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Appendix A: Consultation Materials
•

Summary Brochure – Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek

•

Fact Sheets

•

>

Creek Capacity Upgrade Works

>

Creek Rehabilitation Works

>

Legal Agreements

Letters to the following households:
1. Owners of properties traversed by upper Brown Hill Creek where creek capacity
upgrade including creek rehabilitation works are proposed
2. Owners of properties traversed by upper Brown Hill Creek where creek rehabilitation
works only are proposed
3. Owners of properties traversed by upper Brown Hill Creek where no creek capacity
upgrade works are proposed due to the construction of the DPTI culvert between the
railway corridor and Aroha Terrace, Forestville
4. Owners of properties traversed by upper Brown Hill Creek where no creek capacity
upgrade or rehabilitation works are proposed upstream of Brownhill Creek Recreation
Park
5. Non-owner occupiers of properties traversed by upper Brown Hill Creek
6. Interested members of the public from the City of Unley
7. Interested members of the public from the City of Mitcham
8. Interested members of the public from other places.
9. Follow up letter sent to recipients of letters 1-6 on 5 June 2015.

•

Feedback forms tailored to the recipients
>

A tan feedback form for recipients of letter 1

>

A green feedback form for recipients of letter 2

>

A purple feedback form for recipients of letters 3-6

>

A blue feedback form for recipients of letters 7-9.

MANAGING STORMWATER FLOWS IN
UPPER BROWN HILL CREEK
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC)
Stormwater Project is a collaborative
effort between the catchment councils
of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley
and West Torrens to mitigate serious
flood risks and help safeguard properties
across the catchment of Brown Hill and
Keswick Creeks.
In 2013, the Stormwater Management
Authority (SMA) endorsed the 2012
Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) for
the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment.
The main objective of the 2012 SMP is to
mitigate the risk and reduce the impact
of major flooding on properties within
the BHKC catchment, up to and including
a 100 year average recurrence interval
(ARI) flood. A 100 year ARI flood is
also referred to as a 1 in 100 year event,
and has a 1% chance of occurring in any
given year.

The 2012 SMP groups works into Part A
and Part B.
Part A Works: are designed to mitigate
flooding generated from the mainly urban
sub-catchments in lower Brown Hill Creek
and Keswick, Glen Osmond and Parklands
Creeks. These works, which comprise
approximately 80% of the project, have
already commenced.
Part B Works: are designed to provide
flood mitigation in the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment.

This brochure focuses on Part B Works. It
outlines the findings of the Part B Report
prepared by the BHKC Stormwater
Project on the investigations of eight
options to manage stormwater flows in
the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment.
The report identifies Option D –
‘Creek Capacity Upgrade’ – as the
preferred option.
Prior to making any final decisions,
the councils will undertake a formal
community consultation process. Refer
to the back page for details.

The 2012 SMP identifies a process to
investigate and determine Part B based
on the councils’ preference to pursue
a feasible and whole of catchment
community supported ‘no dam’ solution.
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    Upper Brown Hill Creek catchment

CITY OF BURNSIDE

Overview

What are the characteristics of
upper Brown Hill Creek?
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment
comprises four watercourses of which
Brown Hill Creek is the most significant,
particularly in terms of stormwater
flow conveyance.
Upper Brown Hill Creek refers to the
section of the creek upstream of Anzac
Highway to its source in the rural land of
the Mitcham hills. Peak flows and flooding
result from either short duration storms
which produce the most flooding from
the urban area of the catchment or longer
duration storms which produce most
flooding from the rural area.

What technical data has changed
since the 2012 SMP?
The Part B investigation process has
benefited from:
• Revised hydrology (rainfall) data
released in mid-2013 by the Bureau
of Meteorology and updated runoff
forecasts (hydrologic modelling)
• Upgraded hydraulic modelling and
floodplain mapping showing the extent
of stormwater inundation beyond
the watercourse
• Updated project cost estimates based
on the revised technical information.
Applying revised data has significantly
altered the flood risk profile with:
• Peak flows reduced by up to 25%
in parts of the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment

• The estimated number of properties
impacted by a 100 year ARI flood
over the entire Brown Hill Keswick
Creek catchment decreasing from
approximately 7,000 (2012 SMP) to
just over 2,000 properties – of which
approximately 1,200 would experience
above-floor flooding.
Due to the reduced level and extent
of forecast flooding, a greater length of
the creek has the capacity to carry the
predicted flood flows.

What mitigation options
were considered?
Eight options have been considered. As
summarised in the table (see right), the
options differ in how they combine the
following three components:
1. A detention dam (at one of two sites:
Brown Hill Creek Recreation Park or
Ellisons Gully)
2. High flow bypass culverts (laid
under suburban streets along the
relevant route)
3. Creek capacity upgrade works
at critical sections of the creek
(including bridge upgrade works)
In addition, all of the options include
undertaking creek rehabilitation works to
rehabilitate the creek towards achieving
‘good condition’ in order to assist flow
capacity along the full length of upper
Brown Hill Creek.
These components are described over
the page.
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How were the eight options
determined and assessed?
Investigations commenced with the
original five options from the 2012
SMP – being dam based options A1 and
A2, and high flow bypass culvert options
C1, C2 and C3. Three new options B1,
B2 and D were developed in the Part B
investigation process.
Options have been assessed based on
level of flood protection, estimated costs,
environmental impacts and community
feedback to 2014.
All eight options provide approximately
the same level of flood protection for
the 100 year ARI event. The number of
potential flood impacted properties along
upper Brown Hill Creek (Mitcham and
Unley Council areas) is reduced from over
400 to about 25 properties, with none of
those 25 properties likely to experience
above floor flooding.
However, initial work indicated that
options involving high flow bypass culverts
(Options A1, A2, C1, C2 and C3) would
be too costly to implement.
For this reason, investigations have
focused on Options B1, B2 and D.

Upgrade options

SUMMARY OF FLOOD MITIGATION OPTIONS FOR UPPER BROWN HILL CREEK
DETENTION DAM

A1

Site 1: Brown Hill Creek
Recreation Park

Malcolm Street to Victoria Street*

Anzac Highway to Leah Street; Cross Road
to Hampton Street

A2

Site 2: Ellisons Gully

Malcolm Street to Victoria Street*

Anzac Highway to Leah Street; Cross Road
to Hampton Street

B1

Site 1: Brown Hill Creek
Recreation Park

Anzac Highway to Leah Street; sections
between Mitchell and Malcolm Streets;
Cross Road to Hampton Street; Fife Avenue

Site 2: Ellisons Gully

Anzac Highway to Leah Street; sections
between Mitchell and Malcolm Streets;
Cross Road to Hampton Street; Fife Avenue

B2

C1
C2

C3

Creek rehabilitation along the full length of upper
Brown Hill Creek from Anzac Highway to Brown
Hill Creek Caravan and Holiday Park

OPTION

HIGH FLOW
BYPASS CULVERT

CREEK CAPACITY UPGRADE

Hampton Street to Victoria Street
via the railway corridor with
Malcolm Street leg (Route 3A)*

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve;
sections upstream of Hampton Street

Hampton Street to Victoria Street
via suburban streets (Route 3)*

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve;
sections upstream of Hampton Street

Hampton Street to Victoria Street
via the railway corridor without
Malcolm Street leg *

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve;
sections between Douglas and
Malcolm Streets; sections upstream
of Hampton Street
Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve;
sections between Victoria and Mitchell
Streets; Orphanage Park; Douglas to
Malcolm Streets; Cross Road to Hampton
Street; sections upstream of Hampton Street
to Muggs Hill Road

D

*As detailed in the Part B Report.
Under all options, some public road bridges need to be upgraded to meet required flow capacity.

ESTIMATED CAPITAL COSTS ($M)
OPTIONS
COMPONENT

A1

A2

B1

B2

C1

C2

C3

D

Dam

24.1

28.8

24.1

28.8

–

–

–

–

High flow bypass culvert

19.2

19.2

–

–

43.4

46.4

28.6

–

Creek capacity upgrade works

4.4

4.4

6.3

5.4

10.0

10.0

11.0

17.0

Public bridge upgrades

0.9

0.9

1.6

1.6

2.8

2.8

4.0

8.5

Creek rehabilitation

2.9

2.9

2.7

2.7

2.5

2.5

2.3

1.8

Easements

0.4

0.4

1.2

0.6

1.2

1.2

1.4

3.2

BHC diversion by DPTI
ESTIMATED TOTAL COST

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

5.0

56.9

61.6

40.9

44.1

64.9

67.9

52.3

35.5
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Components of the eight options

Detention dams
A detention dam temporarily stores
floodwater generated off the rural
area of the catchment during a major
storm, reducing the rate of water
flowing downstream.
High flow bypass culverts
A high flow bypass system conveys part of
the stormwater flow from a creek where
flooding occurs and then returns the flow
back into the creek further downstream

at a location where the flow can be
accommodated. This bypasses existing
bottlenecks and avoids creek overflows at
particular flood prone locations.
Creek capacity upgrade works
Creek capacity upgrade works involve
widening the creek bed and/or modifying
the creek banks at critical sections to
ensure there is sufficient capacity to
convey 100 year ARI peak flows.

Importantly, it is not proposed to create
a concrete channel. Instead, the project
aims to retain as far as possible a natural
creek environment. Where this is not
possible, or the sides of the creek banks
need further stabilisation, the type of
materials that could be used include
dry stone walling or gabions (rock filled
wire baskets).
See opposite page for artist’s impression
of ‘before’ and ‘after’ treatments showing
different types of creek treatments.

Creek rehabilitation works

All eight options include rehabilitating
the creek towards achieving ‘good
condition’ in order to assist flow capacity
along the full length of upper Brown Hill
Creek. This includes removing invasive
vegetation (native and non-native) and
other obstructions that might impede
large water flows.
Although creek owners are responsible
(under the Natural Resources
Management Act) for maintaining the
creek in ‘good condition’, it is proposed
that, in liaison with all creek property
owners, the BHKC Stormwater Project

undertakes initial works at the cost of the
project to rehabilitate the creek including:
• Selectively removing and cutting back
trees and vegetation in the creek bed
and side banks that are obstructing
flow and therefore increasing the
potential for flooding
• Re-planting on top of the banks with
suitable native vegetation to ensure
the creek is returned as far as possible
to an improved and sustainable
environment.
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The Adelaide and Mount Lofty
Ranges Natural Resources
Management Board (AMLRNRMB) is
preparing a guide to assist property
owners understand and carry out
their responsibilities to keep the creek
in good condition.
An earlier brochure ‘Urban
Creeks – A property owner’s guide
to managing healthy urban creeks’
produced by the AMLRNRMB in
conjunction with the City of Burnside
is available on the project website
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au

DIFFERENT TYPES OF CREEK CAPACITY UPGRADE TREATMENTS

Before

After – using dry stone walling
After – using gabions (rock filled wire baskets)
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Options B1 and B2

Overview
Options B1 and B2 involve the
construction of a detention dam (at one
of two sites) together with creek capacity
upgrade works.
Compared to Option D, these
two options:
• Are more expensive than Option D –
both in terms of initial capital costs and
ongoing maintenance costs
• Provide approximately the same
level of 100 year ARI level of
flood protection
• Do not satisfy the project councils’
endorsed position to give preference
to a feasible ‘no dam’ solution.
Detention dam
Construction of a detention dam is an
integral component of Options B1 and B2,
with the dam for:
• Option B1 located in the Brown Hill
Creek Recreation Park (Site 1)
• Option B2 located on privately owned
property in Ellisons Gully (Site 2).
The draft 2011 SMP proposed that a dam
be constructed at Site 1. This met with
strong community opposition, such that
all five councils agreed to pursue a feasible
and whole of catchment community
supported ‘no dam’ solution.
Notwithstanding this preference,
investigations for Part B works have
considered the respective merits of ‘dam’
and ‘no dam’ solutions.

The 2013 hydrology data has been applied
in developing Options B1 and B2. Use of
revised data does not significantly reduce
the peak flows from the rural part of the
catchment until flows have passed Cross
Road. Consequently, dams would have
to be the same size as outlined in the
2012 SMP.
Site 1 is in the optimum hydrological
location for a dam as it is downstream of
the confluence of the two main waterways
of the rural part of the catchment. A dam
with a 110 megalitres capacity and 12
metres height to spillway would detain
nearly all runoff from the rural part of the
catchment. A greater reduction in peak
flow could be achieved if the dam were
higher. However, the watershed created
by any increased height would impact on
nearby houses.
Due to its location on a tributary of
Brown Hill Creek, the Site 2 dam needs
to be much larger in size (355 megalitres
capacity with wall height of 19.5 metres)
to achieve a comparable flood protection
performance with a dam at Site 1. The
increased capacity of a dam at Site 2
would ensure that runoff from its
catchment area when combined with
runoff from the remainder of the rural
catchment produces the same or better
peak flow reduction as the flow from a
Site 1 dam.
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Creek capacity upgrade works
A dam (at either site) would not mitigate
flooding generated off the urban part of
the catchment. Therefore both Options B1
and B2 incorporate creek capacity upgrade
works at critical downstream sections.
Based on a concept level of investigation,
the number of privately owned properties
requiring creek capacity upgrade works
is estimated to be 29 for Option B1
and 22 for Option B2. Properties are
located between:
• Anzac Highway and Ethel Street,
Forestville
• Douglas Street and Malcolm Street,
Millswood
• Cross Road and Belair Road, Hawthorn
• Mitcham Shopping Centre and
Brown Hill Creek Road.
Modifications to the creek through
Orphanage Park would also be required,
at a lesser extent than for Option D. The
nature of creek capacity upgrade works
is similar to that for Option D, albeit in
some cases the extent of works on each
property is less than for Option D due
to reduced peak flows under Options B1
and B2.

Preferred option: Option D

Overview
Option D involves upgrading the capacity
of the creek at critical sections over the full
length of upper Brown Hill Creek, as well
as upgrading specific choke points such
as bridges.
Option D has been identified by the
BHKC Stormwater Project as the
preferred option for Part B flood
mitigation works as:
• It has the lowest estimated capital
cost ($35.5m) and lowest estimated
ongoing maintenance costs compared
with the other seven options
• It provides the required (100 year ARI)
level of flood protection
• For shorter duration storms it provides
a higher than 100 year ARI level of
flood protection, thereby providing
additional reserve capacity if urban
peak flows increase in the future due
to redevelopment, climate change or
increases in land use density
• It satisfies the project councils’
endorsed position to give preference
to a feasible ‘no dam’ solution
• It does not require bypass culverts in
suburban streets
• It is within the budgeted cost for Part B
works as estimated in the SMP 2012
Stormwater Management Plan
• It preserves existing sites of
heritage significance.
Creek capacity upgrade works
Based on a concept level of investigation,
creek capacity upgrade works are required
at 66 privately owned properties located
between:
• Anzac Highway and Ethel Street,
Forestville

• Victoria Street and Cranbrook Avenue,
Millswood
• Goodwood Road and Mitchell Street,
Millswood
• Douglas Street and Malcolm Street,
Millswood
• Cross Road and Belair Road, Hawthorn
• Mitcham Shopping Centre and
Brown Hill Creek Road.
Preliminary discussions have been held
with affected property owners to discuss
concerns and opportunities associated
with proposed works.
Before any works are carried out the
BHKC Stormwater Project would reach
agreement with each property owner to
agree on detailed designs to increase creek
capacity to ensure any works integrate
with existing landscape treatments.
To comply with legislation, arrangements
for ongoing maintenance – either through
an easement or agreement – would also
be negotiated with each property owner.
Under both the Natural Resources
Management (NRM) Act and the
Local Government Act, if permanent
infrastructure works are proposed (such
as creek capacity upgrade works or bank
stabilisation work):
• Works can be carried out under an
agreement with the property owner
under which the property owner
agrees to undertake ongoing care,
control and management of the works.
• Where the property owner wants
the NRM Board or council to retain
ongoing responsibility for care, control
and management of the permanent
works, then the NRM Board or council
must acquire an easement.

The choice of whether there is an
agreement or an easement is largely a
decision for the property owner.
Creek capacity upgrades are also required:
• At ten road bridges
• Along the creek channel owned by
Unley Council between Ethel Street
to Leah Street
• On public parks as summarised
below. Detailed plans for key reserves
and parks would be developed
in consultation with the nearby
community and user groups.
At Forestville Reserve, the existing
concrete creek-lined base in the northern
half of the reserve would be removed, the
creek bed widened to about 2.5 metres
and banks reformed consistent with the
already landscaped southern section of the
reserve; together with minor re-shaping of
the banks along the southern section.
Preliminary options to increase the
capacity of the creek through Orphanage
Park include widening the creek and/or
installing a culvert running underneath
the park. Preliminary consultation about
these options has been undertaken with
nearby property owners, residents and
park users. Any works need to recognise
the importance of the heritage stone lining
and the natural ambience of the area.
A master plan for Soldiers Memorial
Gardens, JWS Morris Reserve and
Dellwood Reserve was developed
in 2011 by the City of Mitcham in
consultation with the community. The
plan includes laying back the creek banks
where possible, installing ‘softer’ creek
stabilisation measures such as gabions
and natural stone wall, and replanting the
banks with native vegetation.
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The Part B Report, prepared by the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project, identifies eight flood
mitigation options aimed at improving flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
All options involve two types of work along upper Brown Hill Creek to reduce the risk of flooding during high
stormwater flows:
1 Creek capacity upgrade works in critical sections (which vary for the eight options) – to increase the capacity
of the creek so it can carry more water; and
2 Creek rehabilitation works along its full length – to assist the flow of water along the creek and improve
its biodiversity.
This information sheet provides details about creek capacity upgrade works.

What are creek capacity upgrade works and why are they needed?
Creek capacity upgrades are needed
where the capacity of the creek
channel is not sufficient to contain
high stormwater flows, resulting in
water overflowing the creek banks
and causing flood damage.

Insufficient capacity generally occurs
because of the creek channel’s
irregular alignment, or inadequate
depth or width. In some areas this is
made worse by trees and vegetation
growing within the channel as well
as undersized bridges that restrict
the flow of water.

Creek capacity upgrade works
involve widening the creek bed
and/or modifying the creek banks at
critical sections, including bridges, to
ensure there is sufficient capacity for
high stormwater flows. Minor
deepening of the creek may also be
required at certain sections by
removing sediment build-up.

What are creek capacity upgrade works proposed?
All of the eight options investigated
by the BHKC Stormwater Project
involve creek capacity upgrade
works.
As summarised in the table on the
back page, the extent of creek
capacity upgrade works varies
between the options depending on
the full scope of works for that
option. In those options involving
the construction of a detention dam
and / or high flow bypass culverts,

creek capacity upgrade works are
still required albeit to a lesser
extent. The maximum extent of
creek capacity upgrade works
(under Option D) at critical sections
of the creek totals approximately
1.9 kilometres over the full
7 kilometre length of upper Brown
Hill Creek.
For all options, investigations have
been carried out at a concept level
based on ‘whole of catchment’ flood

modelling. Further investigations
relating to creek capacity upgrade
works were undertaken on
Options B1, B2 and D as these are
seen as the most viable and cost
effective options. However, the exact
scope of creek capacity upgrade
works would be an outcome of
detailed design at a later stage of the
BHKC Stormwater Project.

How many private properties require creek
capacity upgrade works?
Based on a concept level of
investigation, the number of private
properties requiring creek capacity
upgrade works is estimated to be 66
for Option D, 29 for Option B1 and
22 for Option B2. In some cases the
extent of works on each property
under Options B1 and B2 is less than
for Option D due to reduced peak

stormwater flows under Options B1
and B2.
It is important to note that under all
eight options, in general, properties
that do not require creek capacity
upgrade works are likely to require
creek rehabilitation works as
described in the ‘Creek Rehabilitation
Works’ information sheet.

Design of creek capacity
upgrades
It is expected that final designs would
be the result of professional
landscaping and engineering advice
based on consultation and
collaboration with individual property
owners. The objective is to retain as
far as possible a natural creek
environment. Importantly, it is not
proposed to create any concrete
lined channel.
Where the creek banks need to be
stabilised as a result of creek

How many public road bridges need to be upgraded?
Under Options B1, B2 and D, capacity
upgrades are required at public
bridges in:

Under Option D, public bridges
would also be upgraded in:

• First and Second Avenue,
Forestville

• Ethel Street, Forestville

• Orphanage Park (internal road)
• Regent Street, Millswood

BEFORE

• Charles Street, Forestville
• Goodwood Road, Millswood
(approach culvert next to
the road)
• Northgate Street, Unley Park
• Hampton Street, Hawthorn
• Fife Avenue, Torrens Park

How would public parks be impacted by creek capacity
upgrade works?
Increasing the capacity of the creek
through Orphanage Park is identified
under all eight options to varying
degrees; to a lesser extent for
Options B1 and B2 than for Option
D. Preliminary options which were
canvassed with the local community
in mid-2014 include widening the
creek and/or installing a culvert
underneath the park.
Forestville Reserve would require
modifications under Option D,

including removing the concrete-lined
creek base and associated small
widening of the creek bed in the
northern halve of the reserve.
The capacity of the creek running
through the three adjoining reserves
of Soldiers Memorial Gardens, JWS
Morris Park and Delwood Reserve
will be increased when the master
plan, approved by the City of
Mitcham in consultation with the
community, is implemented.

How many trees would be impacte
All of the eight flood mitigation
options considered for Part B Works
involve the selective removal of
unsuitable trees in the creek bed or
banks. The number of trees likely to
be impacted in the watercourse
channel is about the same for all
options, as trees would need to be
removed either for creek capacity
upgrade works or creek rehabilitation
works.

Treatment Concept
cross-section
widening, the types of materials that
could be used include dry-stack stone
walling and gabions (rock filled wire
baskets).
The indicative sketch diagram shows
how the treatment might apply using
a stepped gabion wall.
The artistic impressions below show
typical treatments.

Treatment concept 1

Treatment Concept 2

Dry-stack stone walling and vertical gabion wall

Dry-stack stone wall and stepped gabion wall

AFTER

AFTER

ed by creek capacity upgrade works?
In undertaking creek capacity upgrade
works, the same principles would
apply as for rehabilitating the creek
(Refer to ‘Creek rehabilitation Works’
information sheet):
• As many trees as possible would
be preserved. In particular, every
effort would be made to retain
prominent trees, including those
classified as significant, regulated or
heritage listed.

• Where trees and vegetation are
removed from the creek channel,
the nearby area would be
revegetated with local native plant
species to improve creek
conditions and biodiversity, whilst
considering property owners’
requirements. Trees would be
replanted on the top of banks.

More information about suitable
native trees and vegetation for
planting can be obtained by
entering a suburb name at the
‘plant selector’ on the Natural
Resources and Management
website:
http://plantselector.naturalresources.sa
.gov.au.

Option*

Creek capacity upgrade works
on private properties

Other infrastructure required

A1

Anzac Highway to Leah Street
Cross Road to Hampton Street

Detention Dam at Brown Hill Creek Recreation Park
High flow bypass culvert from Malcolm Street to
Victoria Street

A2

Anzac Highway to Leah Street
Cross Road to Hampton Street

Detention Dam at Ellisons Gully
High flow bypass culvert from Malcolm Street to
Victoria Street

B1

Anzac Highway to Leah Street
Sections between Mitchell and
Malcolm Streets
Cross Road to Hampton Street
Fife Avenue

Detention Dam at Brown Hill Creek Recreation Park

B2

Anzac Highway to Leah Street
Sections between Mitchell and
Malcolm Streets
Cross Road to Hampton Street
Fife Avenue

Detention Dam at Ellisons Gully

C1

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve
Sections upstream of Hampton Street

High flow bypass culvert from Hampton Street to
Victoria Street via the railway corridor / with
Malcolm Street leg

C2

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve
Sections upstream of Hampton Street

High flow bypass culvert from Hampton Street to
Victoria Street via suburban streets

C3

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve
Sections between Douglas and
Malcolm Streets
Sections upstream of Hampton Street

High flow bypass culvert from Hampton Street to
Victoria Street via the railway corridor / without
Malcolm Street leg

D

Anzac Highway to Forestville Reserve
Sections between Victoria and
Mitchell Streets
Douglas to Malcolm Streets
Cross Road to Hampton Street
Sections between Hampton Street and
Muggs Hill Road

No other infrastructure required

*Note that all eight options also involve creek rehabilitation works along the full length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
A culvert is an underground conduit, typically retangular in shape and of concrete construction.

For more information
This information sheet provides an explanation of creek capacity upgrade works, as proposed in the BHKC
Part B Report. Additional information sheets explain ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’ and ‘Legal Arrangements with
Property Owners’ (only applicable where creek capacity upgrade works are required).
The full report is available at the Project website: www.bhkcstormwater.com.au

The Part B Report, prepared by the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC)
Stormwater Project, identifies eight flood mitigation options aimed at
improving flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
All options involve two types of work along upper Brown Hill Creek to
reduce the risk of flooding during high stormwater flows:
1 Creek capacity upgrade works in critical sections (which vary for
the eight options) – to increase the capacity of the creek so it can
carry more water; and
2 Creek rehabilitation works along its full length – to assist the flow of
water along the creek and improve its biodiversity.
This information sheet provides details about creek rehabilitation works.

What do we mean by creek rehabilitation works?
Urban creeks are important to our
environment and are a critical
component of our stormwater
drainage network, receiving runoff
from our streets and reducing
flooding potential.
Creek rehabilitation works aim to
reduce the risk of flooding by
ensuring the watercourse channel
(creek bed and side banks) is clear of
obstructions so that water can flow
unimpeded along the full length of
the creek. This is particularly
important during times of high
stormwater flows.
Ensuring the watercourse channel is
clear of obstructions requires:

• Clearing invasive vegetation
(native and non-native) from the
creek bed and side banks

• Removing trees and branches that
may have fallen into the channel

• Removing rubbish such as
discarded household items
which have the potential to
contribute to flooding problems

• Raising bridge structures (or
removing them if agreed to by the
owners) that are too low and
do not provide sufficient clearance
for the passage of floodwaters
As well as the obvious benefits of
ensuring the unimpeded flow of
water, creek rehabilitation works seek
to reinstate native vegetation along
the upper Brown Hill Creek corridor
thereby improving the biodiversity of
the creek environs.

What is proposed?
All of the eight options investigated
by the BHKC Stormwater Project
involve creek rehabilitation works.
As explained on the back page, creek
property owners are responsible for
maintaining the creek in ‘good
condition’. However, it is recognised
that clearing major debris and
vegetation, which has built up over
many years may be beyond the
means of private property owners.

To ensure a consistent level of
maintenance, it is proposed that the
Project undertakes ‘one off ’
extraordinary creek maintenance to
assist in rehabilitating the creek. This
could be followed by maintenance,
undertaken periodically which could
include erosion controls, bank
stabilisation and clearance of major
obstructive material.
‘One off ’ maintenance works would
be undertaken at the cost of the
Project working in close consultation
with creek property owners.
Creek owners would still be
responsible for undertaking:

• Regular general site maintenance
such as pruning vegetation, weed
spraying and removing rubbish,
litter and leaf build-up from within
the creek

• Unplanned maintenance
such as removal of fallen timber
and large ‘foreign’ objects which
might cause blockages and
consequent local flooding.
The exact nature of creek
rehabilitation works would depend
on the current condition of the
creek and property owners’
individual requirements. However, to
illustrate the process, an example is
depicted over the page showing
before, during and after images of
creek rehabilitation works.

