areas of high flood risk for subsequent concept mitigation in the next
project phase. A core requirement of this phase of the study is to establish a repeatable, quantifiable
methodology for assessing and targeting areas of flood risk that can be applied to other catchments in
the Rockhampton region.

Flood Risk Assessment Framework
A Flood Risk Assessment Framework was
developed for use in this study based on
industry best-practice guidance with
refinement to suit the specific nuances of
the RRC locality. The development
process involved review of applicable
literature and collaboration with RRC
during a series of workshops from July
2023 through to November 2023.

The Flood Risk Assessment Framework
shown below in Figure E3 defines flood
risk as the interrelationship between the
natural flooding processes and the social,
environmental and economic composition
of the locality.

The elements that make up the framework
include Flood Hazard, Hydraulic Risk,
Flood Function, Flood Range, Vulnerability
(comprising Time to Inundate, Duration of
Inundation, Isolation, Land Use, Built Form
and Demographics) and Flood Risk.

Each of these elements are summarised below and discussed in detail within the report.

Flood Hazard
Flood Hazard is defined by the
Australian Institute of Disaster
Resilience (AIDR) in Guideline 7-
3, Flood Hazard.

In this guidance, Flood Hazard
curves are used to define the
general classification of flood
waters with respect to depth and
velocity in order to categorise the
posed hazard.

Australian Rainfall and Runoff
(ARR– A Guide to Flood
Estimation (ARR19)) provides
additional guidance on the
defining of flood hazard curves,
with the Combined Flood Hazard
Curves (shown in Figure E4)
recommended for use in general
hazard classification of
floodwaters.

Figure E4 AIDR 7-3 and ARR19 Recommended General Combined Flood Hazard Curves (Smith et. Al., 2014)

Figure E3 Flood Risk Assessment Framework
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Hydraulic Risk
Risk is usually described in terms of consequences with respect to their likelihoods of occurrence.
Hydraulic risk has been quantified in this assessment using this definition of risk with respect solely to
the hydraulic aspect of flooding. Consequence is represented using Flood Hazard and Likelihood is
represented using the probability of the respective Flood Events (refer Figure E5)

Figure E5 Approach to Quantifying Risk

Hydraulic risk matrices are a flood-specific application of a standard risk management approach to
defining risk with respect to the hydraulic components of flooding. The matrix outlines various
combinations of likelihoods (AEP events) and consequences (flood hazard categories), then groups
similar combinations into hydraulic risk categories. Through collaboration with RRC, the adopted
hydraulic risk matrix was developed as shown in Table E1.
Table E1 Selected Hydraulic Risk Matrix

Likelihood
(% AEP)

Flood hazard category
H1 H2 H3 H4 H5 H6

PMF
0.05% AEP
0.2% AEP
0.5% AEP
1% AEP
2% AEP
5% AEP
10% AEP
18% AEP
39% AEP
63% AEP

Flood Function
Flood function is defined as a method of classifying the function of areas in floodplains based on the
behaviour of floodwaters (refer Figure E6). The NSW Department of Planning and Environment (DPE)
classify Flood Function in the Flood Risk Management Toolkit, FB02 – Flood Function (DPE, 2023) as:

Flood conveyance areas are the sections of the floodplain that convey the bulk of the flood flow.

Flood storage areas temporarily store water during a flood.

Flood Fringe is generally the outer edge of the floodplain, with lower depths and velocities.

Figure E6 Floodplain Functions (AIDR Handbook 7, 2017)

Risk
(Hydraulic Risk)

Likelihood
(AEP)

Consequence
(Flood Hazard)
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Testing was undertaken to select the flood function values adopted for this assessment, as shown in
Table E2. The values were selected based on catchment topography, knowledge of historic local
flooding behaviour and experience in defining values of flood function in other Queensland catchments.
Table E2 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Function

Flood Function Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance
1% AEP

Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Flood Storage Depth  0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not Flood Conveyance)

Flood Range
Flood Range considers how much flood behaviour can change with the scale of flood event relative to
the Defined Flood Event (DFE), including extent, function, depth, velocity and hazard. Handbook 7-5
Flood Information to Support Land-use Planning (AIDR, 2017) provides guidance on classifying Flood
Function across rarer flood events. In consultation with Council, the adopted indicator values for flood
range are displayed in Table E3.
Table E3 Adopted Indicator Values for Flood Range

