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The Timberyards by RTL Co. FIRA Peer Review (SSD-76927247) 

 
A Flood Risk and Impact Assessment (the report) has been prepared by Mott McDonald on behalf of Varsity 

Assets Management Pty Ltd (Developer) on behalf of RTL Investments 2 Pty Ltd as trustee for RTL 

Marrickville Property Trust (‘RTL Co.’) (the Applicant) to support a State Significant Development 

Application (SSDA) for the proposed Timberyards development. 

RTL Co. has engaged GRC Hydro to undertake an independent peer review of the Mott McDonald FIRA prior 

to lodgement of the SSDA.  The reviewer, Steve Gray from GRC Hydro has extensive experience with 

flooding in the Marrickville Valley.  Mr Gray worked on the Council flood study in 2014 as well as GRC being 

the main modellers for the Sydney Metro project at Sydenham. Additionally, GRC worked for Inner West 

Council (IWC) on the DCP for Precinct 47, which the site is located within. GRC have also supported 

numerous local government development applications and complying development certificates in the 

region.   Mr Gray’s CV is attached in Appendix A. 

The proposal seeks consent for a diverse rental housing precinct comprising build-to-rent (BTR), co-living 

and affordable housing. The precinct development comprises seven (7) buildings ranging from eight (8) to 

thirteen (13) storeys, a single level basement and open space that includes a pocket park, through site link 

and communal open spaces. 

Key flood context as described by the Mott McDonald FIRA is that the Marrickville Valley has two specific 

flooding characteristics. Land can be part of the Marrickville Industrial Area (MIA) where ground levels are 

low (as low as 1 mAHD in places) and in times of flood deep ponding can occur. Alternatively, a Lot can be 

in the upper catchment areas which drain to the MIA where only overland flow flooding occurs. The 

subject site in the 1% AEP event is within the upper catchment areas. Victoria Street and Sydenham Road 

drain flows past the site toward the MIA, but no backwater impacts the site in the 1% AEP and in fact the 

site is flood free in the 1% AEP (see Figure 4.4 in FIRA) such that Council did not select it for inclusion in 

the FPA as part of their 2017 FRMSP nor do they describe the site as being flood liable in their 1% AEP 

flood liability map (see mapping provided in FIRA in Appendix A and B).  

Although the subject site is not in the FPA nor identified by Council as being flood liable, the FIRA provided 

by Mott McDonald comprehensively addresses SEARS and DCP Controls.  In only one instance is a control 

contradicted, and this is regarding the use of 1% AEP levels with no freeboard in part for some retail spaces.  

In this case the Objective of the Control is met via use of appropriately flood compatible materials and the 

raising to the FPL of kitchen and storage areas.  But given the lack of flood liability on the subject site the 

lack of 500 mm freeboard seems reasonable. 

In reviewing the FIRA/FERP document compiled on behalf of RTL Co. I have considered: 
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1. Technical analysis undertaken:  

a. Modelling – The Council flood model has been used to assess impact.  Impact analysis 

shows no coherent impact as per Section 4.2.2.3 of the FIRA.  Note that the stability of 

the 2017 model is not conducive to detailed modelling of impact assessment and instead 

lack of impact is assessed via point inspection of metrics on Sydenham Road and Victoria 

Street.  Inspection of peak flow values indicates the lack of impact; 

b. Range of events considered – the FIRA has utilised the existing 2017 model and as such is 

somewhat constrained to the 10% AEP, 1% AEP and PMF events in the report.  Given the 

lack of flood liability until very rare flood events at the site this seems reasonable.   

2. Flood Risk Mitigation:  

a. Lifting residential areas – arguably the development improves net flood risk outcomes 

despite bringing more residents to the site by: 

• elevation of residential dwellings.  Retail is proposed for lower floors.  Above the 

ground floor residential areas are flood free in the PMF.   

• Increasing availability of elevated shelter – that is shelter above the PMF; and 

• Reducing the number of site users that may want to egress area in time of flood 

(residents versus employees for example); 

• Reducing traffic flow onto Victoria Street and Sydenham Road via provision of 

entrances for vehicles on Farr Street. 

• Supply of flood protected carparking. 

b. Basement protection – The basements are suitably protected from flooding. The unique 

flood behaviour of the area makes protecting basements from the PMF challenging.  

Council considered this when they put together specific Precinct 47 DCP controls that 

required basement protection to the 1% plus 500 mm level only (for those areas where 

low hazard 1% AEP flooding occurs).  The development meets this requirement by having 

basement entrances for vehicles coming off Farr Street where 1% AEP inundation is 

minimal.  Appropriate egress routes are provided from the basement up (in compliance 

with the DCP) and the single basement level helps contribute to mitigation of risk. 

3. Response to a flood event  

a. Evacuation: - The design facilitates defacto a vertical evacuation procedure. The nature of 

flooding in the upper areas of the catchment is quick.  Waters are quick to rise and quick 

to dissipate. The site is conducive to Shelter In Place (SIP) and as per the draft SIP 

guidelines, SIP is a fit given the: 

i. Short time to rise (no effective warning time for overland flow from north and 

north-east); 

ii. Short time to fall (see plots in FIRA – durations above H2 are quite low (two to 

three hours at most on Sydenham Road) 

iii. Safety of vertical evacuation versus horizontal given possibility of road flooding.  

As per EMA Manual 20, SIP is preferred if evacuation is more dangerous than 

sheltering.  This is clearly the case here.   

iv. Overall, a resident could conceivably go through numerous 1% AEP events and 

not be inconvenienced at all or even notice their occurrence.  Whilst secondary 

risks associated with the limited period of isolation could be mitigated by 

conditioning on-site resources be available. 

v. Access during a flood event – Access to the site by emergency vehicles has been 

suitably considered. Section 5.3.1.2 shows the issue at Surry Street which was 

highlighted by the SES in their contribution to the SEARS.  The duration of this 
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impediment is relatively short being a maximum of four hours (time above H2 is 

far less).  Arguably secondary risks for the site are a minor issue given that time 

of isolation is limited and the potential for self-reliance measures to be 

conditioned for the whole site due to the nature of the BTR development; 

 

In conclusion, the FIRA report has been reviewed and the findings are supported by the author. All relevant 

aspects of flooding have been considered, as summarised above, and the design suitably incorporates and 

manages flood risk. The report's findings in regard to compliance with state and local policy are supported.  

 

Yours Sincerely 

 
Steve Gray   

Director 

NER 2435438 

0413 631 447 
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