How would the proposed ‘one off’ extraordinary creek
maintenance be undertaken?
It is proposed that the ‘one off ’ extraordinary creek maintenance be
undertaken in a gradual manner, probably staged over several years so as to
not denude the creek environment. Essentially this approach looks to
selectively remove invasive vegetation concurrent with a replanting program.
To minimise the impact of the works on the local environment and amenity
of properties, works would be planned around the following stages in
consultation with the property owner:
Stage 1 – Removal of major
obstructions and blockages.
Trees located in the creek bed and
side banks would be selectively
removed together with other
vegetation and material that would
present risks during high flows.
Removal of vegetation would
typically take place during late spring
and summer to avoid working at
times when there is likely to be
water flowing in the creek.

Stage 2 – Planting of new trees.
Where trees have been (or are
planned to be) removed from the
creek bed and side banks, new trees
would be planted on the top of the
creek banks in consultation with
property owners - if the property
owner wants new trees to be
planted. This could occur in advance
of removing vegetation from the
channel to minimise any visual
impacts of removing vegetation.
Replacement trees would be native
species such as South Australian Blue
Gums, River Red Gums, Grey Box
and Cup, Pink and Manna Gums. This
work would typically take place
during winter months.

Stage 3 – Removal of further trees,
exotic plants and weeds.
It is likely that the removal of trees in
stage 1 would result in the growth of
understorey weeds. Weeds and
exotic plants can quickly regenerate
and therefore would be removed
from the creek beds and side banks
during this stage and in subsequent
years. Removal of further trees in the
creek bed and banks may also be
required – for instance where they
were retained during stage 1 so as
not to denude the area until
regrowth of trees on the tree banks
occurred in stage 2.

Stage 5 – Replacement of any
revegetation which has not survived

Stage 4 – Further works
This stage would involve replacing
revegetation which has not survived,
again in consultation with the
property owner. If it is agreed with
the property owner, native riparian
plants such as grasses, sedges and

rushes may be planted along the
creek bed and side banks. These
would restore greenery and prevent
erosion. Importantly, during floods,
such plants lay flat and allow water to
flow freely. This stage may involve
follow up weed treatment.

The Project would assist with plant
aftercare for up to 12 months after
planting. This would include
replacement of any revegetation
which has not survived.

Overall, the above approach could take up to several years
working along upper Brown Hill Creek. Ideally, works would be
undertaken in a downstream direction. The Project would seek
to co-ordinate works on neighbouring properties to minimise
disruption.

Ongoing maintenance
Revegetation and tree planting may
be supported by the Project for up
to 3 years for each property, after
which time property owners would
be responsible for maintaining and
sustaining revegetation. However

technical support would continue to
be provided to property owners on
request. Ongoing maintenance of
weed and pest plant control would
continue to be to the responsibility
of property owners.

How many and what type of trees would be removed?
All of the eight flood mitigation
options considered for Part B Works
involve the selective removal of
unsuitable trees in the creek bed or
banks. The number of trees likely to
be impacted in the watercourse
channel is about the same for all
options, as trees would need to be
removed either for creek capacity
upgrade works or creek
rehabilitation works.
In rehabilitating the creek:

• As many trees as possible would
be preserved. In particular, every
effort would be made to retain
prominent trees, including those
classified as significant, regulated
or heritage listed.

• The intention is to only remove
trees and vegetation growing in
the creek bed or side banks
which would impede high flows
and contribute to flooding risk.
Currently the majority of this
vegetation is exotic, weed or
non-local native species including:
ash, cedar, palm, berry, boxthorn,
bamboo, willow, wattle, stone fruit,
olive, fig, poplar, prickly pear, pine,
casuarina and grevillea.
• Where trees and vegetation are
removed from the creek channel,
the nearby area would be
revegetated with local native plant
species to improve creek
conditions and biodiversity, whilst

considering property owners’
requirements. Trees would be
replanted on the top of banks.

Replacement trees
More information about suitable
native trees and vegetation for
planting can be obtained by entering
a suburb name at the ‘plant selector’
on the Natural Resources and
Management website:
http://plantselector.naturalresource
s.sa.gov.au/

Who is responsible for creek rehabilitation?

For more information

Under the Natural Resources
Management (NRM) Act 2004
there are statutory requirements
and duties on private landowners in
respect of creeks and watercourse
on their land. Section 131 enables
the ‘relevant authority’ (principally
the relevant regional Natural
Resources Management Board) to
serve notice on the owner of land
on which there is a watercourse,
directing the owner to take action
specified to maintain the
watercourse in ‘good condition’.

This information sheet
provides an explanation of
creek rehabilitation works, as
proposed in the BHKC Part B
Report. Additional
information sheets explain
‘Creek Capacity Upgrade
works’ and ‘Legal
Arrangements with Property
Owners’ (only applicable
where creek capacity upgrade
works are required).
The full report is available at
the Project website:
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au

The Adelaide and Mount Lofty
Ranges Natural Resources
Management Board
(AMLRNRMB) is preparing a
guide to assist property owners
understand and carry out their
responsibilities to keep the creek
in good condition. An earlier
brochure ‘Urban Creeks - A
Property Owners Guide to
Managing Healthy Urban Creeks’
produced by the AMLRNRMB is
available at the Project website;
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au

The Part B Report, prepared by the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project, identifies eight
flood mitigation options aimed at improving flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
All options involve two types of work along upper Brown Hill Creek to reduce the risk of flooding during high
stormwater flows:
1 Creek capacity upgrade works in critical sections (which vary for the eight options) – to increase the
capacity of the creek so it can carry more water; and
2 Creek rehabilitation works along its full length – to assist the flow of water along the creek and improve
its biodiversity.
Where creek capacity upgrade works are required, the Project, acting on behalf of the five participating councils,
would need to enter into a legal arrangement with affected property owners prior to undertaking any works.
This information sheet outlines:
• Why legal arrangements are required
• Three options for legal arrangements

Why are legal arrangements required before creek capacity
upgrade works can be undertaken?
Creek capacity upgrade works
involve widening the creek bed and /
or modifying the creek banks at
critical sections to ensure there is
sufficient capacity to convey high
stormwater flows.
In undertaking any creek capacity
upgrade works on privately owned
properties, the Project is required to
operate in accordance with the
Natural Resources Management
(NRM) Act and the Local
Government Act.
These Acts enable the Project to
undertake works – such as
excavation of land or the
construction of permanent

infrastructure – for the purposes of
stormwater management or flood
mitigation provided that, prior to
undertaking works, either:
• the owner of the property has
agreed to undertake the ongoing
care, control of management of
infrastructure or works; OR
• the Project has created an
easement over the relevant land.

Legal arrangements with
property owners are only
required if creek capacity
upgrade works need to be
undertaken on private
properties. No legal
arrangements are required to
undertake creek rehabilitation
works. These works would,
however, be undertaken in
consultation with affected
property owners.

What legal arrangements are
proposed?
The Project has identified three
possible options for legal
arrangements.
In all three options, the Project and
the property owner would first
agree on the form of the creek
capacity upgrade works to be
undertaken. Works would be
constructed at the cost of the
Project.
The options vary as follows in
relation to responsibility for ongoing
maintenance:

• Option 1: The property owner
agrees to take responsibility for
ongoing maintenance of creek
capacity upgrade works
(at their cost)
• Option 2: The Project takes
responsibility for ongoing
maintenance of creek capacity
upgrade works (at its cost) – this
option legally requires the Project
to create an easement over the
relevant land
• Option 3: The property owner
decides on ongoing maintenance
arrangements after the
construction works are
completed

These are explained in more detail
in the table to the right.
As part of the May 2015
consultation process on Part B
Works, the Project is seeking
feedback from affected creek
property owners about these
options. Please note that any
feedback is without prejudice to final
decisions that may be made at a
later date. Opinions expressed in this
community consultation process are
not binding on either the property
owners or the Project (or its
constituent councils).

What’s the key difference
between the options?
Option 1 involves the property
owner entering into an agreement
granting consent for creek capacity
upgrade works to be carried out, as
well as agreeing to undertake (at
their cost) the ongoing care, control
and management of the works. The
agreement is not tied to the
property title and is terminated
once the property is sold.
Option 2 involves the Project taking
out an easement, which establishes
an area that encompasses the
agreed creek capacity upgrade
works. The easement is registered
on the land title and therefore
remains in place on the sale of the
property. Where an easement is in

place, the Project retains (at its cost)
responsibility for the care, control
and management of the creek
capacity upgrade works. This is the
main point of difference between an
agreement and easement.
Option 3 is a ‘hybrid’ of the above
two options, as it allows the
property owner to enter into an
agreement for the construction of
creek capacity upgrade works, and
then – within a reasonable time after
completion of those works – to
decide if they wish to continue the
agreement to undertake ongoing
maintenance (at their cost) or for
the Project to take out an easement
as in the above Option 2.

None of the options are likely to
impose any more limitations on
access to and use of the creek by
property owners than already apply
under existing NRM legislation;
although an easement may include
standard conditions suited to the
specific local conditions and the form
and scope of the creek capacity
upgrade works.

OPTION 1

OPTION 2

OPTION 3

Agreement that property owner
undertakes and pays for ongoing
maintenance

Agreement that the Project
undertakes and pays for ongoing
maintenance (can only be achieved
through the Project creating an
easement)

Agreement to construct works,
and then decide on ongoing
maintenance arrangements

Project develops a plan of works in
consultation with the property
owner

Project develops a plan of works
in consultation with the property
owner

Project develops a plan of works
in consultation with the property
owner

Agreement between the Project and
property owner that:

Agreement between the Project
and property owners that:

Agreement between the Project
and property owners that:

> the Project constructs works at
their cost
> the property owner takes
responsibility for ongoing
maintenance at their cost

> the Project constructs works at
their cost
> the Project creates an easement
enabling the Project to take
responsibility for ongoing
maintenance at their cost

> the Project constructs works
at its cost
> on completion of the works, a
further agreement is to be
entered into whereby either the
o property owner agrees to
take responsibility for ongoing
maintenance at their cost; or
o the Project creates an
easement enabling the Project
to take responsibility for
ongoing maintenance its cost.

The agreement is with the
current owner.

The Project would describe an area
to encompass the agreed works.
This area would be registered on
the land title as an easement; and
would remain in place when the
property is sold.

A reasonable time would be
allowed for the property owner
to decide on either of the above
choices.

On sale of the property, the agreement
does not automatically transfer to
the next owner; however, it would be
a condition of the agreement that as
part of any transfer of land, the vendor
requires the purchaser to agree to be
bound by the terms and conditions of
the management agreement.
Alternatively, the agreement could be
registered as an encumbrance
on the title.
The Project would negotiate with
the new owner whether they wished
to enter into an agreement (option 1)
or allow the Project to create an
easement (option 2).

The Agreement would specify that:
> Until a decision is made, the
Under the Land Acquisition Act,
property owner is responsible
property owners are entitled to seek
for maintenance of the works.
compensation for any losses and
> If the property owner does not
reasonable costs associated with the
make a decision within a
easement. Compensation is calculated reasonable time the Project may
having regard to the value of the
seek to acquire an easement.
relevant land together with any loss
in value to the balance of the land.
A separate compensation amount
is related to the landowner’s
inconvenience and out of pocket
expenses.

The Preferred Approach
The Project is only seeking
agreements or easements on those
critical sections of upper Brown Hill
Creek where creek capacity upgrade
works would be carried out, as
explained in more detail in the
‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
information sheet. The Project is
not establishing a drainage reserve
or easement corridor along the
length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
The proposed creek capacity
upgrade works can proceed with
either agreements or easements in
place.
This means that each property
owner affected by the works can
decide whether they would prefer to
be responsible for the ongoing care,
control and management of the
works, and enter an agreement, OR
handover responsibility for the

ongoing care, control and
management of the works to the
Project through the creation of an
easement on their property title.
An easement on an individual
property will not affect the rights of
adjoining properties.
From the Project’s perspective, the
creation of easements is the
preferred approach as it provides a
higher level of certainty over
ongoing maintenance of creek
capacity upgrade works.

How is compensation
calculated for easements?
Under the Land Acquisition Act,
property owners are entitled to seek
compensation for any losses and
reasonable costs associated with the
creation of an easement on their
property. Compensation is
calculated having regard to the value

of the relevant land together with
any loss in value to the balance of
the land. Such compensation cannot
exceed the difference in value (if
any) of the affected property before
and after creation of the easement.
A separate compensation amount is
related to the property owner’s
inconvenience and out of pocket
expenses.

Would there be any
compulsory acquisition of
land to create easements?
Although councils have powers
under the Land Acquisition Act to
compulsorily acquire easements to
implement an approved Stormwater
Management Plan, it is the strong
preference of the Brown Hill
Keswick Creek Stormwater Project
and its constituent councils to work
with property owners to secure an
agreement or easement.

For more information
This information sheet provides a brief explanation of legal arrangements with property owners. Additional
information sheets explaining “Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’ and ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’ as proposed
in the BHKC Part B Report, together with the full report, are available at the Project website:
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au

7 May 2015
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I am writing to invite your participation in the community consultation process regarding
flood mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
As you are aware from our previous correspondence, the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
(BHKC) Stormwater Project has released a ‘Part B Report’ which investigates flood
mitigation options in upper Brown Hill Creek as part of an overall plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment of Brown Hill
and Keswick Creeks. The enclosed brochure summarises this report.
The report investigated eight flood mitigation options, of which three (Options B1, B2 and
D) were analysed in more detail as these are seen as the most viable and cost effective
options. A preferred option: ‘Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade’, was subsequently
identified.
We are now seeking comments from creek property owners and occupiers as well
as the general public regarding the Part B Report. Community consultation
commences on Wednesday 13 May for 6 weeks, concluding on Tuesday 23 June, 2015.
All eight options involve creek capacity upgrade works to reduce the risk of flooding from
high stormwater flows along upper Brown Hill Creek. As we have previously advised,
based on preliminary concept level investigations, your property at insert property
address column F has been identified as requiring creek capacity upgrade works under
insert options – column B.
In some cases, the extent of creek capacity upgrade works on each property is less
under Options B1 and B2 due to reduced peak stormwater flows than for Option D.
In general, properties not requiring creek capacity upgrade works are likely to require
creek rehabilitation works. Some properties may require both creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works. The difference between creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works is explained in the enclosed information sheets.
For those properties requiring creek capacity upgrade works, an additional information
sheet explains the legal arrangements required in order for any publicly provided
infrastructure works to be undertaken on private property.

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

In addition to the enclosed information, you can find out more by:


Reading the full Part B Report online at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au or for viewing
at the five catchment council (Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens)
offices and libraries.



Attending one of four Open Days. Drop in anytime between the nominated times:





2pm and 6pm Monday 18 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street, Unley



11am and 3pm Sunday 24 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street,
Unley



2pm and 6pm Thursday 28 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road, Torrens
Park



10am and 2pm Saturday 30 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road,
Torrens Park

Arranging a site visit: contact Oliver Pfueller on 8372 5111 if your property is in Unley
Council or John Wiley on 8372 8888 if your property is in Mitcham Council.

To have your say, please complete the enclosed feedback form and return it in the
enclosed stamp addressed envelope no later than 5pm on Tuesday 23 June.
Please note that this feedback form is numbered for your use only, as the assumed
owner of the property noted on page 1. Only one feedback form will be analysed for
each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner and occupier are different, one
form will be analysed for each. Non-owner occupiers of properties along upper Brown
Hill Creek will receive a different feedback form.
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say. The outcomes
of the community consultation process will be reported to the five catchment councils.
Each council will then determine its position and a final recommendation on Part B
Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Enclosed:


Brochure: ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’



Information Sheets:





‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’



‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’



‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’

Feedback form and stamp addressed envelope

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

7 May 2015
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I am writing to invite your participation in the community consultation process regarding
flood mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
As you are aware from our previous correspondence, the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
(BHKC) Stormwater Project has released a ‘Part B Report’ which investigates flood
mitigation options in upper Brown Hill Creek as part of an overall plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment of Brown Hill
and Keswick Creeks. The enclosed brochure summarises this report.
The report investigated eight flood mitigation options, of which three (Options B1, B2 and
D) were analysed in more detail as these are seen as the most viable and cost effective
options. A preferred option: ‘Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade’, was subsequently
identified.
We are now seeking comments from creek property owners and occupiers as well
as the general public regarding the Part B Report. Community consultation
commences on Wednesday 13 May for 6 weeks, concluding on Tuesday 23 June, 2015.
All eight options involve creek capacity upgrade works to reduce the risk of flooding from
high stormwater flows along upper Brown Hill Creek. As we have previously advised,
based on preliminary concept level investigations, your property at insert property
address column F has not been identified as requiring creek capacity upgrade works
under any of the eight options.
However, in general, properties not requiring creek capacity upgrade works are
likely to require creek rehabilitation works.
The difference between creek rehabilitation works and creek capacity upgrade works is
explained in the enclosed information sheets. For your interest, an additional
information sheet explaining legal arrangements is also enclosed. Please note this only
applies to properties requiring creek capacity upgrade works.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

In addition to the enclosed information, you can find out more by:


Reading the full Part B Report online at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au or for viewing
at the five catchment council (Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens)
offices and libraries.



Attending one of four Open Days. Drop in anytime between the nominated times:
 2pm and 6pm Monday 18 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street, Unley
 11am and 3pm Sunday 24 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street,
Unley
 2pm and 6pm Thursday 28 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road, Torrens
Park
 10am and 2pm Saturday 30 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road,
Torrens Park
Arranging a site visit: contact Oliver Pfueller on 8372 5111 if your property is in Unley
Council or John Wiley on 8372 8888 if your property is in Mitcham Council.



To have your say, please complete the enclosed feedback form and return it in the
enclosed stamp addressed envelope no later than 5pm on Tuesday 23 June.
Please note that this feedback form is numbered for your use only, as the assumed
owner of the property noted on page 1. Only one feedback form will be analysed for
each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner and occupier are different, one
form will be analysed for each. Non-owner occupiers of properties along upper Brown
Hill Creek will receive a different feedback form.
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say. The outcomes
of the community consultation process will be reported to the five catchment councils.
Each council will then determine its position and a final recommendation on Part B
Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Enclosed:
 Brochure: ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’
 Information Sheets:
 ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
 ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
 ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’
 Feedback form and stamp addressed envelope
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

7 May 2015
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I am writing to invite your participation in the community consultation process regarding
flood mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
You may be aware that the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project has
released a ‘Part B Report’ which investigates flood mitigation options in upper Brown Hill
Creek as part of an overall plan to improve the standard of flood protection for homes
and properties across the catchment of Brown Hill and Keswick Creeks. The enclosed
brochure summarises this report.
The report investigated eight flood mitigation options, of which three (Options B1, B2 and
D) were analysed in more detail as these are seen as the most viable and cost effective
options. A preferred option: ‘Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade’, was subsequently
identified.
We are now seeking comments from creek property owners and occupiers as well
as the general public regarding the Part B Report. Community consultation
commences on Wednesday 13 May for 6 weeks, concluding on Tuesday 23 June, 2015.
All eight options involve creek capacity upgrade works to reduce the risk of flooding from
high stormwater flows along upper Brown Hill Creek. As we have previously advised,
based on preliminary concept level investigations, the property where you reside at
insert property address column F has not been identified as requiring creek capacity
upgrade works under any of the eight options.
Further to this, we wish to clarify that at this stage it is not intended to undertake creek
rehabilitation works on properties, including yours, traversed by Brown Hill Creek
between the railway corridor and Aroha Terrace, Forestville. While this section of the
creek carries local flows, high stormwater flows are diverted through the bypass culvert
constructed in 2013 by the Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (DPTI)
as part of the Goodwood Junction rail project.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

The difference between creek rehabilitation works and creek capacity upgrade works is
explained in the enclosed information sheets. For your interest, an additional
information sheet explaining legal arrangements is also enclosed. Please note this only
applies to properties requiring creek capacity upgrade works.
In addition to the enclosed information, you can find out more by:


Reading the full Part B Report online at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au or for viewing
at the five catchment council (Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens)
offices and libraries.



Attending one of four Open Days. Drop in anytime between the nominated times:
 2pm and 6pm Monday 18 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street, Unley
 11am and 3pm Sunday 24 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street,
Unley
 2pm and 6pm Thursday 28 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road, Torrens
Park
 10am and 2pm Saturday 30 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road,
Torrens Park



Contacting Oliver Pfueller at Unley Council on 8372 5111.

To have your say, please complete the enclosed feedback form and return it in the
enclosed stamp addressed envelope no later than 5pm on Tuesday 23 June.
Please note that this feedback form is numbered for your use only, as the assumed
owner / occupier of the property noted on page 1. Only one feedback form will be
analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner and occupier are
different, one form will be analysed for each. .
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say. The outcomes
of the community consultation process will be reported to the five catchment councils.
Each council will then determine its position and a final recommendation on Part B
Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Enclosed:
 Brochure: ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’
 Information Sheets:
 ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
 ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
 ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’
 Feedback form and stamp addressed envelope

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

7 May 2015
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I am writing to invite your participation in the community consultation process regarding
flood mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
As you are aware from our previous correspondence, the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
(BHKC) Stormwater Project has released a ‘Part B Report’ which investigates flood
mitigation options in upper Brown Hill Creek as part of an overall plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment of Brown Hill
and Keswick Creeks. The enclosed brochure summarises this report.
The report investigated eight flood mitigation options, of which three (Options B1, B2 and
D) were analysed in more detail as these are seen as the most viable and cost effective
options. A preferred option: ‘Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade’, was subsequently
identified.
We are now seeking comments from creek property owners and occupiers as well
as the general public regarding the Part B Report. Community consultation
commences on Wednesday 13 May for 6 weeks, concluding on Tuesday 23 June, 2015.
All eight options involve creek capacity upgrade works to reduce the risk of flooding from
high stormwater flows along upper Brown Hill Creek. As we have previously advised,
based on preliminary concept level investigations, the property where you reside at
insert property address column F has not been identified as requiring creek capacity
upgrade works under any of the eight options.
Further to this, we wish to clarify that at this stage it is not intended to undertake creek
rehabilitation works on properties, including yours, upstream of the Brown Hill Creek
Recreation Park as the focus of the project is on the urban part of the catchment.
The difference between creek rehabilitation works and creek capacity upgrade works is
explained in the enclosed information sheets. For your interest, an additional
information sheet explaining legal arrangements is also enclosed. Please note this only
applies to properties requiring creek capacity upgrade works.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

In addition to the enclosed information, you can find out more by:


Reading the full Part B Report online at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au or for viewing
at the five catchment council (Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens)
offices and libraries.



Attending one of four Open Days. Drop in anytime between the nominated times:





2pm and 6pm Monday 18 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street, Unley



11am and 3pm Sunday 24 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street,
Unley



2pm and 6pm Thursday 28 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road, Torrens
Park



10am and 2pm Saturday 30 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road,
Torrens Park

Contacting John Wiley at Mitcham Council on 8372 8888.

To have your say, please complete the enclosed feedback form and return it in the
enclosed stamp addressed envelope no later than 5pm on Tuesday 23 June.
Please note that this feedback form is numbered for your use only, as the assumed
owner / occupier of the property noted on page 1. Only one feedback form will be
analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner and occupier are
different, one form will be analysed for each. .
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say. The outcomes
of the community consultation process will be reported to the five catchment councils.
Each council will then determine its position and a final recommendation on Part B
Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Enclosed:
 Brochure: ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’
 Information Sheets:
 ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
 ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
 ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’
 Feedback form and stamp addressed envelope

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

7 May 2015
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I am writing to invite your participation in the community consultation process regarding
flood mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
As you are aware from our previous correspondence, the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
(BHKC) Stormwater Project has released a ‘Part B Report’ which investigates flood
mitigation options in upper Brown Hill Creek as part of an overall plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment of Brown Hill
and Keswick Creeks. The enclosed brochure summarises this report.
The report investigated eight flood mitigation options, of which three (Options B1, B2 and
D) were analysed in more detail as these are seen as the most viable and cost effective
options. A preferred option: ‘Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade’, was subsequently
identified.
We are now seeking comments from creek property owners and occupiers as well
as the general public regarding the Part B Report. Community consultation
commences on Wednesday 13 May for 6 weeks, concluding on Tuesday 23 June, 2015.
All eight options involve creek capacity upgrade works to reduce the risk of flooding from
high stormwater flows along upper Brown Hill Creek. As we have previously advised,
based on preliminary concept level investigations, the property where you reside at
insert property address column F has been identified as requiring creek capacity
upgrade works under insert options – column B.
In some cases, the extent of creek capacity upgrade works on each property is less
under Options B1 and B2 due to reduced peak stormwater flows than for Option D.
In general, properties not requiring creek capacity upgrade works are likely to require
creek rehabilitation works. Some properties may require both creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works. The difference between creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works is explained in the enclosed information sheets.
For those properties requiring creek capacity upgrade works, an additional information
sheet explains the legal arrangements required in order for any publicly provided
infrastructure works to be undertaken on private property.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

In addition to the enclosed information, you can find out more by:


Reading the full Part B Report online at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au or for viewing
at the five catchment council (Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens)
offices and libraries.



Attending one of four Open Days. Drop in anytime between the nominated times:





2pm and 6pm Monday 18 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street, Unley



11am and 3pm Sunday 24 May: Unley Community Centre, 18 Arthur Street,
Unley



2pm and 6pm Thursday 28 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road, Torrens
Park



10am and 2pm Saturday 30 May: Mitcham Civic Centre, 131 Belair Road,
Torrens Park

Arranging a site visit: contact Oliver Pfueller on 8372 5111 if your property is in Unley
Council or John Wiley on 8372 8888 if your property is in Mitcham Council.