Flood Range Event Indicator Value

Flood Conveyance 1% AEP
Hazard  H4

Velocity  1m/s

Rare Flood
Conveyance PMF Hazard  H6

Flood Storage
1% AEP

Depth  0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

Flood Fringe Depth < 0.5m (and not a type of Flood Conveyance)

PMF Extent PMF Extent PMF Extent

Residual Risk
A specific component of flood range that is important to consider is how flood depth varies for a range
of flood likelihoods. In particular the difference between the selected ‘defined floor level’ (DFL), which
helps to establish floor levels, and the maximum possible flood depth. Differences in these two values
highlight how much residual risk exists above a proposed DFL and helps to inform appropriate selection
of DFL’s. An example of this is displayed in Figure E7.

Figure E7 Example of a Comparison of Differences in Flood Levels and Residual Risk (INSW, 2017)
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Vulnerability
Whilst all people are inherently vulnerable to the impacts of flooding, some people can be considered
more so than others. Vulnerable populations may be impacted more severely and take longer to
recover from impacts caused by flooding. Vulnerability relates to issues that affect life safety and is a
key metric in considering flood risk.

Aspects of vulnerability considered in this study are displayed in Table E4 with weightings determined
using an Analytic Hierarchy Process (AHP), which were developed in agreement with RRC. Each of the
elements shown in Table E4 are discussed in further detail below.
Table E4 Vulnerability Criteria Weightings

Criteria Resolution Level* Weighting
Time to Inundate Cell Level 20%

Duration of Inundation Cell Level 8%

Isolation Cell Level 14%

Land Use Property 30%

Building Floor Type (Built Form) Building 18%

Demographics Suburb 10%
*Cell level refers to each grid cell within the flood model outputs.

Time to Inundate
The time to inundate for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 15 minute intervals with cutoff depths of 75mm, and the extents of outputs were
classified into the vulnerability scoring categories shown in Table E5.
Table E5 Time to Inundate Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

>1.25 hrs >1 hrs >0.75 hrs >0.5 hrs <0.25 hrs

Duration of Inundation
The duration of flooding for areas of interest was calculated on the basis of modelling files for the DFE.
Results were output at 30 minute increments and assigned a vulnerability score based on Table E6.
Table E6 Duration of Flooding Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Duration of
Flooding (Hrs)

Not
flooded
in DFE

<0.5 hrs 0.5-1.5 hrs 1.5-2.5 hrs 2.5-3 hrs >3 hrs

Isolation
The flood emergency response classification of communities (FERCCs) is essentially a representation
of isolation risk. As shown in Figure E8, FERCCs describe the potential inundation and isolation of
properties during rare and extreme flood events.

Areas identified as High Islands are locations not predicted to flood in events up to PMF, however can
be isolated in events rare than the DFE and residents may be tempted to cross floodwaters in an
attempt to evacuate. Low Islands are locations that are isolated (but not flooded) in the DFE, however
are predicted to be inundated in rarer flood events. These locations of higher vulnerability should be of
highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.
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Figure E8 Low and High Flood Islands Schematic

Land Use
For development of regional vulnerability, RRC’s land use GIS information was classified on a scale of
0-5 based on general importance and likely vulnerability to a disaster event. The categories assigned
are displayed in Table E7.
Table E7 Land Use Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data

Rural / non-
developed

Open Space Industry Commercial Residential
and Critical
Infrastructure

Building Floor Type (Built Form)
Survey information (where collected) of built form types has been recorded in RRC’s geospatial
database. Built form vulnerability criteria is defined in Table E8.
Table E8 Building Built Form Vulnerability Classification

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Building Built
Form No Data Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground

Demographics
The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) maintain census information of communities Australia-wide at
a range of resolution levels. The purpose of using census information to measure vulnerability is to
gauge how vulnerable a section of the community is in relation to the average population across the
entire catchment area. This approach scales across the catchment area and identifies areas that are
more vulnerable or less vulnerable on average. The various indices used to measure the Demographic
Vulnerability are shown in Table E9.
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Table E9 Census Demographics Indices

