
 
 
 
19th May 2026 
 
To whom it may concern,  
 
The Logan Ratepayers Association has been diligently working with the community 
and industry professionals to better understand the Temporary Local Planning 
Instruments and Logan Draft Planning Scheme amendments that are significantly 
impacting residents. These changes are creating serious financial consequences 
and development restrictions for property owners, with no clear relief, compensation, 
or practical support being offered to affected residents. This summary has been 
prepared to outline the key issues, concerns, and impacts being raised by the 
community. 
 
Logan City Council has inflated the mapped flood risk applied to the community to 
justify the use of a TLPI, after failing to follow the proper process required to lawfully 
introduce flood risk mapping into the planning scheme. Instead of ensuring the 
mapping was transparently reviewed, properly adopted and tested through the 
required planning process, Council introduced a new two-step approval process for 
flood studies, effectively removing councillors and the community from meaningful 
involvement in future flood mapping decisions. 
 
This process was rushed and has had serious consequences. Non-legislative flood 
maps were uploaded to PD Hub, used to inform planning decisions, and 
communicated to the community as though the new flood studies would determine 
development outcomes, despite the maps not yet having proper statutory effect. 
When this became apparent, Council moved quickly to introduce a TLPI after it 
became clear the maps and defined flood levels could not be reliably upheld, 
including in circumstances where development refusals were being challenged in the 
Planning and Environment Court. 
 
The TLPI was not based on a clear, transparent assessment of current or near-future 
flood risk to the community. The flood mapping relies on incomplete and outdated 
infrastructure data, including stormwater and drainage information, and does not 
clearly demonstrate that the most current as-constructed bridge, culvert and trunk 
drainage information was used. Most significantly, all AEP flood maps have been 
modelled using ultimate development assumptions, yet this is not clearly disclosed to 
residents, developers or affected property owners. 
 
These ultimate development assumptions are not minor technical inputs. They apply 
major future growth, increased impervious areas, altered runoff, roughness and 
waterway assumptions across the LGA and across flood studies, forming the basis 
for the Flood Hazard Overlay Map OM-05.04. As a result, the TLPI is applying flood 
risk controls today using modelling that reflects a heavily amplified future-
development scenario, not clearly separated from present-day conditions. 
 
  



Council is also financially benefiting from the system it has created, because affected 
residents and developers are required to pay for flood modelling and flood risk 
assessments to respond to development controls created by these maps. This raises 
serious concerns about transparency, procedural fairness and whether the flood risk 
now being imposed on the community has been properly justified. 
 

Summary of concerns: 

 
• Logan City Council has provided incomplete and conflicting information 

about what the flood maps represent. The future climate explanation 
implies flood increases are due to RCP 4.5 climate change, without 
disclosing ultimate development assumptions. The current climate 
explanation also fails to mention ultimate development or increased 
modelling assumptions, yet suggests the map may be used for 
insurance, while another Council page states the current climate map is 
not used by insurers. 

 
• Logan City Council has modelled all AEP flood maps using ultimate 

development assumptions and amplified hydraulic inputs across both 
current and future climate scenarios, including future runoff from Gold 
Coast and Scenic Rim catchments. This means the maps are not based 
on current real-world conditions, yet they are being relied on today by 
residents, insurers and decision-makers. Council has not clearly 
disclosed this in its public risk mapping material, nor explained that 
increased impervious surfaces, altered roughness values and future 
runoff assumptions can expand flood levels and mapped extents, while 
the supporting trunk drainage and mitigation infrastructure required for 
that level of development is not fully reflected. 

 
• The Logan and Albert River study has been used as a pilot, with its 

modelling assumptions now being applied to other flood studies, 
including Quinzeh Creek. This means inflated baseline assumptions, 
such as ultimate development land use, are being used in current 
climate mapping across Logan before climate change factors are even 
added. This risks artificially expanding both current and future flood 
maps, especially where future drainage, detention, levees and 
mitigation works have not been fully included. The concern is even 
greater because the new two-step approval process removes 
meaningful councillor input and voting on flood studies that directly 
affect residents, insurance, planning controls and property values. 