To have your say, please complete the enclosed feedback form and return it in the
enclosed stamp addressed envelope no later than 5pm on Tuesday 23 June.
Please note that this feedback form is numbered for your use only, as the assumed nonowner occupier of the property noted on page 1. Only one feedback form will be
analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner and occupier are
different, one form will be analysed for each. Owners of properties along upper Brown
Hill Creek will receive a different feedback form.
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say. The outcomes
of the community consultation process will be reported to the five catchment councils.
Each council will then determine its position and a final recommendation on Part B
Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Enclosed:


Brochure: ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’



Information Sheets:





‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’



‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’



‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’

Feedback form and stamp addressed envelope

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

DATE
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
Thank you for your interest in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project.
As requested, I have enclosed a feedback form together with:


A stamp addressed envelope for you to return the feedback form. Please note this
will be accepted until 5pm 23 June 2015



A brochure, ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’, which
summarises the Part B Report



Three information sheets:
 ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
 ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
 ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’

Please note that the enclosed feedback form is numbered for your use only. Only one
feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner
and occupier are different, one form will be analysed for each. Survey responses will
remain anonymous.
Should you require any further clarification about the Project, please phone Oliver
Pfueller at Unley Council on 8372 5111.
The outcomes of the community consultation process will be reported to the five
catchment councils. Each council will then determine its position and a final
recommendation on Part B Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater
Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

DATE

Dear
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
Thank you for your interest in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project.
As requested, I have enclosed a feedback form together with:
•
•
•

A stamp addressed envelope for you to return the feedback form. Please note this
will be accepted until 5pm 23 June 2015
A brochure, ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’, which
summarises the Part B Report
Three information sheets:
− ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
− ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
− ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’

Please note that the enclosed feedback form is numbered for your use only. Only one
feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner
and occupier are different, one form will be analysed for each. Survey responses will
remain anonymous. All feedback forms that contain an Australia Post postmark from 23
June 2015 will be accepted.
Should you require any further clarification about the Project, please phone John Wiley
at Mitcham Council on 8372 8888.
The outcomes of the community consultation process will be reported to the five
catchment councils. Each council will then determine its position and a final
recommendation on Part B Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater
Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

Project Director

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

DATE
Name / Address

Dear insert
Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
Thank you for your interest in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project.
As requested, I have enclosed a feedback form together with:


A stamp addressed envelope for you to return the feedback form. Please note this
will be accepted until 5pm 23 June 2015



A brochure, ‘Managing Stormwater Flows in Upper Brown Hill Creek’, which
summarises the Part B Report



Three information sheets:
 ‘Creek Capacity Upgrade Works’
 ‘Creek Rehabilitation Works’
 ‘Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners’

Please note that the enclosed feedback form is numbered for your use only. Only one
feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property. Where the owner
and occupier are different, one form will be analysed for each. Survey responses will
remain anonymous.
Should you require any further clarification about the consultation process, please phone
1800 468 835.
The outcomes of the community consultation process will be reported to the five
catchment councils. Each council will then determine its position and a final
recommendation on Part B Works will be made to the State Government’s Stormwater
Management Authority.
Yours faithfully

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

5 June 2015

Dear

Consultation Process is Ending Soon
I am writing to remind you about the community consultation process regarding flood mitigation
works for upper Brown Hill Creek.
In May you were directly mailed a feedback form and associated information materials and I
encourage you, if you have not already done so, to have your say by completing the form and
returning it prior to the closing date.
If you have misplaced the form that was originally sent to your household, please telephone
1800 468 835 or email info@bhkcstormwater.com.au and we will re-issue the form.
The community consultation concludes at 5pm on Tuesday 23 June, 2015. All feedback forms and
written submissions must be received by this time.
We value your feedback so please use this opportunity to have your say.

Yours sincerely

Michael Salkeld
Project Director

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project for the Cities of Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens

Managing stormwater flows
in upper Brown Hill Creek
Feedback Form
Feedback form sent to property owner of:

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project invites your feedback on proposed works for upper Brown
Hill Creek. Please complete this form and return it by 5pm, Tuesday 23 June, 2015 using the enclosed stamp addressed
envelope to:
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907, Unley 5061

Please verify that you are the intended recipient of this feedback form by
circling ONE of the following numbers:
1.

I am the owner AND occupant of the above property

2.

I am the owner of the above property but reside at a different location

3.

I rent the above property

Please note only one feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property.
Where the owner and occupant are different, one form will be analysed for each one.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project is a collaboration between Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley
and West Torrens councils to develop and implement an effective stormwater management plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
The Project is in two parts, Part A and Part B works. This feedback form relates to Part B works which are designed
to provide flood mitigation in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Upper Brown Hill Creek refers to the section
of the creek upstream from Anzac Highway to its source in the rural land of the Mitcham hills.
The Part B Report outlines the investigations of eight options to manage stormwater flows in the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment. Additional analysis was undertaken on Options B1, B2 and D as these are seen as the most viable
and cost effective, with Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade identified as the preferred option.
All eight options involve creek rehabilitation works along the full length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
This feedback form seeks responses from owners of properties potentially impacted by creek capacity upgrade and
creek rehabilitation works as outlined in the Part B Report.
In answering this feedback form, please refer to the attached brochure for further information, or go to
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au for the full Part B Report.

1. How important is it to you that flood mitigation works are implemented to reduce the impacts of
major flooding in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment?
Please circle one of the following numbers on the scale of 1 to 5; and comment on your response.

1
2
3
4
5
Very important
Not important
Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
2. The Part B Report identifies Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade as the preferred option for managing stormwater
flows in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Option D involves upgrading the capacity of the upper Brown Hill
Creek at critical sections (including an estimated 66 private properties) as well as creek rehabilitation works along
the full length of the creek. For more details refer Part B Report at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au.
Do you support the preferred Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade?
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Yes
2. No
3. Unsure

please comment below and then go to Question 4
please go to Question 3
please comment below and then go to Question 4

Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
3. If you answered No to Question 2, please indicate if you prefer any other of the seven options
that were investigated or none of the options.
These are briefly described below – for more details, refer Part B Report and summary brochure at
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Option A1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works
2. Option A2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
3. Option B1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, creek capacity upgrade works
(estimated 29 private properties) and creek rehabilitation works
4. Option B2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, creek capacity upgrade works (estimated 22 private properties)
and creek rehabilitation works
5. Option C1: High flow bypass culvert (via railway reserve and streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
6. Option C2: High flow bypass culvert (all through streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
7. Option C3: High flow bypass culvert (as for C2, but without Malcolm Street leg), creek capacity upgrade works
and creek rehabilitation works
8. Unsure
9. None of the above
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Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
4. The letter sent to you with this feedback form provides details of how your property is likely to be impacted
by creek capacity upgrade and creek rehabilitation works.
Assuming that creek capacity works in conjunction with creek rehabilitation works were
undertaken on your property, how do you think such works would impact (either
positively and / or negatively) on your property?
Please refer to the enclosed Information Sheets on “Creek Capacity Upgrade Works” and “Creek Rehabilitation
Works” for more information
Positive impacts
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Negative impacts
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
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5. If permanent infrastructure works were to be installed in your property, which of the following
options would you prefer?
Please refer to the enclosed Information Sheet on “Legal Arrangements with Creek Property Owners” for more
information.
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Option 1: The property owner agrees to take responsibility for ongoing maintenance of creek capacity
upgrade works (at their cost)
2. Option 2: The Project takes responsibility for ongoing maintenance of creek capacity upgrade works
(at its cost) – this option legally requires the Project to acquire an easement
3. Option 3: The property owner decides on ongoing maintenance arrangements after the construction works
are completed
4. None of the above
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
6. Do you have any other comments?
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
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7. What is your interest in the Project?
i) I own property in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

ii) I live in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

iii) The property/s I own or live in are currently at risk of flooding from Brown Hill Creek (circle one only)
1. Yes

2. No

3. Unsure

iv) I / members of my household use the following public parks (please circle as many as apply)
1. Forestville Reserve

2. Orphanage Park

4. Brownhill Creek Recreation Park

3. Soldiers Memorial Gardens / JWS Morris Reserve /
Dellwood Reserve
5. None of these

v) If none of the above, please indicate your interest in completing this feedback form
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Thank you for completing this feedback form
Any questions about the community consultation process can be directed to your local catchment council: Adelaide,
Burnside, Mitcham, Unley or West Torrens.

Managing stormwater flows
in upper Brown Hill Creek
Feedback Form
Feedback form sent to property owner of:

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project invites your feedback on proposed works for upper Brown
Hill Creek. Please complete this form and return it by 5pm, Tuesday 23 June, 2015 using the enclosed stamp addressed
envelope to:
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907, Unley 5061

Please verify that you are the intended recipient of this feedback form by
circling ONE of the following numbers:
1.

I am the owner AND occupant of the above property

2.

I am the owner of the above property but reside at a different location

3.

I rent the above property

Please note only one feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property.
Where the owner and occupant are different, one form will be analysed for each one.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project is a collaboration between Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley
and West Torrens councils to develop and implement an effective stormwater management plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
The Project is in two parts, Part A and Part B works. This feedback form relates to Part B works which are designed
to provide flood mitigation in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Upper Brown Hill Creek refers to the section
of the creek upstream from Anzac Highway to its source in the rural land of the Mitcham hills.
The Part B Report outlines the investigations of eight options to manage stormwater flows in the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment. Additional analysis was undertaken on Options B1, B2 and D as these are seen as the most viable
and cost effective, with Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade identified as the preferred option.
All eight options involve creek rehabilitation works along the full length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
This feedback form seeks responses from owners of properties potentially impacted by creek rehabilitation works as
outlined in the Part B Report.
In answering this feedback form, please refer to the attached brochure for further information, or go to
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au for the full Part B Report.

1. How important is it to you that flood mitigation works are implemented to reduce the impacts of
major flooding in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment?
Please circle one of the following numbers on the scale of 1 to 5; and comment on your response.

1
2
3
4
5
Very important
Not important
Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
2. The Part B Report identifies Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade as the preferred option for managing stormwater
flows in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Option D involves upgrading the capacity of the upper Brown Hill
Creek at critical sections (including an estimated 66 private properties) as well as creek rehabilitation works along
the full length of the creek. For more details refer Part B Report at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au.
Do you support the preferred Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade?
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Yes
2. No
3. Unsure

please comment below and then go to Question 4
please go to Question 3
please comment below and then go to Question 4

Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
3. If you answered No to Question 2, please indicate if you prefer any other of the seven options
that were investigated or none of the options.
These are briefly described below – for more details, refer Part B Report and summary brochure at
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Option A1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works
2. Option A2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
3. Option B1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, creek capacity upgrade works
(estimated 29 private properties) and creek rehabilitation works
4. Option B2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, creek capacity upgrade works (estimated 22 private properties)
and creek rehabilitation works
5. Option C1: High flow bypass culvert (via railway reserve and streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
6. Option C2: High flow bypass culvert (all through streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
7. Option C3: High flow bypass culvert (as for C2, but without Malcolm Street leg), creek capacity upgrade works
and creek rehabilitation works
8. Unsure
9. None of the above
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Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
4. The letter sent to you with this feedback form notes that no creek capacity upgrade works are required on
your property under any of the eight options. However it is envisaged that creek rehabilitation works are
likely to be required. Please refer to the enclosed Information Sheet on “Creek Rehabilitation Works” for more
information. Any works would be planned and implemented in consultation with property owners /
occupants.
Assuming that creek rehabilitation works were undertaken on your property, how do you think
such works would impact (either positively and / or negatively) on your property?
Positive impacts
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Negative impacts
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................

3

5. Do you have any other comments?
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
6. What is your interest in the Project?
i) I own property in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

ii) I live in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

iii) The property/s I own or live in are currently at risk of flooding from Brown Hill Creek (circle one only)
1. Yes

2. No

3. Unsure

iv) I / members of my household use the following public parks (please circle as many as apply)
1. Forestville Reserve

2. Orphanage Park

4. Brownhill Creek Recreation Park

3. Soldiers Memorial Gardens / JWS Morris Reserve /
Dellwood Reserve
5. None of these

v) If none of the above, please indicate your interest in completing this feedback form
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Thank you for completing this feedback form
Any questions about the community consultation process can be directed to your local catchment council: Adelaide,
Burnside, Mitcham, Unley or West Torrens.

Managing stormwater flows
in upper Brown Hill Creek
Feedback Form
Feedback form sent to occupier of:

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project invites your feedback on proposed works for upper Brown
Hill Creek. Please complete this form and return it by 5pm, Tuesday 23 June, 2015 using the enclosed stamp addressed
envelope to:
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907, Unley 5061

Please verify that you are the intended recipient of this feedback form by
circling ONE of the following numbers:
1.

I am the owner AND occupant of the above property

2.

I am the owner of the above property but reside at a different location

3.

I rent the above property

Please note only one feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property.
Where the owner and occupant are different, one form will be analysed for each one.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project is a collaboration between Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley
and West Torrens councils to develop and implement an effective stormwater management plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
The Project is in two parts, Part A and Part B works. This feedback form relates to Part B works which are designed
to provide flood mitigation in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Upper Brown Hill Creek refers to the section
of the creek upstream from Anzac Highway to its source in the rural land of the Mitcham hills.
The Part B Report outlines the investigations of eight options to manage stormwater flows in the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment. Additional analysis was undertaken on Options B1, B2 and D as these are seen as the most viable
and cost effective, with Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade identified as the preferred option.
All eight options involve creek rehabilitation works along the full length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
This feedback form seeks responses from occupiers of properties potentially impacted by creek capacity upgrade
and/or creek rehabilitation works.
In answering this feedback form, please refer to the attached brochure for further information, or go to
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au for the full Part B Report.

1. How important is it to you that flood mitigation works are implemented to reduce the impacts of
major flooding in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment?
Please circle one of the following numbers on the scale of 1 to 5; and comment on your response.

1
2
3
4
5
Very important
Not important
Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
2. The Part B Report identifies Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade as the preferred option for managing stormwater
flows in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Option D involves upgrading the capacity of the upper Brown Hill
Creek at critical sections (including an estimated 66 private properties) as well as creek rehabilitation works along
the full length of the creek. For more details refer Part B Report at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au.
Do you support the preferred Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade?
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Yes
2. No
3. Unsure

please comment below and then go to Question 4
please go to Question 3
please comment below and then go to Question 4

Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
3. If you answered No to Question 2, please indicate if you prefer any other of the seven options
that were investigated or none of the options.
These are briefly described below – for more details, refer Part B Report and summary brochure at
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Option A1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works
2. Option A2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
3. Option B1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, creek capacity upgrade works
(estimated 29 private properties) and creek rehabilitation works
4. Option B2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, creek capacity upgrade works (estimated 22 private properties)
and creek rehabilitation works
5. Option C1: High flow bypass culvert (via railway reserve and streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
6. Option C2: High flow bypass culvert (all through streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
7. Option C3: High flow bypass culvert (as for C2, but without Malcolm Street leg), creek capacity upgrade works
and creek rehabilitation works
8. Unsure
9. None of the above
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Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
4. Do you have any other comments?
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
5. What is your interest in the Project?
i) I own property in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

ii) I live in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

iii) The property/s I own or live in are currently at risk of flooding from Brown Hill Creek (circle one only)
1. Yes

2. No

3. Unsure

iv) I / members of my household use the following public parks (please circle as many as apply)
1. Forestville Reserve

2. Orphanage Park

4. Brownhill Creek Recreation Park

3. Soldiers Memorial Gardens / JWS Morris Reserve /
Dellwood Reserve
5. None of these

v) If none of the above, please indicate your interest in completing this feedback form
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Thank you for completing this feedback form
Any questions about the community consultation process can be directed to your local catchment council: Adelaide,
Burnside, Mitcham, Unley or West Torrens.
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Managing stormwater flows
in upper Brown Hill Creek
Feedback Form
Feedback form sent on request to:

The Brown Hill Keswick Creek (BHKC) Stormwater Project invites your feedback on proposed works for upper Brown
Hill Creek. Please complete this form and return it by 5pm, Tuesday 23 June, 2015 using the enclosed stamp addressed
envelope to:
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907, Unley 5061

Please verify that you are the intended recipient of this feedback form by
circling ONE of the following numbers:
1.

I am the owner AND occupant of the above property

2.

I am the owner of the above property but reside at a different location

3.

I rent the above property

Please note only one feedback form will be analysed for each owner/occupier of a property.
Where the owner and occupant are different, one form will be analysed for each one.
The Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project is a collaboration between Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley
and West Torrens councils to develop and implement an effective stormwater management plan to improve the
standard of flood protection for homes and properties across the catchment.
The Project is in two parts, Part A and Part B works. This feedback form relates to Part B works which are designed
to provide flood mitigation in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Upper Brown Hill Creek refers to the section
of the creek upstream from Anzac Highway to its source in the rural land of the Mitcham hills.
The Part B Report outlines the investigations of eight options to manage stormwater flows in the upper Brown Hill
Creek catchment. Additional analysis was undertaken on Options B1, B2 and D as these are seen as the most viable
and cost effective, with Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade identified as the preferred option.
All eight options involve creek rehabilitation works along the full length of upper Brown Hill Creek.
This feedback form seeks responses from interested members of the community as part of the formal consultation
process on the Part B Report.
In answering this feedback form, please refer to the attached brochure for further information, or go to
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au for the full Part B Report.

1. How important is it to you that flood mitigation works are implemented to reduce the impacts of
major flooding in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment?
Please circle one of the following numbers on the scale of 1 to 5; and comment on your response.

1
2
3
4
5
Very important
Not important
Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
2. The Part B Report identifies Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade as the preferred option for managing stormwater
flows in the upper Brown Hill Creek catchment. Option D involves upgrading the capacity of the upper Brown Hill
Creek at critical sections (including an estimated 66 private properties) as well as creek rehabilitation works along
the full length of the creek. For more details refer Part B Report at www.bhkcstormwater.com.au.
Do you support the preferred Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade?
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Yes
2. No
3. Unsure

please comment below and then go to Question 4
please go to Question 3
please comment below and then go to Question 4

Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
................................................................................................................
3. If you answered No to Question 2, please indicate if you prefer any other of the seven options
that were investigated or none of the options.
These are briefly described below – for more details, refer Part B Report and summary brochure at
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au
Please circle one of the following numbers; and comment on your response.
1. Option A1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade
works and creek rehabilitation works
2. Option A2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, high flow bypass culvert, creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
3. Option B1: Detention dam in Brown Hill Recreation Park, creek capacity upgrade works
(estimated 29 private properties) and creek rehabilitation works
4. Option B2: Detention dam in Ellisons Gully, creek capacity upgrade works (estimated 22 private properties)
and creek rehabilitation works
5. Option C1: High flow bypass culvert (via railway reserve and streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
6. Option C2: High flow bypass culvert (all through streets), creek capacity upgrade works and
creek rehabilitation works
7. Option C3: High flow bypass culvert (as for C2, but without Malcolm Street leg), creek capacity upgrade works
and creek rehabilitation works
8. Unsure
9. None of the above
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Please comment . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
4. Do you have any other comments?
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
5. What is your interest in the Project?
i) I own property in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

ii) I live in one or more of the five catchment councils (please circle as many as apply)
1. City of Adelaide

2. City of Burnside

3. City of Mitcham

4. City of Unley

5. City of West Torrens

6. None of these

iii) The property/s I own or live in are currently at risk of flooding from Brown Hill Creek (circle one only)
1. Yes

2. No

3. Unsure

iv) I / members of my household use the following public parks (please circle as many as apply)
1. Forestville Reserve

2. Orphanage Park

4. Brownhill Creek Recreation Park

3. Soldiers Memorial Gardens / JWS Morris Reserve /
Dellwood Reserve
5. None of these

v) If none of the above, please indicate your interest in completing this feedback form
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
...............................................................................................................
Thank you for completing this feedback form
Any questions about the community consultation process can be directed to your local catchment council: Adelaide,
Burnside, Mitcham, Unley or West Torrens.
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Appendix B: Copies of Advertisements
1. Advertisement (half-page colour) that appeared in the Messenger (Mitcham & Hills, Weekly
Times, Guardian, Eastern Courier and The City) on May 13, 2015
2. Public notice (black and white) that appeared in the Messenger (Mitcham & Hills, Weekly Times,
Guardian, Eastern Courier and The City) on May 13 and May 20, 2015
3. Advertisement (colour) that appeared in the early general news section of the Messenger
(Mitcham & Hills, Weekly Times, Guardian, Eastern Courier and The City) on June 10, 2015.

Appendix C: Information Sheet issued
following consultation

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOLLOWING 2015 CONSULTATION ON PART B WORKS
JULY 2015

Why did the project consult the community with a preferred option? Is Option D a
“pre-determined outcome”?
Option D has been identified by the project team as the preferred option on the basis of the
detailed investigations summarised in the Part B Report. It is not a pre-determined outcome
because the five catchment councils have not yet decided their position on the outcomes of
the Report.
The consultation process sought to inform the community about all the options, not just
Option D. In particular, the consultation sought to understand the level of support for
Option D with reasons for and against it compared with other options. This information is
needed so that the five catchment councils can make a decision on proposed flood
mitigation works for upper Brown Hill Creek (Part B works).
Now that the consultation process has completed, feedback from the community will be
reported to the five catchment councils. Each council will then determine its position and
based on what councils have decided a recommendation on Part B works will be made to
the State Government’s Stormwater Management Authority.
Is the updated Bureau of Meteorology data and associated hydrology modelling
complete and accurate?
The updated rainfall data (intensity / frequency / duration (IFD)) released by the Bureau of
Meteorology (BoM) in 2013 is part of a suite of information comprising a new edition of the
‘Australian Rainfall and Runoff’ publication (AR&R). The updated IFD data supersedes the
data previously published in 1987 as part of the previous edition of AR&R.
As the IFD data is based on previously recorded rainfall events, the greater length of record
used to derive the 2013 data gives increased confidence that this data is more reliable.
In Australia many hydrologic studies use the IFD data. Hydrologic modelling for the 2012
Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) study used the 1987 IFD data. Use of the updated
data in the Part B process is based on expert hydrology opinion provided through the
Department of Planning, Transport and Infrastructure (Principal Stormwater Engineer). The
full opinion is included in the Part B Report at Appendix 2.
The expert opinion satisfactorily addresses cautionary notes by the BoM which accompanied
the new IFD data. In particular, the expert’s opinion confirms that expected updates by the
BoM to other hydrologic data are unlikely to have any significant impact on the current
modelling. Up to now no further information of relevance to hydrologic modelling for the
Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment has become available.
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When detailed designs for upper Brown Hill Creek flood mitigation works are carried out
(probably in the latter half of a 10 year overall catchment program), it is expected that latest
modelling systems and hydrological data then available would be applied.
As outlined in the Part B Report, it is understood that the IFD data has not been adjusted for
predictions of future trends due to climate change. However, at the one in 100 year
standard of design any moderate adjustments in the hydrologic modelling would not
significantly alter the preferred flood mitigation solution (Option D).
Why did the project write the report itself instead of engaging an independent
engineering company?
The Part B Report is the compilation of expert advice and results of investigations by a
number of consultants and service providers operating in their specialist fields (as
acknowledged at the front of the report). The strategy approved by the five project councils
indicated that the work would involve the coordination of investigations by various
consultants, as distinct from the overall work of a single consultant.
Coordination was carried out by the Project Director with the assistance of staff from
catchment councils and technical advisors from State Government agencies. The report
was endorsed by the project steering group comprising Chief Executives or delegates of the
project councils and formally received by all the councils for the purpose of community
consultation.
How has the Part B Report built upon previous engineering studies?
Studies of potential flood risk across the catchment of Brown Hill and Keswick Creeks have
been carried out since 1971. However, it was not until 2006 that a study was carried out
using a modern generation of floodplain modelling software.
In 2003 Hydro Tasmania (now Entura) undertook flood mapping of the catchment for the
then Patawalonga Catchment Water Management Board. An investigation of flood
mitigation options and community consultation on the recommended options followed, which
resulted in production of the Flood Mitigation Master Plan by Hydro Tasmania in 2006.
In respect of upper Brown Hill Creek, key elements of the 2006 Master Plan were:
• Two dams constructed in the rural part of the catchment; and
• Creek upgrade works between Hampton Street and Cross Road, Hawthorn.
In 2010 WorleyParsons was engaged by the five catchment councils to review the need for
the two dams recommended in the 2006 Master Plan. The WorleyParsons investigations,
resulting in the 2012 SMP, were carried out with the advantage of more advanced modelling
and showed that improved flood mitigation could be achieved with one of three options
involving a combination of:
• A single, smaller dam located in the Brownhill Creek Recreation Park;
• High flow bypass culverts laid under suburban streets in the urban part of the
catchment (three alternative routes were identified);
• Creek capacity upgrade works between Hampton Street and Cross Road, Hawthorn;
and
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•

Creek capacity upgrade works between Muggs Hill Road, Torrens Park and
Hampton Street.

In the Part B process (2013 – 2014), further improvements in the floodplain modelling were
made by WorleyParsons, including the use of updated hydrology. In addition, estimated
costs of infrastructure construction were assessed more thoroughly by an independent
specialist consultant. Eight alternative options were presented in the Part B Report involving
a combination of:
• A dam at one of two sites (Brownhill Creek Recreation Park and Ellison Gully);
• High flow bypass culverts (as described in the 2012 SMP); and
• Creek capacity upgrade works of varying extents depending on whether there would
be a dam or not.
In respect of upper Brown Hill Creek, advances that have been made in the investigations
since 2006 are documented in the 2012 SMP and the Part B Report.

How can Option D provide the necessary flood mitigation for the entire catchment
without an upstream detention dam?
In upper Brown Hill Creek, peak flows and flooding result from either short duration storms
which produce the most runoff from the urban area of the catchment, or longer duration
storms which produce the most runoff from the rural area.
Under Option D, creek capacity would be increased to accommodate peak flow from the
rural part of the catchment (due to longer duration storms) which is greater than the peak
flow from the urban part of the catchment (due to shorter duration storms).
All of the eight options investigated in the Part B Report, including Option D, provide
approximately the same level of flood protection for the one in 100 year storm.
The options vary in the way in which this level of flood protection is provided. There is no
such thing as a ‘dam only’ option because a flood detention dam will only reduce the impact
of runoff from the rural part of the catchment. All options include creek capacity upgrade
works to varying extents to mitigate the impact of runoff from the urban part of the
catchment, as well as creek rehabilitation works.
In the case of Option D, the flood protection is provided in the form of creek capacity
upgrade works on an estimated 66 properties. Floodplain modelling has confirmed that this
approach provides the required level of flood protection for the upper Brown Hill Creek
catchment, as do Options A1, A2, B1 and B2 which include a detention dam.
Option D has the added advantage of providing additional reserve capacity if urban peak
flows in the future are greater than estimated due to redevelopment, climate change or
increases in land use density.
Why are detailed designs of proposed creek capacity upgrade works not available?
The project has not yet commissioned site specific detailed designs for creek capacity
upgrade works. This is because this level of investigation cannot commence until there is
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agreement about a plan for the Part B works. The project needed to first consult the
community about the options for Part B works to inform decision making by the five
catchment councils. Before the project can proceed to the stage of detailed design a plan of
the proposed works endorsed by the five councils has to be approved by the Stormwater
Management Authority.
Creek capacity upgrade works would involve many private properties, and any more detailed
design would require extensive liaison with individual property owners and potentially design
professionals (eg landscape architects) acting on their behalf. This would involve significant
financial and other resources and be a wasteful exercise if Option D is not adopted.
Nevertheless, the Part B Report outlines creek upgrade design treatments and reasonably
approximate dimensions to indicate the extent of creek widening for the relevant sections
along its length. In general, the creek would be widened across its base and not increased
at the top width, thereby not reducing usable land area on either side of the creek.
Do the costings for Option D reflect the true costs of easement compensation and
factor in possible litigation by property owners?
Estimated costs in the Part B Report to create easements in privately owned sections of
creek for creek capacity upgrade works have been prepared by an independent expert
valuer in accordance with the principles of compensation pursuant to the Land Acquisition
Act.
The easement cost estimates for each flood mitigation option are preliminary estimates for
project feasibility and planning purposes only, and are considered to be a reasonable
approximation based on various assumptions as set out in the easement acquisition report
at Appendix 19 of the Part B Report. In terms of compensation, more detailed individual
property assessments would be undertaken should creek capacity upgrade works proceed.
Compensation associated with easement creation is based on any potential property related
losses, disturbance and reasonable costs, including professional fees, incurred by the
property owner.
There is no allowance for litigation in the cost estimates for any option. In respect of
Option D it is intended to secure easements for creek capacity upgrade works by negotiation
rather than by compulsory acquisition. Property owners may also choose to be responsible
for maintaining the constructed works themselves and thus avoid the requirement for an
easement. Therefore, the risk of litigation is low.