Demographic Indices
Physical Vulnerability
PV-1 % Population over 65 years old

PV-2 % Population under 5 years old

PV-3 % Population over 65 years old and living alone

PV-4 % Population that has assisted living

PV-5 % Population that have long-term health conditions
Socio-Economic Vulnerability
SEV-1 % Population Unemployed

SEV-2 % Households <$650 / wk income

SEV-3 % Households that are Rentals

SEV-4 % Households that have Mortgages

SEV-5 % Population that are students
Mobility Vulnerability
MV-1 % Households with no Vehicles

MV-2 % Households with 5+ persons

MV-3 % Households with Single Parent Families
Awareness Vulnerability
AV-1 % Population with Little to No English of people born overseas

AV-2 % Population that were a different address <1 year ago

Given that the process of averaging pulls the values towards the centre of the 0 – 5 range it was
decided with RRC to determine final census vulnerability through further category classification. This
classification is displayed in Table E10.
Table E10 Demographic Vulnerability Classification

Criteria
Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Average
Demographic
Score

No Data 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5
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Vulnerability Criteria Scoring
A summary of the vulnerability criteria and the indices which inform them is shown in Table E11.
Table E11 Vulnerability Criteria Scorings

Criteria Scoring
0 1 2 3 4 5

Time to
Inundate

No Data

>1.25 >1 >0.75 >0.5 <0.25

Duration of
Inundation <0.5 0.5-1.5 1.5-2.5 2.5-3 >3

Isolation PMF Extent - 1% AEP
Extent - Low Island

Land Use Rural / non-
developed

Open
Space Industry Commercial Residential

Building Floor
Type Highset - Lowset - Slab on

Ground
Demographics 0-1.5 1.5-1.9 1.9-2.1 2.1-2.5 >2.5

Flood Risk
The combination of hydraulic risk and vulnerability receptor information has been used to identify the
flood risk at a particular location. The purpose of this output is to determine where hydraulic risk has the
highest potential to impact on vulnerable populations.
The equation and scoring values determined in the flood risk process is shown in Figure E9.

Figure E9 Flood Risk Relationship

Once multiplied together using the equation in Figure E9, flood risk is classified quantitatively using the
values detailed in Table E12.
Table E12 Flood Risk Quantitative Classification

Key Value Risk Level
 5 Lower Risk
9
13
17
25 Higher Risk

This classification of flood risk can also be represented as a matrix, as shown in Table E13.
Table E13 Flood Risk Classification Matrix

Flood Risk
Vulnerability Score

1 2 3 4 5

H
yd

ra
ul

ic
 ri

sk Very Low (1) 1 2 3 4 5

Low (2) 2 4 6 8 10

Moderate (3) 3 6 9 12 15

Moderate-High (4) 4 8 12 16 20

High (5) 5 10 15 20 25
Note: Zero value is used for any ‘no data’ values encountered during the assessment.

Flood Risk
(0 - 25 values)

Vulnerability
(0 - 5 values)

Hydraulic Risk
(0 - 5 values)
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Flood Risk Assessment Results
Hydraulic Risk Analysis
The hydraulic risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced hydraulic risk which is displayed in Figure E10 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E10 Hydraulic Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Figure E10 shows there a general declining trend in number of buildings as hydraulic risk increases. For
properties, the number of properties initially decreases, before starting to increase as the hydraulic risk
increases.

Flood Range Analysis
The flood range output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood range which is displayed in Figure E11 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E11 Flood Range of Building Footprints and Properties

It can be seen that 10% of the buildings within the PMF extent experience some form of conveyance,
rare conveyance or storage. These categories of flood range are sensitive to filling, where significant
impacts to flows or flood heights are likely from changes at these locations.
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Time of Inundation Analysis
The time to inundation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of minimum experienced time to inundation which is displayed in
Figure E12.

Figure E12 Time to Inundation of Properties and Buildings

It is identified that most of the catchment has more than 1.25hrs of warning from initial rainfall to first
seeing surface water.

Duration of Inundation Analysis
The duration of flooding output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint
database to develop a breakdown of maximum experienced duration of flooding which is displayed in
Figure E13.