 
  



• Ultimate development assumptions are not minor modelling 
adjustments. Logan’s “current climate” flood maps are based on a future 
scenario where dwellings increase by approximately 166% and non-
residential floor space increases by approximately 282%, meaning the 
model assumes almost 2.6 times more homes and almost 4 times more 
commercial, industrial and urban floor space across the catchment. 

 
• That level of future urbanisation substantially increases runoff, flood 

depth and velocity, which directly expands flood extents and increases 
risk classifications being applied to properties today. Yet residents were 
not clearly told that the maps labelled as “current climate” were built on 
maximum future development assumptions, despite the serious impacts 
on property values, development rights, insurance costs and community 
trust. 

 
• The FAAR is not fit for purpose because it was based on a risk matrix 

that Council did not ultimately adopt. Council then created and applied a 
different matrix, meaning the FAAR does not assess or justify the 
method now being used to map properties for the Logan Plan 2025 or 
TLPI 2024. This matrix significantly increases the number of properties 
shown as affected. At the same time, the current climate maps are 
based on ultimate development assumptions, not just present-day 
catchment conditions, which increases runoff, flood depth and velocity 
and can push more properties into the 5% AEP extent or higher risk 
categories. Residents are therefore being shown current flood risk 
based on a future-development model and a risk matrix that was not 
properly assessed in the FAAR, meaning Council has not properly 
justified the risk now being applied to homes, land, insurance and 
planning controls. 

 
• Logan City Council has diverted from Queensland Government 

guidance, which recommends clear community flood awareness maps 
showing flood depth, historical flood extent and local reference points in 
a simple educational format. Instead of giving residents a transparent 
awareness tool, Council has produced a broad “flood risk” map that 
combines PMF floodplain extent, hydraulic risk and planning controls 
into one simplified public map. This blurs the line between actual flood 
behaviour, theoretical floodplain extent and regulatory planning impacts. 
Unlike Gold Coast City Council, which separates community awareness 
mapping from flood risk and planning overlays, Logan has presented a 
combined map as the “latest flood risk information.” This is misleading 
because the map does not clearly disclose that the current climate 
scenario is based on ultimate development assumptions across the 
catchment, not current real-world conditions. 

 



• Council’s public risk fact sheet does not present the flood risk definitions 
in the same way as the TLPI document that is actually used for planning 
decisions. In the public material, the risk characteristics are split across 
pages and shown as separate dot points, while the TLPI uses the word 
“or”, which materially changes the meaning of the criteria. This is not a 
minor wording issue, because the TLPI wording means a property can 
be classified as high risk based on one trigger alone, such as 
frequency, even if floodwater is not deep or fast flowing. By omitting or 
obscuring this structure in the community fact sheet, residents and 
developers are not being clearly told how their property can be captured 
in a higher risk category. The issue is made worse because the full TLPI 
matrix also applies climate change to many AEP events, yet this is not 
clearly explained in the public-facing characteristics. As a result, the 
community is being given a simplified explanation that does not 
accurately reflect the criteria being used to make planning decisions 
about their land. It also does not comply with the state government 
guidance of a risk matrix which is frequency x risk.  

 
• Logan’s risk matrix is classifying properties as high flood risk even 

where the actual modelled hazard is extremely low, including cases 
where overland flow shows a depth of 0.0 metres or as little as 1 mm of 
water under a 5% AEP plus climate change scenario. This is made 
worse because the current climate map is based on ultimate 
development assumptions, increased impervious surfaces, altered 
roughness and waterway assumptions, without the full future trunk 
infrastructure and mitigation works that would support that level of 
development. These classifications directly affect how insurers, buyers 
and residents perceive risk, contributing to inflated insurance concerns, 
property impacts and significant community stress. Logan’s hazard and 
risk matrix needs to be rectified because the current approach is 
overstating mapped flood risk and applying future-development risk to 
properties as though it reflects present-day conditions. 