How can we guarantee that the old river red gum along Wilberforce Walk, Forestville
will not be impacted by creek capacity upgrade works?
Creek capacity upgrade works and creek rehabilitation require the replacement of unsuitable
trees in the creek channel with local native species in order to improve the environment and
biodiversity of the creek and its environs. In particular, every effort would be made to retain
prominent trees, including those classified as significant, regulated or heritage listed.
The Wilberforce Walk tree is identified in the Part B Report as a significant tree that does not
have to be removed as part of any creek capacity upgrade works in the area. The project
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has also made it clear that other prominent trees will be retained where possible, and that
trees which contribute to the amenity and environmental value in public parks traversed by
upper Brown Hill Creek are not affected by the preferred flood mitigation option.
The project is aware of an arborist report commissioned by the West Unley Protection of
Trees (WUPOT) Community Group regarding the river red gum in Brown Hill Creek
alongside Wilberforce Walk at Forestville. In the detailed design of any future works in the
area, particularly to ensure that any tree damaging activity is avoided, consideration would
be given to expert advice such as that commissioned by WUPOT. A conclusion of the
WUPOT arborist’s report is that:
It appears to be possible to redevelop Brownhill Creek in the vicinity of the tree without
compromising the health, longevity and stability of the tree. If redevelopment of the creek is
undertaken appropriately, it has the potential to improve the environmental conditions for the
tree, as well as improving the landscape value of the tree.

Why did Mitcham Council allow the un-authorised display of “no dam” banners
around the Council area?
Mitcham Council followed its normal process in the matter by identifying and contacting the
persons responsible for erecting the banners in order to give them, firstly, verbal advice and
then a formal written notice to have the banners removed. Normally, in such cases where
unauthorised banners are erected, the council allows a reasonable time for their removal.

How will creek rehabilitation improve biodiversity along Brown Hill Creek?
The intention of creek rehabilitation along upper Brown Hill Creek is to remove invasive and
unsuitable vegetation from within the creek channel and replace it with local native species
of vegetation on top of the creek banks. This will restore the creek to a more natural
environment and improve the creek as a valuable natural biodiversity corridor and habitat for
native fauna. Replacement vegetation species would include South Australian Blue Gums,
River Red Gums, grasses, sedges and rushes. Selection of plants for individual properties
would be decided in consultation with the property owner.
How did the consultation process ensure all voices were heard and will be reported
fairly?
The community consultation process endeavoured to ensure that all interested persons,
generally within the areas of the five catchment councils but particularly those potentially
affected by proposed works, were made aware of the community consultation through:
•
•
•

Communicating widely about the project, including on the project website, catchment
councils’ website, advertisements in suburban (Messenger) newspapers and displays
in council offices, community centres and libraries
Preparing summary information materials, including fact sheets and brochures to
help people understand the eight options for Part B works
Conducting four open days
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•
•
•

Writing to the owners and occupiers of private properties where works are proposed
under one or more of the options and inviting them initially to attend meetings and
later to request individual discussions with project and/or council staff if necessary
Liaising with or advising identified community special interest groups and other key
stakeholders
Inviting any interested member of the public to request a feedback form and/or
provide a written submission.

The consultation report will summarise the information gathered throughout the consultation
process and clearly identify:
•
•
•

Feedback from creek owners and occupiers
Feedback from community groups, businesses and organisations
Feedback from the wider community

The consultation report will summarise and present findings to assist decision making.
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Appendix D: Verbatim Comments from
Creek Owners

Verbatim Comments from Creek Property Owners
Please note these comments are a direct transcription of comments from the Feedback
Forms and have not been edited for spelling, grammar or expression.

How important is it to you that flood mitigation works are implemented to reduce the impacts of
major flooding in the Brown Hill Keswick Creek catchment?
My property is effected (i.e. erosion) by the creek and the flood mitigation works (or lack
thereof) is effecting the value and safety of my property
It is very important to me that any flood mitigation works undertaken in Mitcham and Unley
do include a dam in the upper
As an active conservationist I strongly support the no dam option D. This option will provide
flood mitigation for a 1 in 100 year flood, high flow events and provide invaluable restoration
of BHC. As a member of BC Association I agree with the listed benefits of the BCA Pamphlet
enclosed.
It is important to control the flooding as it can damage properties and affect property values.
Major flooding would impact on whole community so we understand the authorities need to
understand and have plans + actions for this event.
Significant flooding occurred in 2005 as well as previously resulting in property damages.
These were not even 1 in 100 year floods. On these occasion, there were not loss of lives or
human injuries. 1 in 100 floods would cause significant catastrophes if independent flood
mitigation recommendations are not implemented.
There is no doubt flood mitigation is important however it needs to done in a manner that is
least intrusive to property owners and least destructive to the environment.
We wish to reduce flood risk of our and other properties at risk along the creek
With the build up of more properties and run off over time there will be an increase of
flooding and danger to lives and properties.
Important that storm events cause minimum flooding to adjoining properties and that means
the creek needs to be as sure flowing as can reasonably be achieved.
In October we will have owned this property and have paid rates and taxes on land which we
had valued by a local real estate agent in 2000 as being worth $35,000! All its done has cost
us huge amounts of money on an area we could not fence not keep out drunks graffiti,
bandits and stop thrown rubbish in the creek from locals and people upstream.
The fact we are having more frequent extreme weather events (e.g. Feb 2014) urgent work
on this waterway is of paramount importance to reduce the possibility of flooding.
The last flood seemed to be caused by rubbish (?TROLLEY) CAUSING A JAM UNDER A BRIDGE.
(This should not have been a problem.
1

House unlikely to be effected by major flooding, but ongoing erosion of creek bank would be
mitigated by reduction of flood flows.
I am also concerned about major erosion on my property, not just 1 : 100 - flooding erosion
is always present and requiring remedial works.
Since building and occupying the house on this property in 1974, there has been marked
degradation of the creek and its banks. Proliferation of "woody weeds" and dumping of
garden refuse upstream has altered the flow, causing erosion of the bank, exposing the root
structure of mature trees on my property, resulting in loss of limbs.
As my property backs onto the stormwater, flooding could cause extensive damage.
My unit is very close to the creek. It has been flooded before.
Our (collective) property was flooded when the creek burst a few years ago.
Some years ago we had an incident whereby floodwater reached our backdoor.
I live on the creek so the flood impact would be significant.
We have personally been flooded due to the creek overflowing and the culvert in Malcolm St
causing the streets to flood.
In November 2005 floodwaters to 560mm depth were in my backyard and approx. 300mm in
the lower rooms of our home. We want no repeat of this event!
While flood mitigation is clearly important to any property owner living on a waterway. In
respect of the current proposals our view is that consideration must be given to the broader
causes of Brownhill Creek flooding in relation to our property. The last flood event in 2005
caused flooding to the grounds of our property. The flooding was a direct result of the
collapse of the bridge (Reference 2306 on MIKE-11 Model sheet 1) over the waterway. The
bridge collapsed due to poor Local Government maintenance. The structures of the bridge
blocked the waterway causing debris to build up and the flow path of the creek to become
blocked. Had the bridge not collapsed causing debris to block the flow path neither the
grounds of our property nor Durdin Road would not have flooded.
Considering our newly-elevated house position, we do not believe the 1-100 flood would
directly affect our home. However, by property inundation-soil erosion of
garden/infrastructure may be negatively impacted.
We were flooded in 2005.
We have lived in this property for over 50 years and have experienced a number of flood
events in this time. The most severe was the flood of October 2005 during which a significant
part of the property was under water for several hours. It did not however reach floor level.
In recent rains the level was about 3/4 way up bank. I don't want to be flooded.
We are concerned that in the event of a major flood, our property would be impacted and
might result in flooding of our property and home in particular.
Floods do not impact me directly but realistically they should be controlled because it is
urbanisation and land clearing that has caused the problem.
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We're too high to be a real concern but do worry about lower properties.
I think it is important to consider all those who may be effected by extreme weather.
Although my property suffered no ill effects of the last or previous extreme flooding events, I
know others whose properties we inundated due to slow flow or creek congestion due to
undergrowth/vegetation. Creek banks need stabilising in process - from Mitcham Square up
stream.
While flood mitigation is important, I question whether major works is the best value
approach. Some works +maintenance + fast response to remove obstruction may be as
effective & less expensive.
It is very important to me that any flood mitigation works undertaken in Mitcham and Unley
do include a dam in the upper BHC to limit the impact of any large rain event and provide
some control over floodwater volumes in the creek.
There requires to be a cost-benefit analysis of doing nothing versus all the flood mitigation
options.
As long as flood mitigation works are carried out in a manner that retains the character and
vegetation of the creek along all areas not already decimated by stake A works.
Although my house is very unlikely to be flooded, I believe measures need to be taken to
reduce flooding further downstream.
We are elevated by nearly 1 metre so flooding is not an issue for us personally I don't believe.
Brown Hill Creek poses no risk to our house that we are not prepared to risk. BHC traverses
our property and is a major focal point in the design of our house. The treed "natural" creek
environment is a major contributor to our outdoor living space and is in an important part of
our living environment.
Our house is at front of long property - flooding not a concern and we like the flow. Our issue
is creek bed erosion - major issue due to a redirection of the creek at some point in its history
(prior to us).
Great added expense was undertaken when building our property on piers to ensure that our
home was built above the 1 in 100 year flood. We also hold flood insurance.
Our house(1942 build) was built above the high water mark with higher foundations as
should all of the houses!
The creek properly flows through our area - the flooding occurs further downstream due to
culvert congestion.
I have lived in the area for over 20 years and thus have only seen 1 flood event of
significance.
Our house is more than 100 years old and on the bank of the creek. It has never been
flooded.
We have lived here for over 20 years and the at our boundary has never flooded or even
filled. Most of the year it is empty.
Major flooding is very rare. One in a hundred years.
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The last major flood had minimal impact on my property.
My property was built in 1997, with consideration to flood susceptibility. It is unlikely to be
affected by flood, as it was barely affected in 2005 floods.
The one in a hundred year might never happen. It’s all speculation, why do we have house
insurances-they are more likely to burn down.
5 = self explanatory
Prefer that no works be done in our creek and environs. We would accept cleaning up
ourselves after the occasional flood.
Prior to the 2005 alleged 1 in 100 year flood because of expensive remedial work carried out
(i.e. a metre high wall - 30 metres in length) we did lose some top soil. Consequently, we will
live with this type of extreme flooding. Under no circumstances be involved in
easements/agreements
The cost benefit ratio calculated by "The Project" at .3-.4 indicates a very low importance on
flood mitigation from an economic viewpoint.
See Attached Letter
Because Brown Hill Creek is a stormwater drain, serving to remove stormwater from an
increasingly dense urbanisation in Unley and Mitcham Council must address the flooding.
Do you support the preferred Option D: Creek Capacity Upgrade?
Doubt that dam would make enough difference. It is suburban runoff that is issue down my
end. Queensland flood damage exacerbated by release of dam water.
Option D sounds the most cost effective and less invasive to the homes and streets that are
affected by the need to fix the creek banks and bridges.
Flood Protection
Given that by our understanding, Creek Rehabilitation works would be required regardless of
which of the 8 option is ultimately selected, we feel a sense of duty to preserve the historic
natural environment of Brownhill Creek Reserve of Ellison's Gully that is essentially outside
the more habited suburbs.
Most Cost Effective
It would be helpful to have some bank construction/support to stop erosion that is ongoing
No Dam as will take all water all the time and destroy fauna and flora down the creek.
Terrible Spot to put "A Dam"
Saves environment, heritage and lifestyle; restores Brownhill Creek.
The Project Team has performed a detailed analysis and after attending an information
session and having a home visit from representatives of the group, I am confident they have
made a good decision in regards to the preferred option.
Option D sounds the most cost effective and less invasive to the homes and streets that are
affected by the need to fix the creek banks and bridges.
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This would seem to be the most sensible option for our property.
seems inadequate in our particular circumstances
Refer answer to Q1 (coded 1) - support BC Assoc (enclosed brochure)
I believe option D would have been selected due to lower costs to implement as well as being
less politically sensitive or divisive for residents.
g: Generates slightly higher peak flow velocities throughout upper Brown Hill Creek than
Options B1 and B2, however design of the creek capacity upgrade and rehabilitation works
can be developed to cater for these flow rates. 6. It seems clear from the Part B report that
rather than focusing on the benefits or impacts of the option D proposal, the focus is on
minimising costs to Local Government by way of high flow bypass culverts in street scapes
and not utilising Local Government owned land to construct high flow bypass culverts.
Retention dams are not popular with most residents, even though we would support one, pus
Option D - Given costs and residents complaints, Option D is the only viable solution, and we
will be pleased to co-operate to get the best possible le result from this option if funded.
This is my preferred option
This seems to be the wisest choice.
Pending further discussion on individual property works.
Support is on the basis we do not have the use and enjoyment of our property impacted (i.e.
our tennis court) and we have full say over the walling option used as the revegetation
implemented post completion of the creek widening works.
I want a solution that does not affect the beautiful landscaping of the creek as it passes
through my property. The value of my property is underpinned by this landscaping. Happy
for bridges to be raised, but don't want rocks and trees removed.
I support this with the proviso that owners are consulted - the capacity upgrade takes into
consideration the aesthetic appeal of the creek. The upgrade is not detrimental to the value
of properties and enhances the liveability of the properties - the rural/natural ambience
retained.
With dry stone walls, I support this option
In my opinion the solution needs to be in the catchment area and I favour a dam - options A1
or A2.
We are strongly opposed to Option D : Creek Capacity Upgrade for the following reasons:Option D does not involve the building of a dam in the rural catchment area which is an
essential part of any complete flood mitigation plan to detain water in the rural catchment to
allow some control to be exercised over floodwaters sourced in the hills as it mixes with
uncontrolled floodwaters from urban areas. Option D in its present form would expose the
Council to the risk of flood damage compensation claims, caused by Council ignoring truly
independent experts' reports and not including a dam in any flood mitigation plan
undertaken.
does not hold water at the source of rural catchment and ignores engineers report.
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Council has been influenced by vocal anti dam group and has been negligent in its duty to
protect homeowners.
Of all the options (d) is least likely to work.
We do not believe Option D will prevent flooding in the upper Brownhill Creek area.
This is potentially the most destructive
B2 is less disruption to the maximum no of residents.
Option D impacts too greatly on the green corridor of the creek course through Unley and
Mitcham with the resulting negative impacts on the birds, wildlife and the general creek
environment of residents who live on the creek and those in the vicinity who take advantage
of the creek environment. Options other than Option D provide the required level of flood
protection without causing the large amount of damage to the environment along the creek
in Unley and Mitcham.
The preferred option will cause too much damage to the creek environments though
Mitcham and Unley. Cost difference is minimal and exposes Councils to compensation claims,
Property owners are definitely going to fight for the devaluation of their property and
damage to the environment
D will have adverse impact on the creek
Water flow is unrestricted throughout our property. Current width and depth of creek is
more than adequate.
I believe the issue is complex without an engineering background to fully appreciate.
7. The part B report refers to the requirement to construct retaining walls approximately
2.0m high on the western side of the creek upstream to the southern boundary of our
property. The channels is to be widened 4-4.5m. No further specifics have been provided. No
Consideration of Individual Parcels of Land: 8. n particular, a generalised approach has been
adopted in the Part B report without considering each individual parcel of land and the
relevance of option D to that land. In respect of our property, there is ample Local
Government land on the North currently occupied by the lawn bowling facility which could be
used to construct a high flow bypass.(2) This land could be utilised for the widening of the
channel. *(2) Outer space Landscape Architects have been commissioned to produce a
concept design for the Brownhill creek restoration project. Drawing OS351_CP01 dated 14
June 2013 identifies the construction of a low flow channel through the current lawn bowling
facility. There is no reason why this proposal could not be utilised for a high flow channel
with avoids using our property.
I want to own the land at the back - it adds value to property.
Option D on its own, requires too much interruption to and destruction of, residents' and
living spaces along the creek course in Unley and Mitcham.
Common sense says build a detention dam inconveniencing very few people with noise and
dust, rather than inconveniencing a hundred or more with noise, dust, interference to
functioning wildlife corridor and decreased property values.
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Option D will require more widening of the creek in my backyard and possibly removal of a
tree older than 200 years (expert opinion not ours).
Have significant implications to creek owners.
9. The utilisation of an alternate proposal for the upgrade works for our land is particularly
important as our property is a Local Heritage Site (Heritage Number 3515) which
encompasses multiple areas including the grounds. The proposal would significantly detract
from the heritage value of the property.
We will seek compensation if Option D is undertaken via class action. We would also expect
the option of selling our property to BHKCSP at market rate who can on sell the property
after doing whatever you want to do with the creeks.
You are taking 'ownership' of our back garden! Whatever the language you use. It is not a
community resource to be redefined and redesigned t suit the wider community.
????
Absolutely not. Option D is a political solution. Not recommendations by independent
reports!
Option D goes against all previous independent engineering reports. The most recent report
was commissioned and written by the BHKCSP and is not independent and tailored to a predetermined agenda
All options have a similar impact on my section of creek.
We would also prefer retention of water in a dam closer to the source and culverts to reduce
water flow.
Please refer to points made by Brown Hill Socket Inc. - No to Option D
Though we would like to be a part of it (not currently) as one of our high creek beds is at
great risk of collapse.
Poor Maintenance of Creek Infrastructure. 14. Most importantly, the report fails to address
the primary contributing factors flooding of Brown Hill Creek, being poor maintenance of
Local Government Infrastructure and poor maintenance of creek areas by landholders. 15.
Despite the requirements of the natural Resources Management Act 2004 9NRM Act), the
Local Government Act 1969 and the Metropolitan Drainage Act 1935, property owners and
Local Government have consistently failed to maintain waterways in good condition leaving
overgrown vegetation and tree and leaf debris littering the waterways. When heavy rains
occur the vegetation is pushed downstream to one spot acting as a block. None of the
options proposed by the project address these issues. 16. The flow issues have been
exacerbated by poor land use planning decisions which have allowed development to be
undertaken over the creek. These decisions have now caused creek flow and water egress
problems which have been revisited upon downstream landholders. The proposals do not
address these issues, nor do they propose how maintenance of the creek is to be monitored
and enforced. 17 For example, if property owner A upstream from property owner D failed
to maintain their creek or to comply with an agreement with the project and the impact of
that failure causes damage to owner D downstream how is such damage to be apportioned?
How will full compliance maintenance be managed and monitored in circumstances where
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this currently no monitoring of maintenance and compliance with NRM Act obligations? 18.
We have always maintained our creek area with our gardener regularly attending the area
to cut back and remove dead wood. This not the case for all landholders or for Local
Government maintenance areas. 19. In light of the above well-known maintenance issues it
is of concern that Option D which produces higher peak flow velocities than options B1 and
B2 is the preferred option. The Part B report suggests that regular inspections will b
undertaken and maintenance actions identified. There is currently power for this to occur
and it either does not or is insufficient to identify problem areas. Alternative Proposals: 20.
It is acknowledged in the report that option D has greater impact on local creek owners with
the proposed imposition of easements or agreements being put forward without adequate or
any consideration to the issues of maintenance. 21. Further in the case of our property, the
creek widening could easily be undertaken without the need to acquire or create an
easement over any portion of our property. 22. Land directly to the North of our property is
owned by Mitcham Council and could easily be used to accommodate a widening. The area
has been earmarked for demolition of the existing facility and car park area located on same
(see footnote 2). 23. We do not consent to, and do not want an easement over our land.
Easements are restrictive in nature and diminish value of land. This will not address the
issues of poor maintenance and the impact of same of potential flooding.
Whilst we support in principle Option D, we can also see the benefit of some sort of retention
dam. The controlled release of this catchment water would be of great benefit to fauna and
flora by allowing a permanent supply of water in the system. By harvesting the water using
controlled release it could potentially be used in areas of reed in the Recreation Park as
opposed to immense wastage currently seen by the running to the ocean.
I do not feel that the fact that option D is the cheapest(??) solution should be the over-riding
consideration. It will not be the cheapest if property owners are fully compensated.
expensive option
B2 is more efficient
Option D exposes the Council to too much risk of compensation claims from residents for
easements required over their land.
Most costly option if does not work and legal action ensues.
Background Facts: 2. Part B of the Brown Hill Keswick Stormwater Management Plan
released in September 2014 has identified that Creek capacity upgrade works in critical
sections are required to a: increase the capacity of the creek so it can carry more water; and
b: undertake rehabilitation works along its full length to assist the flow of water along the
creek and improve its biodiversity. 3. The two objectives in paragraph 2 are distinctly
different, point (a) deals with flood mitigation and point (b) deals with maintenance and
conservation. To the extent that Option D is preferred it cannot be in respect of point (b) as it
is acknowledged that the loss of vegetation and significant trees is considerable and contrary
to the improvement of biodiversity by the removal of tree species. 4. The report also
identifies eight options, three of which (Options B1, B2 and D) have been analysed in more
detail than the other five. Option D has been identified as the preferred option for the
following reasons: a: It is effective in providing the required level of flood protection. b: It
satisfies the catchment councils' endorsed portion to give preference to a feasible 'no dam'
solution. c: It does not require high flow bypass culverts in suburban streets. d: It helps
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preserve exiting sites of heritage significance. e: It has the lowest capital cost (1) compared
with the other seven options. f: The 'Part B" Works component is within the budgeted cost
estimated in the SMP. 5. In comparing options B1, B2 and D, the report has concluded that
Option D requires: a: a creek capacity upgrade works at 66 properties (36 in Unley and 30 in
Mitcham) along upper Brown Hill Creek (compared with 20 and 22 properties for Options B1
and B2 respectively). b: Peak flow rates for Option D are higher than Option B1 and B2 and
arise from the longer duration 36 hour storm generating flow from the rural catchment. c:
Results in the highest hydraulic capacity for the creek. d: Requires 10 public bridges and 4
private bridges to be widened and upgraded as part of the creek upgrade works. e. No flood
detention dam. f: requires removal of around 229 trees in privately owned sections of the
creek and appropriate replanting with native trees: and Costly Benefit Analysis: 10. Further,
the emphasis on cost benefit analysis for Option D is in fact premised on incorrect and
unsustainable assumptions. The cost benefit of Option D relates to 'capital costs'. Capital
costs relate only to construction, they do not consider the costs of negotiating with
landholders of 66 properties, preparing agreements in respect of these properties and
potential legal action which will significantly increase the costs of the proposal. It does not
take into account acknowledged injurious affectation and severance claims(3). Accordingly,
it is incorrect to suggests that Option D is the most cost effective. 11. The Part B report also
claims to have an enhancement associated with the development of the land. This claim is
misconceived and fails to take into consideration the impact of selling a property with an
easement, agreement or ongoing maintenance obligations. 12.Far from supporting the
proposed reasons for adopting option D as set out at page 1010 of the Part B report, Option
D in fact does not: a: Consider the significant costs associated with non capital costs; or b:
Preserve sites of heritage significance. 13. The report lacks any detailed analysis of the non
capital costs associated with Option D and does not address the position of the 66 properties
affected by the proposal in any detail. *(1) Emphasis added - (3) Page 70 of Part B of the
report.
If you answered No to Question 2, please indicate if you prefer any other of the seven options that
were investigated or none of the options.
Option B2 has the best potential to combine sensible flood mitigation with minimal damage
to the character, visual amenity and value of properties that adjoin the creek. It would also
act to slow down the rate of water flow which we believe is central to flood mitigation as
well as to reduce negative impacts at the outflow into the gulf.
Option B2-Dam in Ellison's Gully etc. preferred : A detention dam in the upper BHC is an
essential component of any complete flood mitigation plan. Whether the detention dam is in
Ellison's Gully or in the BHC Recreation Park is of no consequence to me, however I have
"preferred" Option B2 for a detention dam in Ellison's Gully as I perceive that to be the most
politically acceptable alternative site for a dam and it is the obvious compromise that should
be accepted and be acceptable to those opposed to a dam in the BHCRP. It is a basic, logical
and common sense that a detention dam is built as the source of any potential floodwaters
to allow control to be exercised over the flow of water into urban creek ad limit any potential
damages to be caused in the suburbs. As a detention dam does not hold water for any great
length of time, any trees or vegetation in the catchment pool would not be affected from any
short term inundation and any impact on the Recreation Areas created in the catchment pool
would only be affected for the short period of time that floodwaters are detained.
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A detention dam must reduce the amount of water entering the creek consequently reducing
the risk of flooding during heavy and or prolonged rainfall. To consider that the Ellison's
Gully Catchment Area is not relevant, compared to urban run off, statistically could be a
major blunder as Crafers rainfall is a >30% greater than the plains. A detention dam would
stimulate environmental upgrading of Ellison's Gully.
Water should be held at source of heavy rainfall.
When heavy rains occur the creek quickly becomes a raging river. This will only get worse if
the amount of water is allowed to flow freely in a larger clearer drain (creek). A detention
dam at Ellison's Gully would allow a control over the amount of water that flows
downstream and decrease the dangers of a fast flowing amount of water. I have live at this
address for 40 years and raised 3 children with this creek running past our back door!
The retention dam option has always been the only way to decrease flow rates. Increasing
the width of the creek is important but cannot decrease flow rate (volume). Having witness
two 1 : 40 floods, I encourage council to exercise its duty of care to homeowners.
Independent flood mitigation reports have recommended dam is the best mitigation
strategy. The least impact would be B1. Option D is a political solution based on a flawed
assumption that rainfall may decrease. There is no environmental impact study! The impact
on trees and houses along the creek will be significant without the effective flood mitigation
strategy recommended by Worley Parsons and Hydro Tasmania. i.e.. a dam at the upper
reaches of Brownhill Creek.
We believe option B2 provides good flood protection
Dams are the only effective controls for flood mitigation and were recommended by
previously conducted engineering studies.
In 2005 we were flooded for only about 1/2 hour, the water knocked down 2 lots of boundary
fences. The water spread out over 3 properties, almost 1 metre high. There is no way that
option "D" could cope with that amount of water.
Ellison gully is hidden and not part of the recreation park. It also offers flood protection
quickly.
Option B2 is a better option as it controls the water before it rages through the creek.
We believe that a detention dam is the only option to remove the risk of flooding
(particularly in the upper Brownhill Creek area). Most of the opposition to a dam appears to
stem from persons not directly threatened by flooding. Rather than agitate against a dam, it
would have been more sensible for public pressure to have been directed towards an
aesthetic dam solution as creative landscaping could have added to the area. The inferred
stark form of a dam solution was bound to raise public antagonism.
The cost differential between B1 and D is tolerable.
Compensation claims have potential increases to rates.
I believe this is the cheapest and most effective solution.
Creek suffers from several deficiencies 1) It will be the most expensive when class action and
compensation from creek dwellers is taken into account.
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There is less damage to the creek and environs.
It also destroys much of the ambience of the creek. Option D was not recommended by
earlier hydrology reports!!
The creek provides an important amenity for the community but particularly those who live
on it. Maintenance of an agreeable environment is very important, as is preserving the
heritage components along the creek. An option that provides less changes along the creek
is therefore important.
Option D B2 appears to create the opportunity for the least destruction of natural features
along the entire creek. I am very disappointed no environmental impact statement has been
provided to citizens about any of the options.
The catchment could be in the form of wetlands which provides habitat for creek wildlife as
well as recreational and education resource for the broader community. Destruction of creek
environment and loss of trees as per Option D is intolerable.
2) Option D is an environment vandalism. Mature Trees will be chop down. 3) It will not
offer the protection as recommended and open up the Councils for future litigation when
flooding occurs.
We are particularly concerned re possible environmental impacts on flora and fauna.
Least environmental impact.
The Creek needs cleaning out in places, but not at the cost of native trees and possum and
koala habitat. If the creek is widened and trees removed the 'dry walls' will be ripped apart
by the raging torrent of water left to flow without restrictions.
Seems to solve a potential problem without major impact on properties, or BHC Recreation
Park.
Catchment of flood water and then slow release down the creek is most sensible and obvious
solution.
A detention dam in Ellison's gully follows previous advice from engineering reports.
B2 is more efficient and has less disruption to the no of residents, because the dam is closer
to the source.
Option D affects more Unley residents than any other option. The suggestion of
easements/agreements - acquisition will undoubtedly lead to litigation. Whose Cost? Only
ratepayers. For long term Unley residents like ourselves it is so disappointing. Particularly as
we have spent more money than any other resident to protect boundaries, significant trees
and creek generally.
Option D affects many more residents than any other with potential costs of
easements/litigation exceeding the costs of other options.
A dam in either Ellison's Gully or the Recreation Park would significant reduce the impact of
works required for a creek capacity upgrade and creek rehabilitation to mall the properties in
the Unley and Mitcham that have the creek running through them and so significantly reduce
the loss and extent of destruction to all the creek owners' yards and living spaces along the
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creek in Unley and Mitcham. A dam in Ellison's Gully or in the Recreation Park reduces the
number of residents required to be negotiated with over easements over their private
property.
Option D is not a logical solution and will negatively affect a lot of properties. Option B2
makes sense as it uses a detention dam which is out of sight and this option effects fewer
properties, and does not alter the lovely creek setting.
This option would have least requirement for creek works and provides detention of
floodwaters at source.
Whilst minimising negative impacts on properties of those living along the creek.
Given the shortcomings in the information provided [while I know efforts have been made to
provide information, an informed decision CAN'T be made without full information, including
timeframes, acquisition/easement, aesthetics & compensation] HOWEVER specific issues
relating to Option D affirm in my mind that it is not appropriate in its current form, as
presented.
I am unable to decide between A1 and A2.
Before making a decision, I want written confirmation of what works are planned for my
property, not vague platitudes.
I believe we will lose so much if the dam goes ahead. Absolutely against it. If the creek has to
be interfered with to avoid flooding of some homes - then it needs to be as minimal as
possible with no ugly concrete used.
Divert the creek along Mitchell Street onto Goodwood Road to connect with the creek on the
west side of Goodwood Road.
I believe a dam at Brownhill Creek Recreation could actually be attractive rather than an
environmental blight
A dam in Ellison's Gully will not destroy the historic sites of the old Mitcham Waterworks,
way up in the valley nor the historic mines (as they are both above the water pool level (if it
ever fills) and will not stop any cultural walks in the valley by local aborigines. The "No Dam"
lobby claims there are aboriginal carvings which will be affected by a dam in Ellison's Gully,
however, they are unable to give the "secret" location of these aboriginal carvings so an
independent assessment can be made to ascertain whether this claim has any credibility. The
Project advises that a dam could be built in either location and constructed with a concrete
core and covered in earth to provide visually acceptable infrastructure and not a "parliament
house" type construction that has been bandied about by the "No Dam" lobby, misleading
anyone who is listening. As a detention dam does not hold water for any great length of
time, any trees or vegetation in the catchment pool would not be affected for any short term
inundation and any impact on the Recreation Areas created in the catchment pool would
only be affected for the short period of time that floodwaters care detained.
We are not opposed to a dam but believe the creek is more important.
The detention dam in Ellison's Gully is not in a recreation park area. /the area is not
generally accessible by the public. If it is ever used, it will be rare, as the project indicated
that this is a 1:100 year possibility and the retention is for a very short period.
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After 35 years of living on the creek it is my preference for a series of small catchments
(retention dams) that are part of community use areas. The creek has not looked like coming
close to rising at all since 2005 in spite of heavy rains. Flooding problems lower down are the
result of inadequate road drainage.
Commission a new report without any pre-determined parameters by a suitably qualified
independent engineering firm. See Attached Letter for Details
Option with least disruption to our property and what will least devalue our property - i.e. no
easement.
1. Preferred Option 1 a. Option B1 or B2 - No use of our land, no agreement and no
encumbrance. We would continue to conduct the required maintenance under the NRM Act.
I like the current creek, and don't want ugly cement walls and disruption. I want to own the
land at the back. It add value to property.
(See comments Q2)
If "None of the Above" then "Option B2" and "Option B1" are my second and third
preference.
Following creek rehabilitation and creek capacity works - as described in Option D. Reassess
the strengths and weaknesses of the works done under D.
Assuming that creek capacity works in conjunction with creek rehabilitation works were
undertaken on your property, how do you think such works would impact (either positively and /
or negatively) on your property?
financial benefit as an owner
Flood mitigation.
The compensation does not fully compensate property owners for the loss of amenity.
A solution to flood risk along the creek will improve the value of all creek properties
Potential to enhance property.
Protection from flooding.
greatly reduces the possibility of flooding
Potential to mitigate against large floods.
Reduce the very minor chance of flooding into our yard.
No more flooding of our property.
Possibly reduce risk of flooding to our tennis court, which is of minimal concern to us.
Option D may provide some protection against flooding on the assumption the rainfall will
decrease. However, the assumption is flawed and with climate change, although the overall
rainfall may decrease, the prediction is for more storms and heavier short duration flooding!
reduced flood risk
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reduce possibility of flooding
Reduced risk of flooding on my property.
On my property the creek is straight and 4 metres or more wide, it could be deepened but it
drops about 20-30 feet just down stream so nothing is going to hold the water back at our
position.
If done by the sketches, the impact would be positive in flood mitigation.
Rehabilitated creek vegetation and appearance.
More natural looking waterway/improvement on concrete walls.
Our property falls into the "transition channel" and will remain ( or rather be restored to)
better condition than currently, to enable more efficient water flow through our property.
If the Project commits to aesthetically & environmentally enhancing the creek area and any
easement, it would be quite nice.
The creek is currently unsightly and unkempt by all but a few. Many non native species have
grown wild and require removal. Option D facilitates this and would leave a manageable
outcome for those like me that live on the creek.
Tidying up inappropriate vegetation along the creek would be beneficial. Natural stone walls
or stepped gabion walls with vegetation could be suitable but there will be several years
before new vegetation replaces the current attractive ? Outlook of our house over the creek.
Tidy up of creek itself to increase and improve water flow. More aesthetically pleasing.
Improved flow of water.
Improved appearance and function of the creek environs.
Any works undertaken should be to improve the creek-scape and be sensitive to the residents
who live in close proximity with the creek.
Creek bank stabilisation
reduce or stop rubbish inflow into our property
Within this plan, we [owners] were informed the creek corner on our property would be
diverted AWAY from the tap roots of the heritage trees on our property.
If done by sketches, the impact would be positive aesthetically.
Improve the aesthetics
neatens up the whole vicinity to make it more user friendly
Potential for wider community use, it has been identified in state government 30 yr plan as a
greenway, Unley Council as a potential pocket park. Everard Park and Forestville local traffic
management plan as a shared use path, and this projects requirements.
Worried about nearness to house of widening too much.
Fence replacement required.
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We lose control over 8 metre of our land
interferes with the development potential of the land
We lose control over at least 8 metres of our land.
Easement also means loss of recreational area and likelihood of an eyesore in our backyard
instead of green space.
Under Option D there is potential for our outdoor living space to be decimated. We have
several large mature trees on the banks of the creek, the roots of which would be impacted
by the installation of any infrastructure in the banks along the creek and could result in their
destruction. If any bank stabilisation infrastructure was required it would potentially result
in our current "natural" stretch of the creek being transformed into an artificially line
watercourse.
The creek bisects our property. Impact of 8m of creek works would be huge with potential
loss of a heritage tree, garden area, bridge supports.
Also restrict the use of threat section of the property. Also opposed to the removal of
significant trees along the creek which can be seen from the house.
Loss of available land mass - creek runs through middle of our property. Easement is not an
option.
Widening the bridge on Regent Street may affect our access to the part of the property (5A
Regent St) on the southern side of the creek with the only future option then becoming a
"private" walking bridge. Widening the bridge to the "North" would preserve access but
would involve greater infrastructure work and loss of part of an outdoor area on the Western
side of the house.
Creek widening at the expense of land area. Possible reduction or removal of access to one
corner of our property.
1. The works would have a negative impact on my property in terms of value and
presentation. 2. Our home is known as Willowbrook House and it together with the Coach
Hose, Frimley Stables and grounds are listed in the Local Heritage register. Heritage Number
3515. Any alteration to the grounds will have a detrimental effect on the value and amenity
of the house. 3. In addition, we refer to the matters raised above.
My property has extensively landscaped gardens and major engineering work would
significantly alter aesthetics and functionality.
The value - both monetary and aesthetic - of our property will be negatively impacted. We
love the natural beauty of the creek flowing through our land along with the trees and shrubs
that provide birdlife with homes. We DO NOT want anything touched on our property.
This will have a negative impacted on our property, as most of our garden will be lost by the
creek capacity upgrade and the end result will finish up looking like a drain (not a creek).
Existing garden will need to be replaced due to shade being removed. Fencing of the creek
will be required to ensure our children do not fall into the fast flow creek that will be created.
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We are concerned about any plans to widen the creek under our house and any structural
implications
noise, dust, etc. and general activity at the side during initial works.
Noise, dirt of works.
Noise, pollution for works affect us.
Interferes with business while works are being undertaken
Noise pollution for works.
The undertaking of any works on our property will impinge seriously on our privacy during
the period of such works with machinery and personnel intruding on our property. Potential
frustration and limitations in dealing with project engineers in respect of the design of any
remedial works necessitated by works are likely to be great.
Currently the property is rented which may have effects on "rentability” during any works.
Reduction in resale value due to easement or agreement in place. The sum of losses may
total upwards of 40% of properties current value
Process will occur over years - risk of flooding in meantime. Increase flows through creek at
peak times (danger for children/pets in particular)
Extreme disruption to at least 66 households and their neighbours.
Disruption to property and use during creek widening construction works.
damage to the property
A significant tree near my property could be adversely effected.
Loss of Amenity: Tree canopy provides shade in summer that is sufficient to allow my children
to play outside on even the hottest of days.
Creek widening but this shouldn't impact me personally.
Possible tree and shrub removal
General damage and disturbance due to works
Removal of large tree aged 200+ years. 1 & 3 = reduction of wildlife habitat.
1) Loss of mature and significant (treeline) and wildlife corridor.
The removal of trees and potential loss of beauty and wildlife.
Loss of trees. Tall trees will be removed- they will not return in a lifetime. The reason why we
bought - scenic beauty-disappears. Bird and wildlife corridors disappear - Our suburbs and
seven public parks deprived of up to 15 birds species that will no longer migrate from hills.
Established tree line lost. Micro climate of shade tolerant plants will be lost with removal of
large established trees. Visual impact with loss of tree line. Bird life and wildlife corridor
lost.
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The banks are stable at this time, to remove trees to widen it would make the bank unstable,
to rip out trees would change the whole natural ecosystem that is there now. It is better to
tame the river at the head water.
Loss of vegetation - possible loss of tree/s, visual appeal - materials used may detract from
natural ambience.
Security - ease of access to my property.
Loss of privacy as area becomes more accessible to public.
Loss of aesthetic value due to loss of significant trees upstream
loss of privacy and ambience
Project Group will assume responsibility not only for the development but for the
maintenance
Continued lack of clarity around ownership of land and responsibility for creek land.
In so long as Michael Salkeld's verbal promise that there will be enough council easement in
Wilberforce Walk, after excavating the north side of the creek to widen and improve the
width of the creek and replace or repair the bridge where the works need to be undertaken
on our and council property, it was also stated that any repairs to the bank adjacent to our
driveway and fence at not cost to us. I'm totally disabled now and my husband has jest even
made redundant from his job of 26 yrs.. We can't afford any more expenses.
Easement on our title.
Devaluing of our property.
Needs to be done - happy to grant an easement.
I could hand over responsibility to Council.
This consultation would cease.
Where the gabions were built on our property in 1996 they were tiered. Our driveway and
Mr Mavrogiannis's property behind us, the storm water has eroded under the bags of rocks
and our driveways are collapsing. Mr Mavrogiannis has spent $10,000 of his own money to
try and shore up his driveway but it's collapsing again! There is a primary school on Portrush
Road that has built a vertical two levels high to prevent heavy vehicles crashing into the yard.
We are wondering if this would be better than more tiered gabions?