Figure E13 Duration of Flooding of Properties and Buildings

The trend of duration of flooding for impacted buildings is relatively flat for durations of flooding under 3
hours. The durations of flooding experienced in the catchment are overall fairly low, which is expected
in a local catchment driven by flash flooding, however there is a noted portion of buildings that
experience a sustained duration of flooding (greater than 3 hours).
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Isolation Analysis
The isolation output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of worst case category experienced at each property and building, which is
displayed in Figure E14 with detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E14 Flood Isolation of Building Footprints and Properties

Buildings and properties impacted by PMF or DFE flooding comprise 33% of the buildings in the
catchment. Low islands are locations of higher vulnerability, however, comprise only 2% of the
catchment. These areas should be of highest priority for action out of the isolation categories.

Vulnerability Analysis
The vulnerability output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database
to develop a breakdown of maximum vulnerability experienced, which is displayed in Figure E15 with
detailed isolation mapping provided in Volume 2 of this report.

Figure E15 Maximum Vulnerability for Properties and Buildings Across Catchment

The majority of resident vulnerability (captured spatially at building footprints) sits at the median of the 0
– 5 range. However, it is noted that a much larger portion of buildings are considered to be vulnerable
to the impacts of flooding (greater than 2.5) than not vulnerable.
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Flood Risk Analysis
The flood risk output was intersected with the RRC property zone and building footprint database to
develop a breakdown of maximum experienced flood risk which is displayed in Figure E16.

Figure E16 Maximum Experienced Flood Risk of Building Footprints and Properties

Across the catchment, there is a general decrease in number of properties and buildings when
increasing in flood risk scoring. The trend of decrease is more significant with buildings, whilst the
downward trend is much flatter in properties.

Recommendations and Next Steps
The following are the recommendations from this assessment:

 Adoption of the Flood Risk Framework for use in future projects for assessing flood risk in other
catchments and following hydraulic model updates.

 Adoption of flood risk mapping, and mapping of flood risk inputs into council planning decisions:

- Analysis and targeting of areas of high flood risk with structural and non-structural mitigations.

 Incorporating the flood risk outputs into flood risk management investigations:

- Inclusion as a metric of assessing the performance of mitigation infrastructure in reducing
flood risk.

 Sharing flood risk mapping with the community to engage residents in becoming aware of their
flood risk, and to be used as an input to obtain community buy in into developing mitigation
solutions.

 Conduct updates to flood modelling as detailed in the Rockhampton Flood Risk Management
Studies – Overall Review Report (10-Nov-23), which includes but is not limited to:

- Inclusion of latest LiDAR data

- Updating the models from ARR87 to ARR19 hydrology.

- Updates to topography in localised areas.

- Filtering of results in addition to existing 75mm depth cutoff.
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SUMMARY 

The purpose of this report is to provide Councillors with the Regional Waste & Resource 
Recovery Management Plan Central Queensland - Implementation Plan, and to seek 
endorsement of actions to be undertaken by Rockhampton Regional Council under the 
Implementation Plan in accordance with the Regional Governance Structure of the Central 
Queensland Region of Councils (CQROC). 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT Council endorse the actions to be undertaken by Rockhampton Regional Council 
under the Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plan - Central Queensland 
Implementation Plan. 

COMMENTARY 

The Implementation Plan sets priority initiatives relevant to Central Queensland, taking into 
consideration the scale, locality and industry issues specific to the region. Each priority 
initiative outlines actions for individual Councils to undertake within prescribed timeframes. 
The Implementation Plan is a “living” document and will change throughout time dependent 
on availability of resources/funding, alignment with each Council’s current Corporate Plans, 
and emerging industry issues. The actions specific to Rockhampton Regional Council are 
outlined within the attached Implementation Plan. In summary these actions include: 

• Bin Lid Harmonisation (Item # 7): Update residual bin lid color to align with
Australian Standard 4123.7-2006. Funding is currently available for this project
through the State Governments’ GROW FOGO Fund – Stream 3.