 
  



• The flood studies were not prepared using a complete, fully current or 
fully verified data set, with key inputs such as stormwater infrastructure, 
culverts, drainage details and bridge information relying on older model 
data or incomplete records. Where information was missing or 
inconsistent, assumptions and model adjustments were used, and 
broader in-person inspections were limited due to time and budget 
constraints. This is a serious concern because flood mapping relies on 
accurate ground levels, drainage structures, bridge openings and local 
flow paths. Flood studies should also include meaningful community 
and local councillor input, because residents hold real lived experience 
of historical flooding and where modelling may not match actual events. 
Moving acceptance of flood studies into an officer-led process reduces 
that scrutiny, despite Logan receiving the largest number of 
submissions in Council’s history and Council acknowledging that many 
submissions raised concerns about the flood maps. 

 
 
 
 



Complete lack of transparency and conflicting information from 
Logan City Council 

 
• The explanation for the future climate scenario maps does not include any 

reference to ultimate development simply implying CRP 4.5 is the only reason 
for the increase to flood affected areas.  

• The explanation for current climate scenario maps does not include any 
reference to ultimate development. It indicates the map can be used for 
insurance purposes.  

• However on Logan councils Planning and Building Flood map page, it states 
the current climate map is not used by insurers.  

 
  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
• Logan City Council’s public material does not meet that standard for residents 

and developers to identify what data, studies and assumptions were used to 
create the mapped floodplain extent. 
 

• Queensland State Government guidance for flood mapping expects flood 
information to be clear, transparent, fit for purpose and understandable for the 
community. The PMF footprint appears to be based on an overland flow study 
completed in 2020 using 2017 LiDAR data. This means the mapped extent 
may reflect ground conditions and trunk infrastructure from that time, with later 
climate change assumptions applied over the top. Council has not clearly 
explained this in the flood portal or supporting public documentation. 

 
• Council has also not clearly disclosed how individual flood studies were 

combined, whether assumptions were adjusted between studies, or whether 
allowances were made to smooth discrepancies. This is not consistent with 
the level of transparency expected for Queensland flood mapping, particularly 
where the maps are being used for planning controls, insurance concern, 
property impacts and emergency management. 

 
• Logan City Council has failed to clearly address the two most critical issues: 

the use of ultimate development assumptions and the method used to 
develop the overall floodplain extent. Without this information, the mapping 
cannot be properly understood, tested or relied upon by the community. 

 

 

 

  

No reference to ultimate development or any 
increased assumptions (roughness of land and 
waterways, tailwater, blockages) due to this. 



All AEP flood maps have been modelled using ultimate 
development assumptions and other amplified hydraulic inputs 

applied across both the current and future climate scenarios. This 
has significantly inflated the current flood maps relied upon by 

insurers, contributing to substantial increases in insurance costs 
and, in some cases, the loss of insurance coverage altogether. 

 
• Logan City Council has dramatically inflated flood risk mapping by applying 

ultimate development land use assumptions across all flood modelled 
scenarios, including runoff entering the model from both Gold Coast City 
Council and Scenic Rim Regional Council areas also assumed to be at 
ultimate development. This means the modelling is based on a maximum 
future urbanisation scenario across the entire catchment, not current real 
world conditions. Even historical flood events were calibrated using current 
aerial imagery and altered catchment assumptions, which further inflated 
historical model outputs. 

 
• Despite this, Council’s public Risk Mapping fact sheets contain no clear 

disclosure that ultimate development assumptions and amplified hydraulic 
inputs were used to generate the flood maps. There is no transparency 
provided to residents that increased impervious surfaces, altered roughness 
values and future runoff assumptions have significantly increased the flood 
levels and map extents shown today. At the same time, the modelling does 
not fully include the major trunk drainage infrastructure, detention basins, 
levees and mitigation works that would be required to support this level of 
future development, resulting in flood maps that substantially overstate 
current flood behaviour and risk. 