ignores recommendations of earlier reports, could lead to litigation
Can only see positives
do not see any at this point in time.
Assuming no works required to the deck construction currently forming the back garden we
have no visual of the creek from any part of the property.
None, unless point b) above comes into play.
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Ignores recommendations of early reports, could lead to litigation.
The objective of Option D is to upgrade the capacity of the creek and to increase the volume
and speed at which water passes our property. Any increase in speed of water past our
property creates safety hazards for ourselves, our visitors and our family. Frustration at
dealing with personnel not currently involved in The Project, and with whom we have not
held our many discussions and received assurances of what may be involved, from. The lack
of knowledge of current dealings and assurances (can never get anything in writing) will not
be available to new personnel.
I note in recent material an estimated figure of "acquisition". I believe this figure is totally
inadequate. Also bear in mind legal costs.
Cannot see any positive impacts and do not want anything altered.
removal of gum tree which we fear could injure a person (multiple limbs have fallen in the
past 6 months)
Planting on southern bank would improve current appearance.
2)Cost to rate payers in underestimating cost of easement, class action (this will be upwards
of $10-20 millions) 3) Exposure of Councils to future class action for not following
independent advice should flooding occur due to implementation of recommendation by
BHKCSP self written report. Flooding of Brisbane and 2000 victims of flood damage caused
by the Wivenhoe Dam bursting its banks in 2011 are suing the Queensland Government for
$1billion dollars in compensation for negligence is an example. Negligence in this
consultation in the absence of an environmental impact study.
I would think it would be down right dangerous.
Safety improvement for users of community park in Lochness Ave cul-de-sac
The information sheet is inadequate. I went to the open day on 24/5 and many of my
questions were not fully answered. I asked about exactly my property would be impacted by
"D". I was told the final plans are not done. I feel that information is being withheld.
Unsure on impact to property. What retention of land will be in place. How much usable
land will need to be used for new walling. Can we see specific plans for our own property
and surveyor's report?
Contrary to the preamble of this question, the letter with this feedback form did not provide
any details of how my property is likely to be impacted by a creek capacity upgrade and creek
rehabilitation works. We have invited Project personnel to our property and spoken several
timers requiring details of what is required by Option D in our property. We have been
unsuccessful in all our requests on the basis that the plans are conceptual only with no
details able to be provided. On this basis, I make the following comments.
An easement would significantly decrease the value of the property.
Note the letter did not contain any details of work planned on our land - only generalisations.
Insufficient detail with respect to actual works at the rear of 34 George St. Loss of more land
with the profile (creek) change that is greater than the " creek capacity upgrade works"
description.
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*Very difficult for Ratepayers to Fully understand the legal implication of easements.
Despite visits from council staff-not sure what impacts work will have on creek. Too much
emphasis on "trust us"-and I don't. What trees will be removed. Information is
contradictory.
Property owners lose value and amenity
diminishes the future value of the land
Easement and land acquisition represents a significant financial loss as I estimate my unit
will be worth approx $30,000 less without control of the back yard. This will result in an
ACTUAL FINANCIAL LOSS. Depending on what happens to the easement [e.g. nature/garden
area vs parking space for construction vehicles] this could be significantly higher. The
affected area also adds a lot of potential to our group.
Creek capacity works could apparently result in impediments to my land title and the
resultant loss in value of the property.
Also the value loss of our property if encumbered with easement or agreement would be
significant. (Commercial Valuer's Estimate 15-20%) at least.
Taking an easement over property. Legal implications of managing creek ourselves.
Significant reduction in property value due to structures built, reduction in tennis court size.
As well as reduction in resale value due to easement or agreement in place. The sum of
losses may total upwards of 40% of properties current value.
It will be disastrous for me as it will devalue the property. This will cause huge negative
impact on [my] financial position. It might even open up the door for the lender to take legal
action against [me] leading to serious financial consequences.
I have received independent valuations with respect to this plan and it is estimated to have a
10-20% effect on property price.
The landscaped creek through my property is a large part of its value. Channelling of the
creek with concrete or gabions will devalue it. I will sue the Council or responsible authority
to receive recompense.
Easements will devalue property.
Loss of land - and subsequent loss of value of property, which is a life-time investment.
loss of value to our home also
property devaluation
The impact on future value of any easement on the title.
Loss of value of property.
It would provide bank stability so as to allow us to properly fence our property. The bank
stability would also stop erosion.
May stop further erosion under house - but we are happy to attend to this problem now at
our cost.
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Increased strength of creek banks.
Stabilising the creek banks
Stabilisation of banks - decrease erosion possibility.
The compensation offered does not fully compensate.
The compensation in report is inadequate and way too low leading to class-action for
easement compensation.
It seems unlikely that compensation would cover the loss of value of the property.
Divided community.
loss of garden area/land from creek widening
any easement or restrictions may reduce property value
impact on our seating area next to the tennis court
removal of vegetation, trees etc., may effect our privacy
Potentially major disruption during works.

Assuming that creek rehabilitation works were undertaken on your property, how do you think
such works would impact (either positively and / or negatively) on your property?

If permanent infrastructure works were to be installed in your property, which of the following
[legal agreement] options would you prefer?
If Option D is to be used, the land for widening the creek should be the land in to the North
where the car park for the lawn bowls centre owned by Local Governments the preferred
choice with: i. No easement on our land ii. N use of our land iii. Widening of the creek on
Council land iv. Creation of High Flow bypass culvert on Council Land v. Continued
maintenance of creek area by us.
If Option D is to be used, the purchase by the Project of the small portion of land owned by us
where the creek runs through, at a price determined by an independent valuer. Maintenance
of this creek would then be by the Project. b. Attached is a map outlining the area of our
land which could potentially be acquired.
Assuming it is abridge work only.
It is unfair to ask the owners to choose an option above in the absence of fine details of the
work to be done. How wide is the clearance in the section of our backyard? Is it 8 metres, or
is it 10 metres. All the trees will be gone. Where is the environmental impact study with
each option?? Loss of land due to easement estimated at about 240sqm, I would expect a
compensation upwards of $200,000 for easement. If this is the case, I would consider Option
Again, the advice given was wishy washy and how could one possible choose an option in the
absence of details.
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It would depend on what the 'permanent' infrastructure would involve. I would want to be in
discussion of how it would look and what was involved. I will not agree to removal of any of
our trees or concrete being used. If the ongoing maintenance involved anything ?I consider
ugly - I would not want it. It's really all about how it is approached. If the council is interested
in maintaining the integrity of the landscape that makes up the suburb /i would be grateful.
This option is chosen not knowing the exact nature of the easement. Details of the easement
would be required before I would agree.
We are happy to discuss this in more detail with the Project before any works are
commenced in the event approval and funding for the project is received.
Would like the option of retaining ownership of our property and creek but would be willing
to pay an annual fee to the project to assist in maintaining the creek/take responsibility for
ongoing maintenance.
Section of creek involved to be purchased freehold by Government - Local or State as
identified in stormwater management plan. For the level of interest in future use of this area,
it needs to become public property with the lack of open space in inner suburbs, I would have
thought acquisition for this section would be the preferred option.
The only other possibility for me would be Option 3 and reason for that is to retain the value
of my property if the offer of compensation in the acquisition of the easement is
unsatisfactory.
There is not enough information to make a decision. While Option 2 may be the most cost
effective over time, it is inappropriate in its current form [i.e. Option D]. The proposed
calculations [20% land value, ~ $30,000] are just not in keeping with principles of compulsory
acquisition [where no landholder should profit or suffer a loss]. If these figures are incorrect,
then the Project needs to clarify this with stakeholders. since costings have been done, the
project must have a fairly good idea of likely compensation. If appropriate compensation
was paid [bearing in mind that land value is currently ~$1,000 / sq metre] then I doubt
Option D would be the most cost effective. Further - while Option 2 above may necessitate an
easement, /i question the need for such a large easement [~8m deep]. If the initial works are
effective, Option 3 may be sufficient.
Comments: You expect a commitment before informing us of the final result - No Thank You.
Difficult to commit to ongoing arrangement without seeing property specific plan.
I would continue as I have in the past. Naturally would confer with your engineers - as well
as my own. I would willingly carry out such steps as are reasonably acceptable. I would
assume no funds available for some recompense for work completed.
I would prefer to not give away an easement but would go for Option 3 in the first instance
once I see how it works out.
If possible, easements should be mandatory to enable consistent landscaping and
maintenance approach.
Option 2
Option 3 with doubts. We would like to retain ownership of the piece of land affected, as this
will affect our investment value, which we need for retirement. Given that on the other side
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of the creek from us there is a park (JWS Reserve) the costs for creek infrastructure should be
borne by the community - Option 2 requiring the easement seems very punitive towards
owners/ratepayers.
Option 3 would be preferred on the condition that all work carried out that may affect our
property require written approval by us before proceeding
We are quite willing to have this option as at this time we have tenants and reside at some
distance to this address.
As property at 17 Inverloch Ave and the Park in the cul-de-sac, Lochness Ave there may be
two scenarios. Firstly re property adjacent to 17 Inverloch Ave common boundary Option 2.
Second The shared creek area with 25 Lochness and 17 Inverloch Option 3.
I cannot see how property owners will have any choice about an easement!!! Why would the
project allow owners to have a choice - It does not make any sense to me. I think it is
dishonest of the project to imply we have a choice.
The creek is for the benefit of South Australians. Therefore the community should be
responsible for the ongoing maintenance cost of the infrastructure. Permanent easement
takes control from owners and opens the community to compensation claims.
*Agreements will effect the property sale process. Must pass to new owner.*If agreements
can't be resolved, easements will follow.*Easement devalue property value. Councils offer is
a very small percent of loss.*No control over property under easement.*Can stop further
extensions to c=houses even if these are well clear of the easement.
an easement will diminish the value of the land and I am not prepared to maintain the tunnel
beneath my property. Will not agree to an easement.
If a retention wetland was built in Brownhill Recreation Park, then substantive structures
downstream would not b e required.
Insufficient information to make a decision. Would need more information on exactly what
works are planned.
Make no changes to the creek. If necessary we could make required alterations at our cost with no easement/agreements involved.
One only has to look at parts of the creek already under Council control. Maintenance is
woeful and does not engender confidence for the future. In the event of Option D being
passed, I and many others will engage legal counsel regarding next step.
Option 1. - who decides what has to happen, what happens when the (project management)
changes the rules. Option 2.- Same as above, with the (project) controlling my land up to my
front door. Option 3.- Doesn't that mean I agree with the maintenance construction works.
Option 3 does not appear to be another option as the ultimate result is either Option 1 or
Option 2 for the owner. To enable any serious comment to be made in respect of easements
or agreements, we would need to know the specific terms of such easements or agreements
which are not provided in the documents. We would not willingly allow an easement to be
placed on our property as it is permanent and it is a long term impediment to the title which
wold have a material negative impact on the value of the total property. We would not
willingly enter into any long term agreement along the limes described in the document as it
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also effectively creates a long term impediment to the title, with the resultant loss of value of
the total property due to it being a permanent attachment to the property and never ending,
nor be cancellable, except its replacement with an easement or further agreement, or the
agreement being registered as an encumbrance on the title. In the event that an easement
or registered agreement is forced upon us, commercial compensation would be required for
the loss of value to the total property by the impediment caused by easement or noncancellable agreement (or the potential for a future easement by an potential purchaser). A
more sensible solution to this practical problem of maintenance of the creek for community
purposes of transporting floodwaters from other suburbs, is best made by an agreement
made from time to time on a needs basis between the owner and the local Council. It is
highly unlikely that any landowner would object to the Council or contractors coming on site
for maintenance subject to the usual suitable prior notice and agreement on the works to be
undertaken. prior to legislation ben enacted to place responsibility for maintenance of the
creek on the landowner, I understand that it was always the practice of local Councils to
attend to maintenance on a regular basis to keep the watercourse clear-a very practical and
sensible approach. If legislation needs to be introduced to allow this common sense
approach to be reinstated, that should be attended to.
There should be no acquired property required at our property due to the council easement
on Wilberforce Walk still having enough space after the excavations and bank strengthening
is finished. My husband has been doing unpaid work for council by painting graffiti off the
1935 bridge, as well as our fence and he has also cut down exotic saplings and removing
debris from the creek which wasn't too heavy for him! He has been doing this work for 16
years!
Strongly opposed to easement on property.
Do you have any other comments?
this process is taking a very long time. It would be at to get clarity.
any action better than no action! Very frustrated by the apparent bureaucratic gridlock. It is
now almost 10 years since the Nov '05 floods and we are still just debating the solution!!!
How much public money has been spent (wasted?) on all this "talk"!
Heading forward to a cohesive start to the project.
It is possible for the authorised person from the group to contact or visit us and be able to
give "ball-park" figure on what compensation we would receive by agreeing to an easement
as this will obviously affect the value of our property and our final decision.
We are keen to work with the project team. Plans and details specific to our property would
be appreciated.
Currently volume and flow of water through our property is more than adequate. Normal
levels of water after heavy rain in the hills rises to 1.0-1.5m and drops rapidly after reaching
this level. We have insurance for flood damage - we are happy to risk any flood damage.
We would appreciate an engineers visit to detail possible requirements at our site.
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The uncertainty on what is happening has had a negative impact on property values and has
significantly affected insurance premiums. With the ongoing uncertainty seems likely to
continue.
Our primary concern is about the impact of any works on our property and in any potential
loss in value.
Only that we would like to be in it! We are desperate for someone to address possible creek
be collapse and erosion elsewhere.
The creek forms are integral part of our property and we will fight to maintain it as it is.
Please note, the flow of the creek through our property became an oxbow created in the
1960's after the realignment of the original creek. At this time, no notification to alter the
creek through our property has been received, however, we have been assured verbally by
the Council that we would be consulted during the design stages should this occur.
Our tennis court cannot be impacted. We want the gum tree in the creek removed for safety
reasons.
We have written agreement with Council that the current garage will not be removed to
widen the creek.
I note all options still have flood risk in the worst case 500 yr scenario. That risk is similar for
both Options B1 and D.
The Obvious Conclusion to the consultation should be that it is in the best interests of the
wider community that flood mitigation works undertaken, that impacts on directly affected
residents are kept to a minimum and that an aesthetically acceptable dam must be built in
the upper BHC (probably in Ellison's Gully). This scenario will- 1. Provide the required level of
flood protection 2. Follow the advice of independent expert engineers and provide the best
technical solution. 3. Not require a dam in the Recreation Park, and 4. The Council will not be
exposed to compensation claims for adopting an inferior solution. Mitcham Council must be
pressured to accept the recommendation of independent expert engineers and to fall in line
with the four other Councils involved and accept the construction of an aesthetically
acceptable dam (probably in Ellison's Gully which is out of the BHC Recreation Park). The
community will accept the additional cost of a dam in an Ellison's Gully solution (if there is
any additional cost) as it is insignificant in the cost of the total project cost of $150m+. An
Option D solution will most likely NOT be found to be the cheapest option when considering
additional compensation claims from the many residents along the creek course in Unley and
Mitcham. Build a dam to control any large rain event and clean up the creek to ensure a free
water flow along its natural course.
Repairing choke points where flooding has occurred previously is an appropriate action but
detention dams have already been deployed nearby in tow other areas, so why is this not the
preferred option baffles me. Previous engineering reports have also recommended detention
dams so my opinion is reinforced professionally.
I agree the whole catchment needs attention. With that in mind the resolution must be
made with the impact lest intrusive to property owners. Walls could be erected to protect
properties too close and low to the creek. Building a dam in Ellison's Gully to me seems the
best solution for now and the future.
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I believe that Council has been hijacked by the agenda of the "No Dam" Lobbyists. People
are kidding themselves if they think that re-working the creek will cause less environmental
impact than building a retention bastion (NOT a Dam at all) and that it will cost less. Just
wait and see the blow out in construction costs of creek works and legal costs and
compensation costs. Plus it won’t work - just delivering flood water downstream faster!!!
The whole process has been an exercise in fulfilling a pre-determined political strategy. I
would urge the BHKCSP to 1. Reassess need and cot/benefit for no action versus flood
mitigation. 2. Do not rely on the most recent report - rate payers deserve fair, reasonable and
independent verification of the science, options, cost and environmental impact.
I strongly suggest BHKCSP listens to independent reports of Worley Parsons and Hydro
Tasmania in implementing the recommendation of building a dam as the most effective flood
mitigation measures. Do the right thing for flood control!
A series of small tweaks to the current creek is all that is required in the upper reaches of the
creek. These should be principally in the public areas with recreational focus.
Option B1 or B2 is the only way to control the flow of water and flooding. Option "D" will not
work as the gradient of the ground is not enough for the water to move on. So it also would
require bypass culverts in many places.
The option B2 is cheaper and more logical. The top Natural Resources people agree that the
best option is a dam. The people who oppose the dam don't live on the creek, like the (Dr).
Rain falls heavier up the mountains, than in the suburbs.
very much in favour of a retention dam
Recent media reports by Prof Sharma regarding studies of the affects of global warming on
storms indicate that they will become more frequent, of greater intensity but of shorter
duration. This situation would be much better handled by dam solution than a creek capacity
upgrade solution.
We believe the upgrade of the upper Brownhill Creek is critical for the management of
stormwater. The building of a dam at site 1 or 2 will not fix the problem.
I applaud the research and planning of this project done so far. It has taken too long but at
least the building of a dam(s) upstream has been discarded as an "ugly", unviable, ineffective
option.
Option D is entirely premised on achieving "no dams" solution. It ignores 4 major,
independent engineering reports costing $millions. It is thus Political, a compromise to
accommodate all Councils. By setting aside engineering advice, and writing their own report,
Councils have violated principles of good governance. Detention dams abound in the Hills,
they are standard best practice to protect against flooding. Why then Option D? Why are
administrations of Councils not informing (and getting reviews) Elected Members of CouncilsCreek-owners Will take Class Action for Easement Compensation; Councils have a Liability of
$8-16 million to be added on to Option D.; Costing of Option D is incomplete (and knowingly
so). We see this violating "Good Governance" principles.
We walk regularly up through Brownhill Creek Rd . We have done this with our children and
now our grandchildren. They can run wild in safety with treehouses and 'secret cubbyhouses'
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built. It is a very special place. Don't want it lost to a dam or to any interference removing
the natural wilderness of the area.
Strongly opposed to damming Brown Hill Creek, having lived on the creek for many years I
believe Option D is by far the best option.
The creek should be left in as natural a state as possible.
We do not support Option D as the issue of which specific trees would be removed has not
been addressed.
and please do not vandalise the environment by chopping down all these mature native tees
some are as old as 800 years.
I am very worried that more trees in our area will be removed. With so many homes being
demolished and large houses built in their place we are losing large trees at a rate of knots
that is alarming. The streetscapes are changing with the loss of these trees.
Due to my poor health and now Kym is unemployed through no fault of his own and he is
now my full time carer we don't have any money or time to take on maintenance of the
creek.
It is unreasonable That the individual owners of BHC are expected to bear the cost of
maintaining the creek course, the use of which is for the benefit of the whole community by
facilitating the drainage of stormwater. The creek, used by the community for its benefit, is
rightly and equitably maintained by that community at its cost. With goodwill and
cooperation between the individual Councils and the landowner, a clear creek course should
b able to be maintained (at community cost) without any formal easements or agreements
biding or encumbrancing any property titles. It is of mutual benefit for each of the local
Council, the community and the individual landowner that the creek course is kept clear and
water is able to pass unencumbered. This mutual benefit will ensure that the objectives of
both the Councils and community to clear floodwaters from the suburbs etc. and the creek
owner in having the creek maintained, will ensure that the objectives are achieved.
I think regular monitoring and maintenance would be required beyond 3 years - ongoing.
Nor has there been any discussion as to levels of compensation payable to affected creek
owners. If Option D proceeds we will vigorously pursue legal action to obtain a fair and
adequate level of compensation.
B/Hill Creek is an asset/resource that is beyond the capacity of landowners to control.
If you intend to increase the capacity of the creek, this will increase the erosion on my
property and you should cover the cost of extraordinary creek maintenance in terms of
assisting with retaining wall to prevent erosion.
We are more than happy to continue with open and frank dialogue with Council around
creek rehabilitation works slated for our property and empathise on the need for some works
to exist. We must however reinforce our extreme motivation for the preservation of our
privacy of the property of the mature natural charm of the creek.
I think the information provided to property owners has been inadequate.
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While all creek owners received this questionnaire, there are many other residents who have
boundaries on the creek. Should they also have received some
correspondence/questionnaire.
Thank you for the comprehensive consultation.
Many longer term implications for property owners are not clarified in the provided details.
The emphasis/promotion of Option D which involves more properties, seems to be inherently
prejudicing this process, undermining its balanced assessment by many, especially those
overwhelmed by additional material.
We note the estimated cost of works. This must be based on planned works on our land but
you have not informed us of those plans. Why not? What is hidden from us? We live on the
most vital section of the creek but receive so little information.
We would just like to add that we are very impressed with the manner in which this debate
has been handled by the Council, in particular, John Wiley. The information packs have been
extremely thorough and most importantly easy to digest and understand/ As residents, we
appreciate the opportunities to provide our perspectives that you have allowed us. Cheers!
Option D has been promoted throughout Mitcham Council, Banners in Mitcham Council
Colours. No other option has been promoted. The Banners in Mitcham Council area were
erected illegally- on advice from Council -who advised me that notices were sent to land
owners. These Banners remain in place 17/5/2015 and being in Council colours imply
endorsement by Council. This is not offering an unbiased consultation period and needs to be
doted when considering the source of feedback received.
Thank you for the opportunity to make comment. Sincerely…….
Very pleased with the collegiate approach
If box culvert is installed so I could reclaim space above, we would accept an easement. In
this case we gain something in return for losing something
I understand that works required on existing fully or partially concrete lined culverts in
Forestville etc. are planned to be upgraded under Part A works. Those residents with this in
their properties and who prefer changes to those concrete lined channels should be
accommodated under the Part A works and do not need to be considered under these Part B
consultations. Most do not enjoy their involvement with buck as a "natural" watercourse
and understandably seek an entirely different solution to those with a relatively natural
watercourse in their property.
Re creek rehabilitation works "…important…" receiving run off from our streets and reducing
flooding potential." Unley Council is most helpful in collecting leaves from our 4 registered
acting street trees, plane trees, adjoining the footpath. We make windrows of leaves on our
footpath. "Several neighbours blow leaves into the gutters close to Heywood Avenues side
entry pits. Cars are left on street, an olive tree adjoins the side entry pits on Heywood Ave.
Tanks could be encouraged. We have 10KL tank for laundry, kitchen, plants. Residents who
live near creeks should be prepared to insure against flooding. Could wee control b done by
authorised, trained operators? ( to avoid mistakes) Poplar trees should be banned in
residential properties.
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PS All parks especially those containing children's play areas should be fenced to protect
children, dogs, etc. Balls end up in the creek if we are to have more faster moving water the
need for public safety should also be considered. Build the Dam!
I am disappointed and strongly objected to the way the BHKC Project group favour Option D.
The group does not listen to the owners of the properties affected. //the project group has
demonstrated that they do not take the owners involved seriously.
Please do an Environmental Impact Study now. This is over $100 million project. How is it
possible that you are conduction community consultation without this?
Building development should be better regulated and compliance required. Council should
also investigate more appropriate fencing to allow movement of floodwaters.
The section from Mitcham Reserve should be compulsorily acquired and converted to Linear
Park.
Also - Michael & co - thanks for all your efforts. I have serious concerns about the Project but
I appreciate what you have done.
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Appendix E: Written Submissions
•