• Kerbside Organics (Item # 8 & 9): Develop a business case for kerbside organics
collection service for Council approval. Once approved:

o Procure organic waste collection service & processing solution.

o Commence and operate kerbside organics collection service.

o Commence education and behaviour change initiatives prior to and during the

implementation of the kerbside organics collection service.

Funding is currently available for this project through the State Governments’ GROW 
FOGO Fund – Stream 1 and Stream 4.  This funding opportunity lapses on 30th June 
2027 unless exhausted earlier. 

• Landfill Options Assessment (Item # 27): Undertake an options analysis for
disposal of residual waste in preparation for the Lakes Creek Road Landfill end-of-
life. The assessment will compare the following scenarios:
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1. BAU (Lakes Creek Road Landfill - LCRL). 

2. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + development and operation of a new RRC 
landfill. 

3. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + disposal agreement with third party landfill. 

4. BAU (residual cost for LCRL) + partnership agreement with another CQ local 
government to expand / develop a joint landfill. 

 

• Domestic Chemical Disposal Service Trial (Item # 31): The trial will assess 
operational and financial aspects required for providing the service to the 
Rockhampton community on an ongoing basis. This information would be submitted 
to the State Government as a “proof of concept” in support of a fully funded state-
wide implementation of a Domestic Chemical Disposal Service.  

 
Application has been made to the State Government to fund this trial.  

There are two other actions specific to Regional Queensland, which Rockhampton Regional 
Council is advocating for inclusion in other ROC Implementation Plans and for these actions 
to be led by the State. In summary these actions include: 

• Funded Regional Commingled Recycling Infrastructure Plan (Item # 16): 
Investigation into the current state of play of kerbside commingled recycling within 
Regional Qld, including an Options Assessment and a Funded Regional Commingled 
Recycling Infrastructure Plan based on the preferred option. 
 

• Funded Regional Alternative Waste Treatment Infrastructure Plan (Item # 29): 
Investigation into viable Alternative Waste Treatment solutions, in consideration of 
scale and logistical challenges within Regional Qld, including an Options Assessment 
and a funded Regional ATW Infrastructure Plan based on the preferred option. 
 

BACKGROUND 
 
The Queensland Government (State) released its Waste Management and Resource 
Recovery Strategy in June 2019. Queensland’s vision is to become a zero-waste society, 
where waste is avoided, reused and recycled to the greatest possible extent. Current waste 
reduction targets by 2050 are: 

• Reduce generation of household waste by 25%. 

• 90% of waste is recovered and does not go to landfill. 

• 75% recycling rates across all waste types. 

To enable a collaborative approach throughout regional Councils in Queensland, the State 
funded the development of Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plans 
across the State.   
 
The Regional Waste and Resource Recovery Management Plan - Central Queensland (the 
Plan) was developed and endorsed by the CQROC board in June 2023. The Plan identifies 
measures to be taken at a regional scale and for individual regional Councils to improve 
waste and resource recovery outcomes throughout Central Queensland region. 
 
To facilitate and coordinate the execution the Plan, the State funded the engagement of a 
Project Manager to work collaboratively with Councils across the Central Queensland region 
and deliver the Plan.  Subsequently, an Implementation Plan has now been developed which 
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outlines actions for individual Councils to commence within the first 3 years of the Plan. 
These actions must be endorsed by the respective Councils before being presented to the 
CQROC Board for endorsement of the Implementation Plan in its entirety.  Submission of an 
endorsed Implementation Plan is a requirement of the State funding before 12 July 2025.  

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 
 
Funding will be sought from the Queensland Government for the majority of projects. All 
projects that relate to Rockhampton Regional Council will be presented to and endorsed by 
Rockhampton Regional Council. 

CORPORATE/OPERATIONAL PLAN 

Operational Plan 2024-2025, code 4.2.1.3 – Commence implementation of the Central 
Queensland Regional Waste & Resource Recovery Management Plan (RWRRMP). 