  



Modelling assumptions are not limited to the Logan and Albert 
River study and are now being applied to other flood studies, 

including the Quinzeh Creek study, indicating the Logan and Albert 
River study was treated as a pilot project with its methodology and 

assumptions being rolled out across the entire Logan LGA. 
 
 

• Inflated modelling assumptions have been prescribed for use across Logan 
flood studies, including ultimate development land use conditions being 
applied to current climate mapping.  

• This means future flood studies across Logan may continue using amplified 
baseline assumptions before any additional climate change factors are even 
applied.  

• As a result, both current and future climate flood maps risk being artificially 
expanded from the outset.  

• This issue is further compounded because the modelling does not fully 
include the additional stormwater infrastructure, detention basins, levees and 
mitigation works that would normally be required to support that level of future 
development.  

• The new two-step process for approving flood studies also appears to remove 
councillor involvement from the acceptance of those studies.  

• This means local divisional councillors may have no opportunity to provide 
input based on their area’s historical flood experience.  

• It also means councillors may not be required to vote on whether flood studies 
are accepted, despite the significant impacts these studies can have on 
residents, planning, insurance and property values.  

• This was not made abundantly clear when the new two-stage process was 
quickly put to Council for approval. 

 

 

  



Ultimate development assumptions are not minor adjustments. 
Logan’s current flood map reflects modelling based on a 166% 

increase in dwellings and a 282% increase in non-residential floor 
space, yet this is not clearly disclosed to residents using the maps 

today. 

• The flood modelling applied across Logan is based on ultimate development 
assumptions that dramatically increase future dwellings, commercial floor 
space and urban development across the catchment. These are not small 
changes. The modelling effectively assumes a fully built out future city, which 
substantially increases runoff, flood depth and water velocity across both the 
current and future climate maps. 
 

• This has directly expanded flood extents and increased flood risk 
classifications across Logan, impacting development approvals, reducing land 
value and driving major increases in insurance costs, including loss of 
insurance coverage for some residents. 

 
• Despite the significant impact these assumptions have on the flood maps, 

Council did not clearly disclose to the community that the “current climate” 
maps were based on maximum future development scenarios combined with 
additional hydraulic and climate assumptions. The community was therefore 
never properly informed about the true methodology behind the new flood 
maps or given a genuine opportunity during the TLPI or Logan Plan 
consultation process to understand and challenge the assumptions driving 
these outcomes. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



• Based on the figures shown in the modelling assumptions: 
o Total dwellings increase from 344,440 to 911,059 under ultimate 

development.  
o This is an increase of approximately 166%.  
o In practical terms, the model assumes Logan will have almost 2.6 times 

more dwellings than current levels.  
o Total non residential floor space increases from 5,279,878 to 

20,162,040.  
o This is an increase of approximately 282%.  
o In practical terms, the model assumes almost 4 times more 

commercial, industrial and urban floor space across the catchment. 



Logan’s “current climate” modelling was also based on ultimate development 
assumptions across the catchment, including increased impervious surfaces 
and altered runoff behaviour. 

 
This means the baseline current climate mapping was already significantly amplified 
before the additional 2090 climate change rainfall increase was applied. At the same 
time, future mitigation infrastructure and trunk drainage works were not fully 
included, resulting in modelling that overstates present day flood behaviour while 
compounding future climate assumptions on top of future development assumptions.  
 
Given Logan is one of the fastest growing councils in Queensland, applying 
maximum ultimate development assumptions across the entire catchment to current 
climate flood mapping is not appropriate, as the actual urban form, supporting 
infrastructure and mitigation works will evolve progressively over many decades 
rather than existing simultaneously today. 
  

Logan’s current and future flood maps are the same size. 



 

  

Gold Cost future flood scenario map that is used for 
insurance is smaller than their flood risk map as they have 

not used ultimate development in their modelling. 