•

•

COMMUNITY AND SPECIAL INTEREST GROUPS (13)
>

Brown Hill Save Our Creeks Environs Trees (SOCKET)

>

Brownhill Creek Association Incorporated (BCA)

>

Creek Class Action Advocacy

>

FOCUS

>

ForTrees

>

Friends of Brownhill Creek

>

Goodwood Residents Action Group

>

Kaurna Nation Cultural Heritage Association

>

Mitcham Creek Preservation

>

Mitcham Historical Society

>

No Dam in BHC Community Action Group

>

Residents for Effective Stormwater Solutions Incorporated (RESS)

>

West Unley Protection of Trees (WUPOT )

BUSINESSES (2)
>

Brown Hill Creek Tourist Park

>

The Mitcham Rehabilitation Clinic

GOVERNMENT (1)
>

•

Martin Hamilton-Smith MP, State Member for Waite.

INDIVIDUALS (60)
>

Residing in the City of Unley

>

Residing in the City of Mitcham (26)

>

Residing in other council areas (21)

(13)

Flood Mitigation
Without a Dam

A Public Consultation Submission, June 2015
Brownhill Creek Association Inc.

Brownhill Creek Association Inc.
• We are a community group with the following
aims and objectives:
1. Save the environment and heritage of Brownhill
Creek Recreation Park/Ellison’s Gully
(Wirraparinga), by stopping the proposed dam.
2. Support the implementation of a balanced and
effective Stormwater Management Plan, which
includes a feasible No Dam option.
3. Promote sustainable best practice stormwater
management solutions for Brownhill Creek /
Willawilla

Our Steering Committee and Website
• Steering Committee members:
Michael Andrewartha
Ron Bellchambers (Community Liaison Officer/Spokesperson)
Marcus Beresford (Treasurer)
Reverend Canon Andrew Cheesman
Dr. Peter Dillon
Rod Ellis (Secretary)
Professor Wayne Meyer (Chairperson/Spokesperson)
Dr. Joseph Smith
John Wood
• Please visit www.brownhillcreek.org and follow us on
Facebook (No Dam in Brownhill Creek) to gain further
information and see the widespread community support for
our activities.

•
•

•
•
•
•

Community Support for a
No Dam Solution
Conservation Council SA • Increasing local
government support
The Kaurna Nation
across council areas
Cultural Heritage
• Federal Member for
Association (KNCHA)
Boothby, Andrew
Southcott MP
National Trust of SA
•
State
Member
for
The Friends of Brownhill
Waite, Martin
Creek
Hamilton-Smith MP
Mitcham Historical
• Numerous other
community groups
Society
• No Dam Petition with
Community Alliance SA
over 11,000 signatures

Community Response

No Dam in Brownhill Creek Petition 2011/2015 Data Analysis
Total values of signatories to the No Dam in Brownhill Creek
Petition divided by residential grouping:
City of
Mitcham

City of
Unley

City of
Burnsid
e

4,623

1,454 389

Adelaide
City
Council

City of
West
Torrens

Other
suburbs

Country SA;
interstate;
overseas

Unspecifie
d address

TOTAL
Signatures to the
petition

278

223

3,221

1,207

222

11,617

Petition Signatories by Council Region
Country SA, Interstate,
Overseas
10%

Unspecified
2%

Mitcham
40%

Other Metropolitan
Suburbs
28%

Burnside
3%

West Torrens
2%
Adelaide
2%

Unley
13%

Our Group Supports the
Five Catchment Councils’ 2012 Agreement
• Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West Torrens
Councils agreed to a new strategy in 2012.
• “The councils, recognizing community opposition to a
dam in the upper reaches of Brownhill Creek, commit to
a preference to pursue a feasible and whole of
catchment, community supported, No Dam solution”
(2012 SMP).
• Part A project works (80% of the total $150M cost) have
been agreed to in the Keswick Creek and lower Brownhill
Creek catchments.
• Part B project works (20% of the total cost) in upper
Brownhill Creek, above Glenelg Tramway, are undergoing
a public consultation.

Our Group Supports the
Five Catchment Councils’ 2014 Agreement
• As a result of updated Bureau of Meteorology
rainfall figures, more accurate channel capacity
data and revised hydrology, the five councils have
agreed to place a “priority on investigating a
creek upgrade solution for the upper reaches of
Brownhill Creek”.
• A creek upgrade is required even if a dam is built.
• The urban Brownhill Creek Channel has
inadequate capacity to handle critical 1 in 100
year ARI short duration rain events (urban flash
flooding) combined with outlet flows from a dam
in a 1 in 100 year ARI long duration event.

Dam Provides No Protection for Short
Duration Rain Events (2012 SMP)

What Does This Mean for Creek Owners?
• Creek owners already have a legal responsibility to ‘maintain’
their section of creek. Section 131, NRM Act 2004.
• A creek capacity upgrade should alleviate the current legal and
financial uncertainty surrounding creek ownership.
• The project is aiming to preserve significant trees and where
possible restore a more natural creek environment, mindful of
the creek owner’s amenity. Our group does not support the
wholesale concreting of the upper Brownhill Creek channel.
• Optional easements or letters of agreement over access and the
exact scope of works are to be negotiated. It is hoped that
property values along the creek will rise, when insurers and
home buyers are made aware that direct flood protection has
been achieved, creek capacity re-established and the creek
environment restored.

Numbers of Properties Affected
• The total $150M project, across the entire Brown Hill
and Keswick Creek catchments, is designed to protect
around 1,500 homes that are subject to serious (above
floor) flooding in a 1 in 100 ARI rain event.
• Indications are that fewer than 147 homes will be
subject to serious flooding in upper Brownhill Creek.
• Out of 66 properties (Creek Upgrade), all will be
subject to Creek Rehabilitation works and 22 subject to
Creek Capacity Upgrade works even with a dam.
• Approximately 44 additional properties will be affected
by a creek capacity upgrade, No Dam option (Option
D).
• Creek widening will be up to 1 metre in most cases.

A Creek Capacity Upgrade
ticks all the Boxes!






Required flood protection (1 in 100 year)
Most cost effective
Saves environment and heritage
Enhances urban creek environment
Net benefit for creek owners

Brownhill Creek is Still Threatened
by an Unnecessary Dam!
• Despite a feasible No Dam Option D and community
(majority) opposition to the proposed dam, a dam
has not yet been ruled out!
• A creek capacity upgrade option for upper Brownhill
Creek provides the best opportunity to finally
complete the Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater
Management Plan and allow the five councils to
seriously seek State and Federal funding.
• The BHKC Stormwater Management Plan: Part B
Report recommends No Dam Option D as the
preferred option.

What Type of Dam?
• SMEC report confirms an Extreme Hazard
concrete dam.
• At least 15metres in overall height and
spanning 120metres across the valley.
• At least twice the cost of original estimates,
this dam will inflict two years of disruption
on residents and the Brownhill Creek
Tourist Park. Residents both inside and
outside the valley will be affected.
• Its construction will permanently destroy
the environment and heritage of Brownhill
Creek Recreation Park or Ellison’s Gully.

Environment and Heritage Concerns
Site 1: Seven Pines
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Brownhill Creek Recreation Park (1841) / Wirraparinga
Kaurna and Colonial heritage site
‘Natural Monument’ (IUCN). Threatened species (state listed)
Stone Pines listed as trees of State and National significance
National Trust (At Risk Register)
Last section of state protected creek line
A precious community resource for recreation and relaxation,
used by thousands of South Australians and tourists
• Gateway to Yurrebilla, The Greater Mount Lofty Parklands

Site 2: Ellison’s Gully
• 2006 Master Plan
• Aboriginal heritage
• Important Colonial
market gardening
and mining history
• Mitcham Water
Works heritage site
• Public heritage trail

What Can We Do?
• We are the custodians of our
environment and heritage!
• Support Option D on your public
consultation feedback form.
• Become an active member of
BCA.
• United we can save the
environment and heritage of
Brownhill Creek Valley / Ellison’s
Gully (Wirraparinga/Willa Willa).
• We can achieve effective flood
mitigation without a dam!
We have benefited from past
legacies.
What legacy will we leave for future
generations?
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To:
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Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Submission to the Brownhill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project
Monday, 22 June 2015 3:03:18 PM
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From: Wayne Meyer [mailto:wayne.meyer@adelaide.edu.au]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 2:57 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Submission to the Brownhill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project

Dear Michael Salkeld (Director, BHKC Stormwater Project),
Please find attached a written submission in the form of a Media Release posted on 11 June
2015.
The release was made by my organisation, the Brownhill Creek Association in partnership with
Conservation Council SA, Kaurna Nation Cultural Heritage Association, The National Trust of
South Australia, The Wilderness Society South Australia, Mitcham Historical Society and The
Friends of Brownhill Creek.
All of these organisations support Option D for the mitigation of flooding risk in the upper
Brownhill Creek section.
Thank you for giving the opportunity to the community to provide input on this important
decision.
Yours sincerely,
Wayne S Meyer
Chairperson
Brownhill Creek Association Inc.
PO Box 113
Mitcham Shopping Centre
Torrens Park SA 5062
Office phone: +61 (0)8 8313 8110
Mobile: 0407 953 544
email: wayne.meyer@adelaide.edu.au

MEDIA RELEASE

Thursday, 11th June, 2015
Environment and Heritage Groups Support the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
Stormwater Project Preferred Option D for Upper Brownhill Creek Flood
Mitigation.
Conservation Council SA, Kaurna Nation Cultural Heritage Association, The National Trust
of South Australia, The Wilderness Society South Australia, Mitcham Historical Society, The
Friends of Brownhill Creek and Brownhill Creek Association, have jointly released the
following statements:
“Our environment and heritage organisations value the technical expertise contained in the
Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Management Plan-Part B Report, and the
collaboration and input by the five catchment councils, SA Government and community
groups alike that has made this proposed stormwater management strategy possible”.
“We support the Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project in preferring the ‘Creek
Capacity Upgrade’ Option D, as it provides the required 1 in 100 year level of flood protection
in the most cost effective manner, while preserving existing Kaurna and European sites of
heritage significance. This includes the preservation of the ‘Seven Pines’, a group of large
Stone Pines planted in 1891, identified for their size and cultural significance in the National
Trust Significant Tree Register”.
“Our groups are delighted that Option D will protect and rehabilitate this valuable riparian
zone as a significant natural and cultural asset. It is encouraging that flood mitigation can be
achieved along with the protection and improvement of native biodiversity and habitat in
Upper Brownhill Creek”.
MEDIA CONTACTS:
Main Contacts: BCA Chairperson, Professor Wayne Meyer (M) 0407 953 544
BCA Community Liaison Officer, Ron Bellchambers (M) 0427 718 106
CCSA: Chief Executive, Craig Wilkins (M) 0417 879 439
NTSA: Chief Executive Officer, Dr Darren Peacock (P) 8202 9200
TWS SA: Campaign Director, Peter Owen (M) 0423 550 018
KNCHA: Chairperson, Jeffrey Newchurch (M) 0458 973 692
MHS: Chairperson, Julie Hogan (M) 0430 472 262
FOBHC: Committee Member, Dr Peter Dillon (M) 0419 820 927

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Submission to the Brownhill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project
Monday, 22 June 2015 3:34:24 PM
Environment and Heritage Assets in the Upper Reaches of Brownhill Creek-....pdf

From: Wayne Meyer [mailto:wayne.meyer@adelaide.edu.au]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 3:15 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Submission to the Brownhill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project

Dear Michael Salkeld (Director, BHKC Stormwater Project),
Please find attached a written submission that documents the environment and heritage assets
in the upper Brownhill Creek.
Much of this information was collated at the time of preparation of the Brownhill Creek
Recreation Park Management Plan in 2003. This information has been updated and added to
including listing the important cultural assets in Ellison’s Gully.
My organisation, the Brownhill Creek Association is dedicated to preserving the cultural heritage
of the Creek along with rehabilitating the entire Creek line to restore it as a valuable and
treasured natural asset in our community.
With this as our primary objective we are fully supportive of Option D as the preferred plan for
the mitigation of flooding risk in the upper Brownhill Creek section.
Thank you for giving the opportunity to the community to provide input on this important
decision.
Yours sincerely,
Wayne S Meyer
Chairperson
Brownhill Creek Association Inc.
PO Box 113
Mitcham Shopping Centre
Torrens Park SA 5062
Office phone: +61 (0)8 8313 8110
Mobile: 0407 953 544
email: wayne.meyer@adelaide.edu.au
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Environment	
  and	
  Heritage	
  Assets	
  
in	
  the	
  Upper	
  Reaches	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  

	
  
1.	
  	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  (‘Seven	
  Pines’:	
  Dam	
  Site	
  1):	
  
	
  
• Only	
  eight	
  kilometres	
  from	
  the	
  CBD,	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  was	
  
set	
  aside	
  in	
  1841	
  by	
  Governor	
  Grey	
  (Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  
Management	
  Plan,	
  DEH,	
  June	
  2003,	
  Synopsis	
  page	
  ii).	
  “	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  Adelaide’s	
  oldest	
  parks,	
  containing	
  important	
  
historic	
  sites	
  that	
  remain	
  from	
  early	
  human	
  occupation”	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  6).	
  
According	
  to	
  John	
  Hill,	
  then	
  Minister	
  for	
  Environment	
  and	
  Conservation,	
  
“Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  has	
  long	
  been	
  cherished	
  by	
  South	
  
Australians	
  and	
  as	
  one	
  of	
  our	
  state’s	
  oldest	
  parks,	
  it	
  is	
  rich	
  with	
  
cultural	
  heritage”	
  (Ibid,	
  Foreword).	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Classification:	
  
	
  
• Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  is	
  classified	
  as	
  a	
  Natural	
  Monument	
  
(IUCN	
  Category	
  III).	
  IUCN	
  Category	
  III	
  management	
  objectives	
  direct	
  
authorities	
  “to	
  protect	
  or	
  preserve	
  in	
  perpetuity	
  specific	
  outstanding	
  
natural	
  features	
  because	
  of	
  their	
  natural	
  significance,	
  unique	
  
representational	
  quality,	
  and/or	
  spiritual	
  connotations”	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  6).	
  	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Aboriginal	
  Heritage	
  
	
  
• The	
  Kaurna	
  call	
  this	
  area	
  ‘Wirraparinga’,	
  place	
  of	
  scrub	
  and	
  creek,	
  and	
  “it	
  
was	
  an	
  important	
  camping	
  and	
  hunting	
  ground”	
  (Tindale	
  N	
  B,	
  Aboriginal	
  
Tribes	
  of	
  Australia,	
  ANU	
  Press,	
  Canberra,	
  1974).	
  (Ibid,	
  page	
  6).	
  The	
  Seven	
  
Pines	
  heritage	
  site	
  (dam	
  site	
  1)	
  is	
  right	
  in	
  the	
  heart	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  and	
  is	
  an	
  important	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  living	
  Kaurna	
  culture	
  
today.	
  In	
  a	
  letter	
  to	
  the	
  SMA,	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  Board	
  said:	
  “we	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  
people	
  stand	
  together	
  as	
  custodians	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  We	
  urge	
  the	
  
Government	
  to	
  reconsider	
  the	
  plans	
  to	
  build	
  a	
  dam	
  at	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek,	
  a	
  Significant	
  Site	
  to	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  people”.	
  
	
  
Fauna	
  at	
  Risk:	
  
Native	
  Mammals	
  
	
  
• The	
  Environment	
  Protection	
  and	
  Biodiversity	
  Conservation	
  Act	
  1999	
  (EPBC	
  
Act)	
  applies	
  to	
  Nationally	
  listed	
  threatened	
  species.	
  “With	
  regard	
  to	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park,	
  the	
  Southern	
  Brown	
  Bandicoot	
  
(Isoodon	
  obesulus)	
  is	
  a	
  nationally	
  listed,	
  threatened	
  species	
  that	
  
occurs	
  in	
  the	
  park.	
  Commonwealth	
  approval	
  is	
  required	
  for	
  any	
  action	
  that	
  
has,	
  will	
  have	
  or	
  is	
  likely	
  to	
  have	
  a	
  significant	
  impact	
  on	
  this	
  nationally	
  
threatened	
  species”	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  4).	
  
• Brush-‐tail	
  Possums,	
  Ring-‐tail	
  possums,	
  Koalas,	
  Swamp	
  rats,	
  Water	
  rats	
  
(Hydromys	
  chrysogaster),	
  Bush	
  rats,	
  Echidnas	
  and	
  up	
  to	
  ten	
  species	
  of	
  
native	
  bats	
  are	
  listed	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  20)	
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•

•

•

•

•

•

Fish	
  
	
  
State	
  listed,	
  threatened	
  native	
  fish	
  species,	
  the	
  Mountain	
  Galaxias	
  
(Galaxias	
  olidus,	
  Rare)	
  and	
  Climbing	
  Galaxias	
  (Galaxias	
  brevipinus,	
  
Vulnerable),	
  are	
  to	
  be	
  protected	
  under	
  the	
  NP&W	
  Act	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  21).	
  
	
  
Reptiles	
  and	
  Amphibians	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  seven	
  species	
  of	
  reptile,	
  including	
  the	
  Eastern	
  Brown	
  Snake,	
  
Sleepy	
  Lizard,	
  Eastern	
  Bearded	
  Dragon,	
  Eastern	
  Blue	
  Tongue,	
  Barking	
  
Gecko,	
  Adelaide	
  Snake-‐Lizard	
  and	
  the	
  Creamed-‐striped	
  Shining	
  Skink	
  (Ibid	
  
page	
  21).	
  
The	
  park’s	
  amphibian	
  population	
  includes	
  the	
  Common	
  Froglet,	
  the	
  Bull	
  
Frog	
  and	
  Brown	
  Tree	
  Frog	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  21).	
  
	
  
Birds	
  
	
  
There	
  are	
  thirty-‐seven	
  native	
  bird	
  species	
  recorded	
  in	
  the	
  park,	
  including	
  
the	
  Little	
  Wattlebird,	
  Superb	
  Fairy-‐wren,	
  Rainbow	
  Lorikeet,	
  White-‐faced	
  
Heron	
  and	
  the	
  Yellow-‐tailed	
  Black	
  Cockatoo	
  (Clyptorhynchus	
  
funereus),	
  considered	
  vulnerable	
  in	
  South	
  Australia	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  20).	
  