CONCLUSION 

The Implementation Plan is critical to the execution of the Regional Waste and Resource 
Recovery Management Plan – Central Queensland. With the endorsement of Council and 
each Central Queensland Council, the Implementation Plan will be provided to the CQROC 
Board for final endorsement.   
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11.6 QUARTERLY MINOR PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CORPORATE AND 
REGIONAL SERVICES - OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2024 

File No: 8148 

Attachments: 1. Quarterly Minor Projects Report for 
Corporate & Regional Services - October to 
December 2024⇩   

Authorising Officer: Ross Cheesman - Deputy Chief Executive Officer  

Author: Marnie Taylor - Chief Financial Officer          

 

SUMMARY 

The Quarterly Minor Project Status Report for Corporate and Regional Services 
Departments for the period October to December 2024. 
 
 

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION 

THAT the Quarterly Minor Project Status Report for Corporate and Regional Services be 
received. 
 

COMMENTARY 

In addition to the reporting on Major and Significant Projects to the Project Reference Group, 
the Capital Project Framework Policy requires the quarterly reporting of all minor projects in 
Council’s 2024/2025 Capital Budget. 

The attached report is the quarterly report to the Infrastructure Committee for minor projects 
within Office of the CEO, Advance Rockhampton, Corporate Services and Regional Services 
for the period 1 October 2024 to 31 December 2024. 

Commentary is provided against most projects, however Managers will speak to the report if 
required.  Please note that the areas with red font are either part of a budget for program 
works, which will be adjusted as required, or do not have a 2024/2025 budget allocated, 
which will need reallocation from other projects in a budget review. 
  



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE  AGENDA  18 MARCH 2025 

Page (114) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

QUARTERLY MINOR PROJECT 
STATUS REPORT FOR CORPORATE 

AND REGIONAL SERVICES - 
OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2024 

 
 
 
 
 

Quarterly Minor Projects Report for 
Corporate & Regional Services - 

October to December 2024 
 
 
 
 
 

Meeting Date: 18 March 2025 
 
 
 
 
 

Attachment No: 1



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

1
5
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

1
6
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

1
7
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

1
8
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

1
9
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

2
0
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

2
1
) 



IN
F

R
A

S
T

R
U

C
T

U
R

E
 C

O
M

M
IT

T
E

E
  A

G
E

N
D

A
  

1
8
 M

A
R

C
H

 2
0
2

5
 

P
a
g

e
 (1

2
2
) 

 
 



INFRASTRUCTURE COMMITTEE  AGENDA  18 MARCH 2025 

Page (123) 

12 NOTICES OF MOTION  

Nil 

 
 
 
 

13 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE  

Nil  

 

 

14 URGENT BUSINESS/QUESTIONS  

Urgent Business is a provision in the Agenda for members to raise questions or matters of a 
genuinely urgent or emergent nature, that are not a change to Council Policy and can not be 
delayed until the next scheduled Council or Committee Meeting 

 
 
 
 

15 CLOSURE OF MEETING 


	TABLE OF CONTENTS
	1 OPENING
	2 PRESENT
	3 APOLOGIES AND LEAVE OF ABSENCE
	4 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES
	5 DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST IN MATTERS ON THE AGENDA
	6 BUSINESS OUTSTANDING
	7 PUBLIC FORUMS/DEPUTATIONS
	8 PRESENTATION OF PETITIONS
	9 COMMITTEE REPORTS
	10 COUNCILLOR/DELEGATE REPORTS
	10.1 PORTFOLIO UPDATE
	10.2 COUNCILLOR SHANE LATCHAM - TRAVEL REPORT; FUTURE WASTE SYMPOSIUM 2025; 12-14 FEBRUARY 2025

	11 OFFICERS' REPORTS
	11.1 MONTHLY PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CIVIL OPERATIONS - JANUARY 2025
	11.2 "NO STOPPING" LINEMARKING FOR NORTH ROCKHAMPTON POLICE STATION
	11.3 RESPONSE TO PARKING PETITION
	11.4 FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT STUDIES
	11.5 REGIONAL WASTE AND RESOURCE RECOVERY MANAGEMENT PLAN CENTRAL QUEENSLAND - IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
	11.6 QUARTERLY MINOR PROJECT STATUS REPORT FOR CORPORATE AND REGIONAL SERVICES - OCTOBER TO DECEMBER 2024

	12 NOTICES OF MOTION
	13 QUESTIONS ON NOTICE
	14 URGENT BUSINESS/QUESTIONS
	15 CLOSURE OF MEETING