Logan city council has applied an increase of 0.8m sea level rise across the 
catchment without any variation further away from the river mouth 

• The future climate modelling applied an additional 0.8 metre sea level rise at 
the mouth of the Logan River and carried those higher water levels upstream 
through the hydraulic model.  

• While sea level rise sensitivity testing is standard practice, a 0.8 metre 
increase at the river mouth does not mean flood levels increase by 0.8 metres 
throughout inland areas such as Jimboomba and Logan Village. Flood 
behaviour changes significantly throughout a catchment depending on local 
topography, storage, drainage and flow conditions.  

• Applying elevated downstream tailwater conditions across the broader river 
system substantially increases flood levels and flood extents within the model, 
particularly when combined with ultimate development runoff assumptions 
and without fully incorporating future mitigation infrastructure.  

• Despite the future climate model applying an additional 0.8 metre sea level 
rise, the current climate and future climate flood maps have almost identical 
footprints. This demonstrates that climate change is not the primary reason for 
the significantly expanded flood mapping across Logan.  

• The main driver of the enlarged flood footprint is the modelling methodology 
itself, including ultimate development assumptions, increased impervious 
surfaces, altered roughness values and other compounded hydraulic inputs 
applied across the catchment.  

• In practical terms, the “current climate” flood maps have already been heavily 
inflated by modelling assumptions before future climate change impacts are 
even added. 

 

 

 

  



Logan’s flood portal presents the flood risk mapping as representing current 
flood risk, without clearly disclosing that the maps are based on ultimate 
development assumptions and amplified modelling inputs.  

• The portal fails to disclose that the modelling applies the runoff impacts of 
ultimate development, but does not fully include the future trunk drainage, 
stormwater infrastructure and mitigation systems required to manage that 
same level of development. This means the maps show the additional water 
generated by future urban growth without properly accounting for the 
infrastructure that would be needed to drain, detain or reduce it. 

 
 

• Hovering over “Flood Risk Areas” does not explain that properties can be 
classified based on flood likelihood alone, or through the cumulative effect of 
combined modelling inputs such as depth, velocity and hazard categories. It 
also does not disclose the use of ultimate development assumptions, how the 
PMF flood extent was derived, or which AEP event scenarios underpin the 
mapping shown. 

 

  



Logan’s current flood map should clearly represent present-day flood 
behaviour, because it is being used for community awareness, planning 

decisions and emergency management responses. 

• Instead, the modelling includes inflated storm surge conditions layered over 
an ultimate development scenario, where the catchment is assumed to be 
significantly more urbanised than it is today.  

• This is further compounded by increased roughness and runoff assumptions, 
without clearly accounting for the future trunk drainage and stormwater 
infrastructure that would be required to manage that level of development.  

• These combined assumptions artificially expand the current flood extent and 
risk footprint, rather than showing a clear present-day flood risk.  

• Because the climate change map builds on the current map, any inflation in 
the current scenario is then carried forward and further amplified in the future 
climate mapping.  

• This makes the current map misleading for residents and not fit for purpose 
for emergency management, because it does not clearly separate today’s 
real-world flood risk from theoretical future development and inflated boundary 
conditions.  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



The risk matrix selected as the basis for the FAAR was not the adopted risk 
matrix from any of the options recommended by the flood reporting 

consultants. Its use significantly expands the number of properties mapped as 
being subject to flood risk. 

 
• Logan’s flood risk matrix goes further than neighbouring councils by treating 

extremely rare, low-hazard flooding as active flood risk land, including areas 
only affected in a PMF and where water may be shallow or slow moving.  

• It also captures “high island” areas, meaning properties can be mapped as 
flood impacted even when water does not reach the dwelling, simply because 
surrounding roads or land may become isolated.  

• This significantly expands the number of properties shown as flood affected, 
blurring the line between genuine flood hazard and broader theoretical 
floodplain extent.  