	
  
Flora	
  at	
  Risk	
  
	
  
Seven	
  Pines	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  terrestrial	
  restoration	
  site,	
  ten	
  years	
  in	
  development,	
  
with	
  the	
  following	
  stakeholders:	
  Mitcham	
  Lions	
  Club;	
  Mercedes	
  College	
  
and	
  The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  This	
  site	
  contains	
  eight	
  different	
  tree	
  
species,	
  including	
  seven	
  Native	
  Apricot	
  specimens	
  (conservation	
  rating	
  
rare),	
  seven	
  different	
  shrub	
  species,	
  including	
  five	
  Austral	
  Trefoil	
  
(conservation	
  rating	
  uncommon),	
  nine	
  different	
  grass	
  species	
  and	
  two	
  
ground	
  layer	
  species	
  (Submission	
  Covering	
  the	
  Environmental	
  and	
  Heritage	
  
Aspects	
  of	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Flood	
  Mitigation	
  Dam	
  Construction	
  Within	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park,	
  The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek,	
  17	
  
December,	
  2011,	
  page	
  4).	
  
Four	
  remaining	
  Stone	
  Pines	
  (Pinus	
  Pinea)	
  are	
  listed	
  on	
  the	
  State	
  
Significant	
  Tree	
  Register.	
  Their	
  Register	
  Number	
  is	
  720,	
  with	
  the	
  
following	
  Citation:	
  “These	
  specimens	
  make	
  a	
  contribution	
  to	
  the	
  
immediate	
  landscape	
  of	
  Brown	
  Hill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park.	
  Along	
  with	
  
other	
  Pinus	
  Pinea	
  in	
  the	
  Park,	
  they	
  are	
  linked	
  to	
  a	
  prominent	
  19th	
  century	
  
Mitcham	
  Village	
  identity	
  and	
  his	
  English	
  agricultural	
  and	
  horticultural	
  
heritage.	
  Their	
  immense	
  size	
  is	
  outstanding.	
  They	
  are	
  possibly	
  the	
  most	
  
massive	
  examples	
  of	
  the	
  species	
  in	
  Australia	
  from	
  the	
  late	
  19th	
  century	
  still	
  
in	
  existence.	
  Specimen	
  1	
  may	
  be	
  the	
  most	
  massive	
  example	
  in	
  Australia	
  
and	
  internationally”	
  (National	
  Trust	
  of	
  South	
  Australia,	
  Register	
  of	
  
Significant	
  Trees	
  Report	
  for	
  Pinus	
  Pinea,	
  National	
  Trust	
  of	
  South	
  Australia,	
  7	
  
August,	
  2014).	
  These	
  historic	
  Stone	
  Pines	
  have	
  also	
  been	
  nominated	
  for	
  
listing	
  on	
  the	
  National	
  Significant	
  Tree	
  Register	
  and	
  further	
  research	
  is	
  
being	
  carried	
  out	
  on	
  their	
  national	
  and	
  international	
  significance	
  (Report	
  
on	
  “The	
  Seven	
  Pines”	
  at	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park,	
  Brown	
  Hill	
  Creek,	
  
South	
  Australia	
  5062,	
  Charlie	
  Buttigieg,	
  Tree	
  Nominator	
  to	
  the	
  Register	
  of	
  
Significant	
  Trees	
  of	
  the	
  National	
  Trust	
  of	
  Australia	
  (Victoria	
  &	
  South	
  
Australia),	
  July	
  2012).	
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•

•

	
  
Seven	
  Pines	
  Heritage	
  Precinct	
  
	
  
In	
  addition	
  to	
  Kaurna	
  heritage,	
  the	
  Seven	
  Pines	
  site	
  is	
  surrounded	
  by	
  
Colonial	
  heritage:	
  Mundy’s	
  Quarry,	
  wagon	
  loading	
  bay	
  and	
  crushing	
  plant	
  
foundations;	
  Dyer’s	
  Cave,	
  is	
  linked	
  to	
  the	
  exploits	
  of	
  Alexander	
  Tolmer,	
  
South	
  Australia’s	
  Commissioner	
  of	
  Police	
  and	
  pioneer	
  of	
  the	
  first	
  Gold	
  
Escorts	
  to	
  South	
  Australia	
  (Reminiscences	
  of	
  an	
  Adventurous	
  and	
  Chequered	
  
Career	
  at	
  Home	
  and	
  at	
  the	
  Antipodes,	
  Alexander	
  Tolmer,	
  Sampson	
  Low,	
  
Marston,	
  Searle,	
  1882).	
  
With	
  the	
  threat	
  of	
  a	
  proposed	
  dam	
  at	
  Seven	
  Pines,	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  was	
  placed	
  on	
  the	
  National	
  Trust	
  At	
  Risk	
  Register:	
  
“The	
  integrity	
  of	
  this	
  public	
  recreation	
  reserve	
  (the	
  oldest	
  in	
  SA	
  apart	
  from	
  
the	
  Adelaide	
  Parklands)	
  would	
  be	
  destroyed	
  by	
  a	
  15	
  metre	
  concrete	
  flood	
  
control	
  dam	
  across	
  its	
  width,	
  yet	
  viable	
  alternatives	
  exist”	
  
(Heritage@Risk2012).	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Community	
  Activities	
  at	
  Seven	
  Pines	
  
	
  
• Seven	
  Pines	
  picnic	
  ground	
  is	
  the	
  “heart	
  of	
  the	
  park”	
  and	
  “it	
  attracts	
  more	
  
day	
  visitors	
  than	
  any	
  other	
  site	
  in	
  the	
  park	
  for	
  family	
  gatherings,	
  corporate	
  
functions	
  and	
  weddings”	
  (Submission	
  Covering	
  the	
  Environmental	
  and	
  
Heritage	
  Aspects	
  of	
  the	
  Proposed	
  Flood	
  Mitigation	
  Dam	
  Construction	
  Within	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park,	
  The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek,	
  17	
  
December,	
  2011,	
  page	
  2).	
  This	
  area	
  is	
  also	
  used	
  for	
  television	
  and	
  film	
  
productions,	
  school	
  excursions,	
  artistic	
  pursuits	
  such	
  as	
  painting	
  and	
  
photography,	
  horse	
  riding	
  and	
  general	
  recreation.	
  In	
  its	
  quiet	
  times,	
  it	
  is	
  a	
  
place	
  for	
  “solitude	
  and	
  spiritual	
  reconnections”	
  (Ibid),	
  away	
  from	
  the	
  built	
  
environment.	
  It	
  is	
  one	
  of	
  the	
  only	
  flat	
  and	
  open	
  public	
  spaces	
  in	
  the	
  Park.	
  
• The	
  Warraparinga	
  and	
  Yurrebilla	
  walking	
  trails	
  pass	
  through	
  this	
  site,	
  in	
  
honour	
  of	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  /	
  Aboriginal	
  heritage.	
  The	
  establishment	
  of	
  the	
  
shared	
  use	
  trail	
  along	
  the	
  length	
  of	
  the	
  park	
  has	
  seen	
  a	
  significant	
  rise	
  in	
  
visitor	
  numbers	
  in	
  recent	
  years	
  and	
  as	
  neighbouring	
  areas	
  such	
  as	
  
Waterfall	
  Gully	
  become	
  overcrowded,	
  walkers	
  are	
  choosing	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  instead.	
  
• Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  is	
  the	
  gateway	
  to	
  Yurrebilla,	
  The	
  Greater	
  
Mount	
  Lofty	
  Parklands.	
  As	
  Adelaide	
  grows	
  into	
  the	
  future,	
  this	
  park	
  will	
  
become	
  increasingly	
  important	
  as	
  a	
  connector	
  between	
  the	
  plains	
  and	
  the	
  
hills,	
  allowing	
  Adelaideans	
  to	
  leave	
  their	
  cars	
  and	
  tread	
  a	
  path	
  well	
  worn	
  
by	
  countless	
  generations	
  of	
  Aboriginal	
  people	
  and	
  colonial	
  settlers	
  before	
  
them.	
  As	
  the	
  ‘Yurrebilla	
  Sign’	
  states	
  at	
  the	
  entrance	
  to	
  the	
  park:	
  “the	
  
creation	
  of	
  the	
  Greater	
  Mount	
  Lofty	
  Parklands	
  as	
  the	
  ‘second	
  generation	
  of	
  
parklands	
  surrounding	
  metropolitan	
  Adelaide,	
  continues	
  Colonel	
  Light’s	
  
founding	
  vision	
  of	
  parklands	
  surrounding	
  the	
  City	
  of	
  Adelaide”.	
  
	
  
Conclusion	
  
	
  
“The	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  is	
  unique	
  within	
  its	
  landscape,	
  as	
  it	
  
is	
  the	
  only	
  remaining	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  upper	
  catchment	
  riparian	
  system	
  under	
  
public	
  ownership”	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  2).	
  “The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  have	
  
found	
  it	
  difficult	
  to	
  believe	
  that	
  this	
  proposal	
  of	
  a	
  dam	
  within	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  (1841)	
  is	
  to	
  be	
  taken	
  seriously.	
  The	
  intention	
  to	
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build	
  a	
  very	
  substantial	
  concrete	
  structure	
  in	
  the	
  heart	
  of	
  the	
  Park	
  is	
  
entirely	
  contrary	
  to	
  the	
  environmental,	
  heritage	
  and	
  amenity	
  values	
  that	
  
the	
  Park	
  was	
  proclaimed	
  for.	
  As	
  indicated	
  by	
  other	
  studies,	
  it	
  is	
  possible	
  to	
  
achieve	
  flood	
  mitigation	
  without	
  this	
  destruction”	
  (Ibid	
  page	
  1).	
  The	
  main	
  
objective	
  under	
  ‘Hydrology’	
  in	
  the	
  Park	
  Management	
  Plan,	
  is	
  to	
  “restore	
  
and	
  maintain	
  natural	
  hydrology	
  as	
  far	
  as	
  possible”	
  (Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  Management	
  Plan,	
  DEH,	
  June	
  2003,	
  page	
  17).	
  The	
  Creek	
  
Capacity	
  Upgrade	
  Option	
  D,	
  including	
  Creek	
  Rehabilitation	
  works,	
  should	
  
be	
  implemented	
  as	
  a	
  feasible,	
  cost	
  effective	
  and	
  responsible	
  No	
  Dam	
  option	
  
for	
  the	
  greater	
  good	
  of	
  the	
  environment	
  and	
  community.	
  

	
  
2.	
  	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  (Dam	
  Site	
  2).	
  
	
  
• Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  once	
  again	
  in	
  the	
  firing	
  line,	
  but	
  we	
  must	
  remember	
  that	
  
this	
  site	
  was	
  previously	
  rejected,	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  flawed	
  2006	
  Master	
  Plan	
  
(2012	
  SMP,	
  page	
  62).	
  A	
  dam	
  would	
  be	
  significantly	
  more	
  expensive	
  here	
  
and	
  the	
  out	
  of	
  sight,	
  out	
  of	
  mind	
  /	
  private	
  property	
  argument	
  will	
  not	
  hold	
  
up	
  to	
  scrutiny.	
  
	
  
• Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  linked	
  to	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  because	
  it	
  
contains	
  the	
  major	
  tributary	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek,	
  shares	
  a	
  common	
  riparian	
  
zone	
  and	
  has	
  common	
  environmental	
  and	
  heritage	
  values.	
  There	
  is	
  public	
  
right	
  of	
  way	
  access	
  along	
  this	
  riparian	
  zone	
  and	
  an	
  interpretive	
  public	
  
heritage	
  trail	
  is	
  being	
  planned	
  to	
  run	
  from	
  the	
  entrance	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  to	
  the	
  Mitcham	
  Waterworks	
  heritage	
  site	
  at	
  the	
  
head	
  of	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully.	
  Up	
  to	
  ten	
  years	
  of	
  dedicated	
  research	
  has	
  been	
  
carried	
  out	
  in	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully,	
  with	
  the	
  involvement	
  of	
  the	
  Flinders	
  
University	
  Department	
  of	
  Archaeology,	
  Mitcham	
  Council	
  Heritage	
  
Committee,	
  Mitcham	
  Council	
  Heritage	
  Research	
  Centre	
  and	
  the	
  Mitcham	
  
Historical	
  Society	
  (Mitcham	
  Hills	
  Heritage	
  App	
  and	
  Website	
  available).	
  	
  
	
  
• A	
  dam	
  constructed	
  in	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  would	
  negatively	
  impact	
  on	
  the	
  
downstream	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park,	
  restrict	
  public	
  access	
  into	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  and	
  ruin	
  the	
  aesthetics	
  and	
  ambiance	
  of	
  this	
  beautiful	
  place.	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  leaves	
  visitors	
  with	
  the	
  feeling	
  of	
  being	
  in	
  a	
  remote	
  valley,	
  
while	
  still	
  being	
  relatively	
  close	
  to	
  the	
  city.	
  There	
  is	
  the	
  potential	
  for	
  the	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  to	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  walking	
  trail	
  to	
  become	
  
one	
  of	
  the	
  most	
  popular	
  and	
  rewarding	
  walks	
  in	
  the	
  Adelaide	
  foothills,	
  
with	
  recreational,	
  educational,	
  cultural,	
  spiritual	
  and	
  tourism	
  benefits	
  for	
  
the	
  community.	
  
	
  
• In	
  the	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  Management	
  Plan	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  
reference	
  to	
  the	
  broader	
  values	
  of	
  the	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  environs:	
  “In	
  
addition	
  to	
  important	
  natural	
  resources,	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  has	
  extensive	
  
cultural	
  Heritage,	
  including	
  Aboriginal	
  cultural	
  heritage	
  sites	
  and	
  sites	
  
remaining	
  from	
  its	
  mining	
  and	
  market	
  gardening	
  past”	
  (Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  Management	
  Plan,	
  DEH,	
  June	
  2003,	
  Synopsis,	
  page	
  ii).	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  in	
  fact	
  rich	
  with	
  significant	
  Aboriginal,	
  Colonial	
  and	
  State	
  
heritage	
  and	
  by	
  no	
  means	
  does	
  this	
  heritage	
  stop	
  at	
  the	
  Park	
  boundary.	
  
	
  
• The	
  No	
  Dam	
  Petition,	
  with	
  11,716	
  signatories,	
  applies	
  equally	
  to	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  and	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully.	
  The	
  wording	
  of	
  our	
  community	
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petition	
  is	
  “we	
  the	
  undersigned,	
  hereby	
  Petition	
  Council	
  to	
  protect	
  the	
  
environment	
  and	
  heritage	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  by	
  opposing	
  the	
  damming	
  of	
  
the	
  creek”	
  (No	
  Dam	
  Petition	
  Data	
  Analysis,	
  No	
  Dam	
  in	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Community	
  Action	
  Group	
  /	
  BCA	
  17th	
  May,	
  2015).	
  The	
  clear	
  intention	
  of	
  the	
  
petition	
  is	
  to	
  prevent	
  a	
  dam	
  anywhere	
  in	
  the	
  upper	
  reaches	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek,	
  in	
  line	
  with	
  the	
  geographical	
  reference	
  provided	
  in	
  the	
  five	
  council	
  
agreement	
  of	
  May	
  2012:	
  “In	
  reaching	
  this	
  agreement,	
  the	
  five	
  councils	
  have	
  
recognised	
  the	
  community	
  opposition	
  to	
  a	
  dam	
  in	
  the	
  upper	
  reaches	
  of	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  and	
  so	
  have	
  committed	
  to	
  a	
  preference	
  to	
  pursue	
  a	
  feasible	
  
and	
  whole	
  of	
  catchment,	
  community	
  supported,	
  ‘no	
  dam’	
  solution”	
  (An	
  
Open	
  Letter	
  To	
  The	
  Residents	
  Of	
  The	
  City	
  Of	
  Mitcham,	
  20	
  June,	
  2012).	
  

	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Aboriginal	
  Heritage	
  
	
  
• Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  contains	
  a	
  major	
  tributary	
  and	
  spring	
  fed	
  source	
  of	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  This	
  creek	
  is	
  known	
  to	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  as	
  Willawilla	
  
(Reclaiming	
  Through	
  Renaming:	
  The	
  Reinstatement	
  of	
  Kaurna	
  Toponyms	
  in	
  
Adelaide	
  and	
  the	
  Adelaide	
  Plains,	
  Article,	
  Rob	
  Amery	
  and	
  Georgina	
  Yambo	
  
Williams).	
  Willawilla	
  (Brownhill	
  Creek)	
  in	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  still	
  significant	
  
to	
  the	
  living	
  Kaurna	
  culture	
  today	
  and	
  in	
  a	
  letter	
  to	
  the	
  SMA,	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  
Board	
  states	
  that	
  “we	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  people	
  stand	
  together	
  as	
  custodians	
  
of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  We	
  urge	
  the	
  Government	
  to	
  reconsider	
  the	
  plans	
  
to	
  build	
  a	
  dam	
  at	
  Brownhill	
  Creek,	
  a	
  Significant	
  Site	
  to	
  the	
  Kaurna	
  
people”.	
  
	
  
• Extremely	
  rare	
  Kaurna	
  aboriginal	
  rock	
  art	
  is	
  located	
  in	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  
and	
  is	
  on	
  the	
  Aboriginal	
  Heritage	
  Register.	
  
	
  
	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Colonial	
  and	
  State	
  Heritage	
  
	
  
• South	
  Australia	
  Company	
  Sheep	
  Station,	
  established	
  1837-‐38.	
  The	
  first	
  
such	
  farm	
  in	
  SA	
  (Norman,	
  1953	
  p.7).	
  
	
  
• Mining	
  history	
  is	
  very	
  much	
  a	
  part	
  of	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully.	
  Adits,	
  tunnels,	
  shafts	
  
and	
  other	
  remains	
  of	
  mining	
  activity	
  by	
  John	
  Grainger	
  of	
  Wheal	
  Grainger	
  
Mining	
  Company	
  are	
  still	
  in	
  existence	
  today.	
  It	
  is	
  quite	
  an	
  adventure	
  to	
  
enter	
  the	
  tunnels	
  of	
  these	
  lead,	
  silver,	
  bismuth	
  and	
  copper	
  mines,	
  first	
  
established	
  in	
  1848.	
  There	
  are	
  associated	
  foundations	
  of	
  stone	
  buildings	
  
and	
  remains	
  of	
  fig	
  trees	
  nearby	
  (Norman,	
  1953	
  pp	
  7,17).	
  Grainger	
  was	
  the	
  
early	
  colonial	
  owner	
  of	
  1950	
  acres,	
  which	
  he	
  divided	
  into	
  10-‐20	
  acre	
  lots	
  
for	
  lease	
  to	
  farmers.	
  
	
  
• 19th	
  century	
  market	
  gardening/farming	
  activity	
  was	
  undertaken	
  in	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully,	
  as	
  part	
  of	
  up	
  to	
  190	
  acres	
  of	
  farming	
  by	
  some	
  23	
  families	
  in	
  
the	
  general	
  area.	
  This	
  activity	
  occurred	
  from	
  the	
  1850’s	
  to	
  the	
  1990’s	
  
(Roger	
  Griggs,	
  Mitcham	
  Heritage	
  Research	
  Centre).	
  Samuel	
  Ellison	
  leased	
  
allotments	
  from	
  John	
  Grainger	
  from	
  1853	
  (Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Chronology,	
  	
  
Mitcham	
  Local	
  History	
  Service,	
  September	
  2004).	
  We	
  are	
  fortunate	
  to	
  have	
  
access	
  to	
  the	
  descendants	
  of	
  these	
  early	
  settlers.	
  Roger	
  Grigg	
  and	
  Andrew	
  
Tilley	
  volunteer	
  their	
  time	
  to	
  guide	
  and	
  educate	
  the	
  community	
  on	
  the	
  
richness	
  of	
  the	
  heritage	
  in	
  these	
  valleys.	
  They	
  both	
  worked	
  hard	
  on	
  market	
  
gardens	
  in	
  the	
  area	
  and	
  their	
  stories	
  bring	
  the	
  history	
  alive.	
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•

Mitcham	
  Water	
  Works	
  is	
  “a	
  rare	
  example	
  of	
  mid-‐nineteenth	
  century	
  
technology	
  for	
  harnessing	
  and	
  reticulating	
  water”	
  (Mitcham	
  Water	
  Works,	
  
http://www.mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au/page.aspx?u=1570).	
  Since	
  2002,	
  
research	
  has	
  been	
  undertaken	
  on	
  this	
  system	
  by	
  the	
  Department	
  of	
  
Archaeology	
  at	
  Flinders	
  University,	
  under	
  the	
  direction	
  of	
  Dr	
  Pamela	
  
Smith.	
  The	
  Mitcham	
  Heritage	
  Research	
  Centre	
  and	
  the	
  Mitcham	
  Council	
  
Heritage	
  Committee	
  have	
  also	
  been	
  involved.	
  A	
  settling	
  pond,	
  137,000	
  litre	
  
brick	
  well,	
  valves	
  and	
  iron	
  piping	
  cast	
  in	
  Glasgow,	
  form	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  complete,	
  
historic	
  Mitcham	
  water	
  supply	
  system	
  (1879-‐1930’s),	
  which	
  gravity	
  fed	
  
Mitcham	
  Village	
  and	
  supplemented	
  the	
  water	
  supplies	
  of	
  Unley	
  and	
  
Adelaide.	
  (Smith,	
  Pate	
  &	
  Martin,	
  2006	
  p78).	
  Four	
  kilometres	
  of	
  six	
  inch	
  
iron	
  pipe	
  imported	
  from	
  Scotland	
  connected	
  the	
  spring	
  fed	
  Water	
  Works	
  to	
  
the	
  Mitcham	
  Tank,	
  a	
  large	
  water	
  storage	
  tank	
  at	
  the	
  end	
  of	
  Fullarton	
  Road,	
  
Springfield.	
  There	
  is	
  a	
  growing	
  interest	
  by	
  engineers	
  and	
  heritage	
  groups	
  
in	
  the	
  restoration	
  of	
  the	
  Mitcham	
  Water	
  Works	
  and	
  to	
  see	
  it	
  functioning	
  
again!	
  

	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  Flora	
  and	
  Fauna	
  
	
  
• Remnant	
  native	
  vegetation	
  exists	
  on	
  the	
  steep	
  slopes	
  of	
  the	
  valley	
  and	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  still	
  a	
  significant	
  wildlife	
  corridor,	
  linking	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
Recreation	
  Park	
  to	
  the	
  Adelaide	
  Hills.	
  
	
  
Conclusion	
  
	
  
Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  is	
  part	
  of	
  a	
  working	
  farm	
  and	
  that	
  adds	
  to	
  its	
  charm	
  and	
  
attraction.	
  For	
  city	
  children	
  in	
  particular,	
  it	
  is	
  an	
  opportunity	
  to	
  experience	
  
rural	
  life	
  in	
  a	
  setting	
  that	
  seems	
  so	
  remote	
  and	
  far	
  from	
  the	
  built	
  
environment.	
  Nevertheless	
  there	
  is	
  a	
  powerful	
  sense	
  of	
  nature	
  here,	
  with	
  
open	
  woodland	
  and	
  Brownhill	
  Creek/Willawilla	
  flowing	
  freely	
  from	
  its	
  
spring	
  fed	
  source.	
  Public	
  access	
  already	
  exists	
  here,	
  but	
  the	
  establishment	
  
of	
  a	
  heritage	
  trail	
  linking	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully	
  to	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  
Park	
  would	
  create	
  an	
  even	
  more	
  valuable	
  and	
  popular	
  community	
  
resource.	
  The	
  shared	
  heritage	
  of	
  these	
  two	
  valleys	
  should	
  be	
  preserved	
  
and	
  promoted	
  and	
  “we	
  as	
  custodians	
  of	
  our	
  current	
  environment	
  have	
  a	
  
duty	
  to	
  make	
  intelligent	
  decisions	
  for	
  the	
  benefit	
  of	
  future	
  generations	
  to	
  
come.	
  The	
  history	
  that	
  we	
  have	
  all	
  around	
  us	
  exists	
  only	
  from	
  the	
  
protection	
  and	
  preservation	
  by	
  others	
  before	
  us”	
  (Mitcham	
  Historical	
  
Society	
  Letter	
  of	
  Support,	
  Julie	
  Hogan,	
  Chairperson,	
  April	
  2012).	
  A	
  ‘Terra	
  
Nullius’	
  view	
  of	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully,	
  that	
  there	
  is	
  nothing	
  there	
  so	
  put	
  a	
  concrete	
  
wall	
  across	
  it,	
  cannot	
  be	
  justified.	
  This	
  private	
  and	
  public	
  asset	
  should	
  not	
  
be	
  ruined,	
  especially	
  when	
  a	
  feasible	
  and	
  cost	
  effective	
  Creek	
  Capacity	
  
Upgrade	
  Option	
  D,	
  including	
  Creek	
  Rehabilitation	
  works,	
  is	
  available.	
  	
  
	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Association	
  Inc.	
  (BCA)	
  Steering	
  Committee	
  
Representing	
  local	
  residents,	
  the	
  broader	
  community	
  and	
  over	
  40,000	
  annual	
  
visitors	
  to	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  (1841)	
  and	
  Ellison’s	
  Gully.	
  
Email:	
  brownhillcreek@gmail.com	
  |	
  Website:	
  www.brownhillcreek.org	
  

	
  

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUBMISSION: "HEALTHY PARKS, HEALTHY PEOPLE"
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:31:00 PM
HPHP_StratPlan.pdf

From: BrownHill Creek [mailto:brownhillcreek@gmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:16 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUBMISSION: 'HEALTHY PARKS, HEALTHY PEOPLE'

BHKC Stormwater Project
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUBMISSION: 'HEALTHY PARKS, HEALTHY PEOPLE'.
Brownhill Creek Association has a number of doctors and other health professionals
who are members. They support Option D because it will protect and improve our
rich heritage and diverse native environment, providing valuable health benefits for
the community. BCA members believe that a dam in Brownhill Creek is not
compatible with a 'Healthy Parks, Healthy People' objective.
The South Australian Department of Environment and Heritage implemented an important
Strategic Plan from 2007-2010, the 'Health Parks, Healthy People Program' and it is
attached for inclusion in the public consultation. This plan still underpins DEWNR's
approach today.
"The vision for the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program is that:
South Australians will value and benefit from DEH (DEWNR) managed parks through
improved physical, social, mental and spiritual health.
The key objectives of the program are:
To increase the number of South Australians who engage in recreational activities in
DEH (DEWNR) managed parks
To improve the community's awareness and knowledge about the health benefits of
parks".
At a time when the community is connecting and using Brownhill Creek Recreation Park
and the surrounding valleys in ever increasing numbers, it is counter productive to even
contemplate constructing a large scale concrete dam in these valleys. Brownhill Creek
Recreation Park is less than 10km from the city centre and is one of our city's most
important recreation parks.
"From 2001-2002, a total of $66.6 billion was spent on health services in Australia.
Cardiovascular disease cost Australia $5.4 billion
$4.9 billion was spent on nervous system diseases including dementia
$4.7 billion was spent on musculoskeletal conditions
$3.0 billion was spent on mental health illness"
The preservation of natural areas such as Brownhill Creek Recreation Park and
Ellison's Gully is not optional but essential for reducing the community's risk of
developing chronic health disease. Option D provides the best solution for flood
mitigation, especially when the massive health cost benefits to the community are
factored in.

Regards,
BCA Steering Committee:
brownhillcreek@gmail.com
www.brownhillcreek.org
PO Box 113
Mitcham Shopping Centre
Torrens Park SA 5062

Department for Environment and Heritage

Healthy Parks,
Healthy People Program

Strategic Plan 2007-2010

www.environment.sa.gov.au
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Vision for the Healthy Parks,
Healthy People Program
The vision proposed for the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program is:
'South Australians will value and benefit from DEH managed parks through
improved physical, social, mental and spiritual health'.