• The impact is amplified because Logan’s current and future climate maps are 
based on “ultimate development” assumptions, meaning the catchment is 
modelled as if it is fully built out with far more roads, roofs, hard surfaces and 
runoff.  

• As flood risk is calculated using depth and velocity, those future development 
assumptions can directly increase the mapped level of risk being applied to 
properties today.  

• The result is that residents are being shown flood risk based on a theoretical 
future catchment, not clearly separated from current real-world conditions, 
with serious consequences for property perception, insurance concern, 
planning controls and community trust.  



• Recommended options. The first option was used for the FAAR, the third 
option is what BMT believed would be used.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 



• However, Council then created a separate risk matrix. This means the FAAR 
does not reference or assess the actual flood risk matrix Council adopted. As 
a result, the FAAR is not fit for purpose, and there appears to have been no 
independent peer review of the methodology Council ultimately applied. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



• Comparing Logan’s matrix to Gold Coast City council, a H1 (lowest risk) with 
5% chance per year of occurring is the highest risk in Logan’s matrix, but 
medium range. In Logan’s matrix, 5% is defines as frequent however Gold 
Coast defines 5% per year of flooding as a rare occurrence.  
 

• It is important to remember that Logan’s 5% AEP mapping is not based solely 
on present-day catchment conditions. It has been modelled using ultimate 
development assumptions, which increase hard surfaces, runoff, flood depth 
and velocity. 

 
• This means the mapped 5% AEP flood extent can be pushed higher and 

wider than it would be under current real-world conditions, causing more 
properties to appear within the 5% AEP extent or higher risk categories. 

 
• As a result, the “current climate” map is misleading because it presents future-

development flood behaviour as though it reflects today’s actual flood risk 

 

 

 

  



Logan Council have also diverted from the guidance to display a community 
awareness to flood maps. 

 
• The Queensland State Government guidance for community flood awareness 

mapping recommends simple educational maps that clearly show flood depth, 
historical flood extent and local reference points using graduated blue 
shading. The purpose is to help residents understand flooding in a clear and 
transparent way. Gold Coast City Council has followed a similar approach by 
separating community awareness mapping from flood risk and planning 
overlays. 
 

• Logan City Council did not adopt this approach. Instead, council created a 
simplified flood risk map using broad risk categories and different colour 
schemes that combine PMF floodplain extent, hydraulic risk and planning 
controls into a single public map described as the “latest flood risk 
information.” The maps do not clearly explain that the current climate mapping 
is based on ultimate development assumptions across the catchment, not 
current real world conditions. 

  



Misleading Flood Risk Descriptions Do Not Match the TLPI Planning 
Definitions 

 
• The public-facing risk matrix is not presented in the same way as the TLPI 

flood risk definitions that are actually used for planning decisions.  
 

• In the community document, the risk characteristics are split across two pages 
and shown as separate dot points. This presentation makes each point 
appear cumulative or separate, rather than clearly showing the legal/planning 
test being applied.  

 
• The TLPI definition uses the word “or”, which is critical. For example, land can 

be classified as high flood risk if floodwaters are deep or fast flowing or if 
there is a relatively high chance of occurrence. These are not the same 
meaning.  

 
• By removing or obscuring the word “or” in the public-facing version, Council 

has changed how an ordinary resident would understand the risk category. It 
makes the criteria appear more severe and evidence-based than they may 
actually be.  

 
• The same issue occurs with the low flood risk category. The public document 

lists “extremely unlikely chance of flooding,” “unacceptable risk for vulnerable 
land uses,” and “full floodplain under the largest flood” as separate dot points, 
but does not clearly show how these criteria relate to the TLPI wording used 
for planning decisions.  

 
• Omitting the word OR is not explained as a formatting error as the inclusion of 

the word OR entirely changes the definition. The public risk description does 
not clearly match the TLPI definition that controls planning outcomes, 
meaning residents are being shown a version that falsely explains how risk is 
being classified.  

 
• The result is a misleading public explanation of flood risk, where residents and 

developers are not being clearly told that properties can be captured under 
these categories because of one characteristic alone, including probability, 
isolation, shallow flooding, or PMF floodplain extent.  

 
• Council’s public material should clearly reproduce the same wording and 

structure used in the TLPI, including the word “or”, so residents can 
understand the actual criteria being used to make planning decisions about 
their properties. 

  



This is from the Logan risk fact sheet definitions. This fact sheet is used to educate 
the community,  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

However the definition in the matrix in the TLPI 2024 differs to the fact sheet. It 
shows the words “OR” in the description for the highest flood risk. This means 
frequency alone can cause a property to be mapped as high risk. This has been left 
out of the fact sheet so it is not clear such a low % can place a property into the 
highest risk category, with the strict planning regulations.  

  

 

  



Then there is a third reference to the matrix, that actually shows the true extent 
which actually includes climate change to most AEP’s. Again, this is not explained in 
the characteristics in the guidelines for satisfying the Flood hazard overlay code, or 
on the community flood fact sheet. It also does not comply with the state 
government guidance of a risk matrix which is frequency x risk.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To show the scale of the impact, this map identifies areas affected by any water in 
the 5% AEP event. If Logan’s risk matrix was aligned more closely with Gold Coast’s 
approach, the areas shown in purple would not be treated as the highest risk on the 
map, because purple represents the lowest hazard category, H1. This is especially 
important because the 5% AEP mapping itself is based on ultimate development 
assumptions, with no full allowance for the mitigation works, trunk drainage 
infrastructure, detention or other systems that would be required to support that level 
of development. It also applies increased roughness, impervious land factors and 
waterway assumptions across the LGA. On a true current-climate, present-day 
conditions map, the flood footprint should be smaller from the outset, meaning fewer 
homes should be captured before any risk classification is even applied. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

The result is that a property can be mapped as the highest possible flood risk simply 
because it is affected by overland flow. In some cases, the modelled water depth is 
so shallow it displays as 0.0 metres, yet the matrix can still classify the property as 
high risk because there is a 5% AEP + climate change chance of at least 1 mm of 
water. This risk classification is then being applied based on ultimate development 
assumptions, not present-day conditions. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



This is not a one off event as evidenced by another property report in the same 
situation.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



Data used is outdated and not best practice for flood modelling 
 

• The flood studies were not prepared using a complete and fully current data 
set. Instead, key inputs such as stormwater infrastructure, culverts and 
drainage details were taken from older hydraulic models and earlier data 
sources, raising concerns about whether the modelling reflects the actual 
infrastructure and catchment conditions in place when the maps were 
adopted.  
 

• Important infrastructure information was also missing or incomplete, including 
bridge, culvert, pipe dimension and invert level details. Where this information 
was unavailable or inconsistent, assumptions and model adjustments were 
used to fill the gaps, rather than a complete verified data set.  

 
• The documents show that detailed field verification was limited, with broader 

in-person inspections not fully undertaken due to time and budget constraints. 
This is a significant limitation, because flood mapping depends heavily on 
accurate ground levels, drainage structures, bridge openings, culverts and 
local flow paths.  

 
• Flood studies should not rely only on desktop modelling and officer 

assessment. Community and local councillor input is essential because 
residents have real lived experience of where floodwater actually goes, which 
roads are cut, which properties are affected and where modelled results do 
not match historical events.  

 
• Moving flood study acceptance into an officer-led process reduces the 

opportunity for councillors to test the studies against local knowledge and 
community experience before the mapping is accepted and applied.  

 
• This is particularly concerning given the scale of public objection, with Logan 

receiving the largest number of submissions in Council’s history and Council 
acknowledging that many submissions raised concerns with the flood maps. 
That level of community concern should have triggered greater scrutiny, 
transparency and review, not a reduced role for councillors and the 
community. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Yours sincerely,  

Brett Raguse,  

 

 

 

 