Executive Summary
The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program is an
initiative of the Department for Environment and
Heritage (DEH) aimed at improving the quality of life
of South Australians by encouraging greater use of
DEH managed parks* and improving community
awareness of the health benefits (physical, social,
mental or spiritual) associated with
visiting a healthy environment.
The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program is
connected to South Australia’s Strategic Plan through:
• Objective 1: Growing Prosperity (T1.15);
• Objective 2: Improving Wellbeing (T2.2, T2.3, T2.4,
T2.7, and T2.12); and
• Objective 5: Building Communities (T5.6).
Research demonstrates that there are significant
health benefits associated with interacting with the
natural environment. Therefore a number of health
organisations, recreation, environmental and
education groups, as well as Government departments
have been targeted to form partnerships to assist in the
delivery of the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program.
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*

The vision for the Healthy Parks, Healthy People
program is that:
'South Australians will value and benefit from DEH
managed parks through improved physical, social,
mental and spiritual health'.
The key objectives of the program are:
• to increase the number of South Australians who
engage in recreational and environmental activities
in DEH managed parks;
• to improve the community’s awareness and
knowledge about the health benefits of parks.
These objectives will be achieved by developing
recreational and environmental programs and
events with partners using DEH managed parks and
promoting the link between interacting with nature
and health.

DEH managed parks incorporate the following: national parks, recreational parks, conservation parks, game
reserves, regional reserves, wilderness protection areas, conservation reserves, crown land and botanic gardens.

Introduction
Australia is experiencing a growth in urbanisation,
increasing demand for more residential and
commercial development and more pressure being
placed on the natural environment. Many people are
becoming distanced from the natural environment,
therefore contributing to a rapid growth in chronic
social and health problems. The current health issues
are outlined in Appendix A.
Research has shown that access to and interaction with
a healthy natural environment can
have a positive effect on the physical, social, mental
and spiritual health of individuals, reduce crime,
enhance productivity and lead to a stronger sense of
connection to the natural environment.1 An overview
of the health benefits associated with interacting with
nature is provided in Appendix B.
Parks Victoria implemented the Healthy Parks, Healthy
People initiative in Victoria in May 2000 and, with the
success of the program, invited other park agencies
within Australia to join them in adopting the Healthy
Parks, Healthy People concept as a national campaign.
Queensland, New South Wales and Western Australia
have since adopted similar programs.
In 2005 – 2006, the South Australian Department for
Environment and Heritage (DEH) introduced the Healthy
Parks, Healthy People program with the aim of improving
the quality of life of South Australians by encouraging
greater use of DEH managed parks and improving
community awareness of the health benefits associated
with recreating in a healthy environment. By providing
opportunities for the general community to participate
in recreational and environmental activities, the Healthy
Parks, Healthy People program will promote greater use
of DEH managed parks in South Australia.
South Australia boasts an extensive and comprehensive
park system, with over 300 reserves encompassing over
20% of the state. DEH is responsible for managing this
park system for conservation and public enjoyment.
DEH managed parks are an ideal location for the
Healthy Parks, Healthy People program as they provide
visitors with the opportunity to connect with the
natural environment through a wide range of facilities
and services.

1

See page 16

The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program has two
overarching messages:
• ‘Healthy Parks’ – communicates the role that DEH
plays in conserving, protecting and enhancing the
environmental and cultural attributes of parks in
South Australia.
• ‘Healthy People’ – communicates the physical,
social, mental and spiritual health benefits
associated with using DEH managed parks
as venues for undertaking recreational and
environmental activities.
The tag-line Healthy Parks, Healthy People conveys
the idea that the environmental health of parks can
result in a healthy community and that spending
active recreation time in DEH managed parks can
lead to greater health, fitness and overall wellbeing.
Appendix C summarises the contribution that parks
can make to the health and wellbeing of both people
and the environment.
This document provides the framework for the
development of the Healthy Parks, Healthy People
program over the next four years (2007 – 2010).
It summarises the vision, objectives and strategies
of the program. At the end of 2009 – early 2010, the
program will be evaluated to determine its success
against the objectives and the future of the program.
A separate marketing/communication action plan
for the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program has
also been developed outlining the methodology for
promoting and communicating the key messages of
the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program to the South
Australian community. This plan will be the key driver for
promoting the Healthy Parks, Healthy People program
to the South Australian community.
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South Australian Healthy Parks,
Healthy People Program in Context
South Australia’s Strategic Plan
The development of the Healthy Parks, Healthy People
program will contribute to meeting the following
key objectives and targets of South Australia’s
Strategic Plan.2

Objective 1:
Growing Prosperity Target
Tourism Industry
Increase visitor expenditure in South Australia’s tourism
industry from $3.7 billion in 2002 to $6.3 billion by 2014.
(Target 1.15)

Objective 2:

Psychological Wellbeing
Equal or lower than the Australian average for
psychological distress by 2014. (Target 2.7)
Work-life Balance
Improve the quality of life of all South Australians
through maintenance of a healthy work-life balance.
(Target 2.12)

Objective 5:
Building Communities
Volunteering
Maintaining the high level of volunteering in South
Australia at 50% participation rate or higher.
(Target 5.6)

Improving Wellbeing
Healthy Weight
Increase the proportion of South Australians 18 and
over with healthy weight by 10 percentage points by
2014. (Target 2.2)
Sport and Recreation		
Exceed the Australian average for participation in
sport and physical activity by 2014. (Target 2.3)
Healthy South Australians
Increase the healthy life expectancy of South
Australians by 5% for males and 3% for females by 2014.
(Target 2.4)
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Physical Activity Strategy
for South Australians

Eat Well Be Active – Healthy Weight
Strategy for South Australia

The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program will
contribute to meeting a number of the key goals in
the Physical Activity Strategy for South Australians,
being managed by the Office of Recreation and
Sport. 3 In particular:

The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program will also
assist the Eat Well Be Active – Healthy Weight Strategy
for South Australia, being managed by the Department
of Health to meet a number of their objectives.4 In
particular:

Goal 1:

Objective 3:

Targeted Program and Services

To increase the number of people who are physically
active in line with the Physical Activity Guidelines and
Recommendations.

Support, develop, deliver and evaluate programs
designed to increase physical activity within
targeted populations.

Goal 2:
Research and Evaluation

Objective 5:
To create environments that encourage healthy eating
and physical activity behaviours.

Ensure that initiatives to increase physical activity
are based on sound research into factors that
influence participation.

Goal 3:
Coordination
Employ a coordinated, cross-sectoral approach,
to the planning, delivery and review of initiatives
that impact on physical activity.

Goal 6:
Awareness and Promotion
Motivate individuals to be active and experience
the multiple benefits associated with participation
in physical activity.

3, 4,

See page 16
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Department for Environment
and Heritage Corporate Plan
South Australia boasts an extensive and
comprehensive park system, with over 300 reserves
encompassing over 20% of the state. The Department
for Environment and Heritage is responsible for
managing this park system for conservation and
public enjoyment.
The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program will
encourage greater use of DEH managed parks as
a way of assisting in improving the health of the
community and contribute to the following goals
in DEH’s Corporate Plan. 5

Goal 1:
South Australians Involved
South Australians will enjoy and be actively involved
with their rich heritage and diverse natural environments.

Goal 2:
Healthy Environment
We will improve South Australia’s rich heritage and
diverse natural environments, both public and private,
particularly sites and places of State significance.

Goal 4:
Good Decisions and Partnerships
We will provide quality information and policy advice
based on evidence and research. We will build and
maintain strong partnerships to deliver better decisions
and results.

Goal 5:
Getting Results
We will make sure that DEH is accountable and well led,
and gets the results it sets out to achieve.
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Healthy Parks, Healthy People Key Objectives
and Strategies
Objective 1:

Objective 2:

Increase the number of South Australians who
engage in recreational and environmental
activities in DEH managed parks.

Improve the community’s awareness
and knowledge about the health benefits
of parks.

Strategy 1.1

Strategy 2.1

Develop strategic partnerships with Commonwealth
and State government agencies, local government,
and other health, environmental, education,
recreation and community organisations to promote
the program.

Identify the motivating factors and barriers for people
to use DEH managed parks for recreational and
environmental activities.

Strategy 1.2
Develop and implement an effective Healthy Parks,
Healthy People promotional campaign.
Strategy 1.3
Develop and implement Healthy Parks, Healthy
People targeted programs and events using DEH
managed parks.

Strategy 2.2
Develop and implement an effective Healthy Parks,
Healthy People awareness / informational campaign.
Strategy 2.3
Provide information about the Healthy Parks, Healthy
People program and its philosophy to key stakeholders
of the program as well as to DEH staff.
In consultation with key stakeholders, a separate
implementation plan will be developed. This will outline
in detail the actions that will be taken for each strategy
to ensure that the program’s objectives are met as well
as providing a framework to evaluate the success of
the program.
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Healthy Parks, Healthy People
Strategic Partnerships
Establishing partnerships across government and with
industry groups is essential in assisting the program to
meet its objectives.
The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program intends
to foster partnerships over the next four years with:
• Health organisations - to develop park-related
programs and events that increase the level of
physical activity undertaken and to reduce the
risk of individuals developing a number of chronic
health care conditions;
• Key recreation and environmental industry
stakeholders - to assist in the development of
Healthy Parks, Healthy People programs in DEH
managed parks;
• Primary, Secondary and Tertiary Education sectors
- to incorporate the Healthy Parks, Healthy People
concepts into a range of environmental, health
and park management curricula;
• Tertiary Institutions, such as the University of South
Australia, Adelaide University and Flinders University
- to encourage collaborative research with DEH
regarding the health benefits associated with
visiting and interacting in parks;
• State Government agencies and Local Government
- to further develop the Healthy Parks, Healthy
People program within local communities;
• Media organisations - to identify and maximise
Healthy Parks, Healthy People promotional
opportunities.
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Through the development of partnerships, the
Healthy Parks, Healthy People program will work
collaboratively with partners to develop programs and
events utilising DEH managed parks.
Partnership programs will aim to:
• increase the number of people visiting DEH
managed parks;
• increase community awareness and knowledge
about the important contribution that parks can
make to the health and wellbeing of individuals;
• enhance opportunities for increased physical
and recreational activity;
• assist in reducing chronic disease risk factors
associated with physical inactivity;
• increase equity of opportunity for the whole
community to access DEH’s managed parks.
The above list does not exclude working with and
developing partnerships with other organisations
as additional key stakeholders are identified and
relationships developed as the program progresses.

Healthy Parks, Healthy People’s
Future Direction
The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program will
commence in DEH managed parks in the Adelaide
metropolitan/Adelaide Hills area.

An overall evaluation of the Healthy Parks, Healthy
People program will be conducted at the end of
the fourth year (2009 – 2010).

The effectiveness of the program will be evaluated
at the end of 2007 - 2008 through the assessment of
activities that have been implemented and through
assessment of stakeholder satisfaction.
In 2008 – 2010 additional programs and events will
be developed with partners and stakeholders using
DEH managed parks, as well as integrating the
Healthy Parks, Healthy People program into existing
DEH programs and events using DEH managed parks
throughout South Australia. Furthermore, opportunities
will be investigated to acquire external funding to help
support the continuation of the program after 2010.
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Appendix A
chains that affect health'.7

Background Information –
Health in Australia
Appendix A outlines the current issues facing
the health industry in Australia.
The World Health Organisation (WHO) states that
health is 'a state of complete physical, mental,
and social wellbeing, and not merely the absence
of disease or infirmity'.6
The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW)
has identified a number of determinants that impact
on a person’s health and wellbeing. As seen in Figure 1,
the determinants are interrelated in a complex manner
and range from health and non-health factors. These
are considered to be 'broad causal pathways or

Research demonstrates that interacting with nature can
play an essential role in preserving, maintaining and
promoting the health of individuals (see Appendix B).
As many of the determinants of health are inter-related,
visiting a park and interacting with nature can assist
in lowering a person’s blood pressure, improve their
glucose tolerance as well as increasing an individual’s
respiratory function. 8
Literature also demonstrates that interacting with
nature has mental health benefits in terms of recovering
from stress, improving concentration and productivity
as well as psychological health.9 It demonstrates that
physical activity helps relieve the symptoms of anxiety
and depression10 (see Appendix B).

General
Background
Factors:

Socioeconomic
Characteristics:

Health Behaviours:
Diet

Biomedical
Factors:

Education

Physical activity

Body weight

Culture

Employment

Smoking

Blood pressure

History

Income

Resources

Alcohol
consumption

Blood cholesterol

Family

Systems

Neighbourhood

Use of illicit drugs

Policies

Access to services

Vaccination
status

Knowledge
And Attitudes

Sexual practices

Wealth
Social cohesion
Media
Environmental
Factors:
Landscape

Individual and
Population Health

Glucose
tolerance
Immune status

Psychological
Effects
Safety Factors

Climate
Chemical
Human - made

Individual Makeup:
Physical and psychological (gender, genetics, intergenerational, ageing and life course influences)

Figure 1: A conceptual framework for determinants of health9
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6,7, 8, 9, 10
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Prevalence of Chronic Health Conditions:
The number of people reporting a chronic illness
is steadily rising and these illnesses are becoming
the major cause of disability and death in Australia.
The 2001 National Health Survey conducted by the
Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) reports that 87%
of people over the age of 15, and 78% of the total
population have one or more long-term medical
conditions. This is up from 83% and 76% respectively
in 1995.11 Examples of chronic illness include
cardiovascular disease, mental illness, arthritis and
high blood pressure etc. These conditions are often
long-term and potentially have a major impact upon
our health care system.12
Cardiovascular disease has been identified as the
leading cause of death in both males and females.
One in five people were reported to have a
cardiovascular problem in 2001 and around
1.1 million people have a disability as a result of this.13
Cancer was the second leading cause of death,
while injuries were the leading cause of death for
people under 45. The prevalence of diabetes has
doubled over the past two decades and over
800 000 Australians are estimated to have a
psychological condition.14
Asthma affects 14-16% of children and 10-12% of adults.
Arthritis and musculoskeletal conditions are considered
to cause more disability to adults (34%) than any other
medical condition.15
Taking into consideration the determinants of the
health framework in Figure 2, adverse social and
economic circumstances such as low income, poor
education, inadequate housing and limited access
to health services can affect health and wellbeing.
People who are socially disadvantaged live shorter
lives and suffer more illnesses than those who are
economically well-off.16
11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24

See page 16

There are considerable differences between the
health and wellbeing of Indigenous people compared
to non-Indigenous people.17 Indigenous people suffer a
greater burden of ill health and experience a reduced
quality of life, as they have a higher prevalence of
conditions such as asthma, diabetes, hypertension,
arthritis and mental illness.18,19 Diabetes is reported
to be seven to eight times higher among Indigenous
people aged 25-55 and more than twice as high
among those over 55 years.20
The disproportionately high levels of poor health
reported by Indigenous people and the
socioeconomically disadvantaged are a result of a
complex set of interacting factors (as seen in Figure 1)
but also include the risk factors such as inappropriate
diet, lack of lifestyle opportunities, poor education,
smoking and lack of physical activities. 21 The health
care system is affected by these factors, especially
when Indigenous people and socioeconomically
disadvantaged groups are reported to use doctors
and hospital services two times more than nonIndigenous or economically well-off people.22

Risk Factors:
Being overweight is associated with high mortality
and morbidity. Excessive body fat increases the risk
of developing a range of health problems including
type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular disease, hypertension,
certain cancers, sleep apnoea, osteoarthritis,
psychological and social problems.23
McGinniss & Foege24 identified that around 50% of all
mortality in the USA was associated with preventable
factors. The most important factors were smoking,
(contributed to 19% of all deaths) physical inactivity
and poor nutrition (14%).
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Data from an AIHW25 study called 'Australian Burden
of Disease' supports this by identifying physical
inactivity as one of the major risk factors for disease
and disability and its contribution to Australia’s overall
burden of disease. 26

The Healthy Parks, Healthy People program aims to
provide healthy natural environments for people to
increase their physical activity in an attempt to reduce
their risk of developing a chronic health disease.

The AIHW report suggests that physical inactivity is
associated with stroke, cardiovascular disease,
non-insulin dependent diabetes (type 2), hypertension,
high cholesterol, colo-rectal cancer, breast cancer,
falls and depression and that undertaking regular
physical activity can reduce the risk of developing
one of these conditions. 27

From 2001–2002, a total of $66.6 billion was spent
on health services in Australia.

The National Physical Activity Guidelines recommend
that, for any health benefits to be obtained from
physical activity, at least 30 minutes of moderateintensity physical activity on most days of the week or
a total of at least 2 1/2 hours per week is necessary. 28
Physical activity is described as 'all movements in
everyday life, including work, recreation, exercise
and sporting activities'.29 South Australian protected
areas provide ideal locations for physical activity
as they provide the infrastructure to undertake the
following types of physical activity: active recreation,
sport, dance, exercise, active play, active living and
active transport (see Appendix B for overview).
Page 12

Cost of Health:

• Cardiovascular disease cost Australia $5.4 billion
• $4.9 billion was spent on nervous system diseases
including dementia
• $4.7 billion was spent on musculoskeletal conditions
• $3.5 billion was spent on respiratory conditions
• $3.0 billion was spent on mental health illness
The health expenditure rate for people over 65 years
was three times greater than that of the population as
a whole. 30
The following health conditions have been
recognised as being National Health Priorities
for the Commonwealth and State Governments:
cardiovascular disease; cancer; diabetes; injury
prevention and control; mental health problems;
asthma and arthritis and other musculoskeletal
conditions. 31

25, 26, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31

See page 16

Appendix B
Table 1: An Overview of the Health Benefits Associated
with Interacting with Nature

Interaction

Health Benefits

Key References

Activity Example

Viewing
nature

Improves concentration, assists
with mental fatigue, improves
psychological health and
positively affects mood state

Kaplan, 1995;
Rohde & Kendle, 1994;
Kaplan & Kaplan 1989

Walking and viewing landscapes
– renew body and mind

Reduces stress and tension and
improves self reports of wellbeing

Leather et.al. 1998;
Lewis 1996;
Rohde & Kendle 1994;
Kaplan 1992

Walking - viewing natural
environment, taking time to think
Viewing flora

Wilderness areas provide spiritual
inspiration or enable people to
gain a fresh perspective on life

Cumes, 1998;
Cordell et al., 1998;
Martin 1996;
Kaplan et al,1989

Parks containing wilderness can
provide spiritual inspiration

Enhance social networks
and personal relationships

Kaplan & Kaplan 1990
PMSEIC

Interacting with family e.g. barbecues,
picnicking, sports
Volunteering

Natural play settings reduce the
severity of symptoms of children
with attention deficit disorder
and improve concentration

Taylor et al. 2001

Parks closer to the city are easily
accessible for school programs for
children with special needs

Community gardens increase
community cohesion

Lewis, 1996,1992,1990;
Reuter & Reuter 1992

Volunteer groups have a sense
of ownership

In habitat restoration, people
see a metaphor for their own
personal transformation and
growth, enhancing psychological
wellbeing

Shapiro 1995

Volunteers regularly carry out habitat
restorations via planting and weeding

Being in
nature

Observing
plants and
gardens
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Table 1: Cont’d
Interaction

Health Benefits

Key References

Activity Example

Observing /
encountering
animals

Observing native animals, having
them nearby, or interacting with
them improves quality of life

Tribe & Brown 2000;
Howard & Jones, 2000

Viewing native animals

Interacting
with nature

Provides variety of locations
and infrastructure for sport and
recreation – improves weight,
blood pressure and cholesterol
to reduce the risk of the following
chronic health conditions:
Coronary heart disease
•
•
Stroke
•
Colorectal cancer
•
Depression
•
Diabetes
•
Asthma
•
Chronic renal diseases
•
Osteoporosis
•
Osteoarthritis

Bauman & Smith 2000;
PMSEIC, Shilton 2001;
AIHW

Activity Type

Activity Example

Active Recreation

Bushwalking
Rock climbing
Canoeing
Scuba diving

Sport

Tennis
Swimming
Soccer
Surfing

Exercise

Tai Chi

Active Play

Playground

Active Transport

Horse riding
Cycling
4WD

Mental Relaxation

Gentle walking
Viewing scenery

(Adapted from Notes 1)
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Appendix C
Table 2: Contribution of Parks to Human Health
		
and Wellbeing
32

Component of Health

Contribution of Parks

Physical

Provide a variety of settings and infrastructure for formal and informal sport
and recreation for all skill levels and abilities e.g. picnicking, bushwalking,
running, cycling, surfing, fishing, photography, birdwatching, camping.

Mental

Make nature available for restoration from mental fatigue, solitude and
quiet, artistic inspiration, and expression and educational development (e.g.
natural and cultural history).

Spiritual

Preserve the natural environment for contemplation, reflection and
inspiration; invoke a sense of place; facilitate a feeling of connection
to something beyond human concerns.

Social

Provide settings for people to enhance their social networks and personal
relationships, from couples and families to social clubs and organisations,
from casual picnicking to event days and festivals.

Environmental

Preserve ecosystems and biodiversity, provide clean air and water,
maintain ecosystem function, and foster human involvement in the natural
environment (e.g. Friends of Parks groups).

32

See page 16
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: SUBMISSION: BCA PUBLIC CONSULTATION FLYER
Saturday, 20 June 2015 4:46:05 PM
BCA Public Consultation Flyer-Final.pdf

Hi Michael
I think he means he wants this treated as a submission
From: BrownHill Creek [mailto:brownhillcreek@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, 20 June 2015 12:14 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: SUBMISSION: BCA PUBLIC CONSULTATION FLYER

Michael Salkeld
Project Director
BHKC Stormwater Project
Dear Michael,
The Brownhill Creek Association Public Consultation Flyer is attached.
BCA would like the flyer included in the formal public consultation.
The Public Consultation flyer promotes BCA's support for No Dam Option D.
Regards,
BCA Steering Committee:
Professor Wayne Meyer (Chairperson/Spokesperson/Technical Advisor); Michael
Andrewartha (PR); Ron Bellchambers (Community Liaison Officer/Spokesperson);
Marcus Beresford (Treasurer/Heritage Advisor); Reverend Canon Andrew Cheesman
(Heritage Advisor/Fundraising); Dr Peter Dillon (Technical Advisor); Rod Ellis
(Secretary); Dr Joseph Smith (Environmental Law Advisor); John Wood (Heritage
Advisor/Fundraising).
Representing local residents, the broader community, and over 40,000 annual visitors to
Brownhill Creek Recreation Park (1841) and Ellison's Gully. Supporting the preferred
Option D, an environmental solution for Brownhill Creek.
brownhillcreek@gmail.com
www.brownhillcreek.org
Postal Address: PO Box 113
Mitcham Shopping Centre
Torrens Park SA 5062

The Future of Brownhill Creek
is in Your Hands!

Choose Option D on the Public
Consultation Feedback Form
No Dam Option D is
the Preferred Option*:
• It provides the required level of
flood protection (1 in 100 year).
• It has the lowest capital cost and
lowest ongoing maintenance
costs, enabling Part B works to
meet budgeted cost estimates.
• It preserves sites of heritage
significance.
• It does not require bypass
culverts in suburban streets.
• It satisfies the endorsed position
of ALL 5 catchment councils to
give preference to a feasible ‘no
dam’ solution.

The restoration of the
Brownhill Creek channel is
required for all eight flood
mitigation options, based on
the expert recommendation of
the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
Stormwater Management Plan
– Part B Report – 2014 and the
BHKCS Project Steering Group.
No Dam Option D will
rehabilitate the waterway
and re-establish the value of
Brownhill Creek as a significant
NATURAL ASSET for creek
owners and our community.

The Restoration of Brownhill Creek
will Provide:
• Improved native habitat and biodiversity, with native trees, shrubs and
grasses (179 invasive trees will be removed from the creek and replaced
with suitable native plants on the banks for ALL 8 options. Option D only
involves the additional replacement of 50 non-significant trees).
• Sufficient capacity to mitigate occasional high flows through limited creek
widening of up to one metre in most cases.
• An improvement in water quality and opportunities for groundwater
recharge from a natural creek bed.
• A healthy community connection with natural Brownhill Creek.
• A creek that is sought after and cared for by those fortunate enough to have
it close to their home.
• Benefits for creek owners: direct flood protection, no forced easements, an
improved creek environment and the fulfillment of their legal obligations
for creek maintenance.

How Can You Help?**
1. Seek factual information during the public consultation
from May 13 to June 23.
2. Obtain a Feedback Form:
From the website: www.bhkcstormwater.com.au
Phone: 1800 468 835
Email: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
3. Choose No Dam Option D on your Feedback Form.
4. Return your completed Feedback Form by 5pm Tuesday, June 23.
* BHKCSMP Part B Report Summary Brochure, page 7.
** Goal 1 of Our Place, Our Future the State NRM Plan 2012-2017: “People taking
responsibility for natural resources and making informed decisions”.
BCA Steering Committee:
Brownhill Creek Association (BCA), incorporated since 1997, has the objective of
protecting and enhancing the natural heritage of Brownhill Creek for the enjoyment
of the community. Join BCA and make a difference.
Website: www.brownhillcreek.org
Email: brownhillcreek@gmail.com

Submission addressed to:
PUBLIC CONSULTATION FOR BROWNHILL CREEK STORMWATER PLAN: OPTION D CREEK UPGRADE
On behalf of members who are creek dwellers in Unley and Mitcham, who will be affected by Option D
through easement acquisition, we would like to make a few points as part of our submission.
1) Option D with Creek widening, trees clearing and creek rehabilitation as well as application of
easement will adversely affect the numerous house holds on the creek. This is deemed as the
“preferred option” despite Worley Parsons in their2012 report explicitly stated that this will
cause significant disruption and invite litigations from affected households
2) All previous independent reports have recommended detention dams at the upper reaches of
the Brownhill Creek as the most effective option. A dam will affect the least number of
households and potentially cause the least environmental impact
3) After many years of report after report, the BHKCP have chosen a political solution rather than
expert advice. This not only exposes all councils to litigations about easement acquisition but
also exposed them to future litigation due to this ill-conceived political Option D Creek upgrade.
4) Millions of dollars have been spent on this Consultation phase, we are without details of how
this affects us. How could a consultation process be useful without the necessary details of
which trees will go and how much land will be cleared? Is it 8 meters or 10 meters? Can this
possibly be a proper consultation?
5) No environmental impact study: a project that cost well over $100 million of tax payer money
has gone to Consultations without an environmental impact study! What’s the impact on the
environment of Option D compared with say Option A1, A2, B1 and B2. This cannot be a proper
consultation without the facts of how options impact the environment and the local residents.
6) Option D is the preferred option by BHKCP which wrote its own report and recommendations.
This is based on cost and several assumptions. First flawed assumption is rainfall data. All
reports about climate change are that of extreme climatic events. Average decrease in annual
rainfall is meaningless in 1 in 100 year event. 1 in 100 year event results in the like of Brisbane
flooding. The Flooding of Brisbane with 2000 victims of flood damage caused by the Wivenhoe
Dam bursting its banks in 2011, has ended with the Queensland Government being sued for $1
billion dollars to compensate for negligence
We, the creek dwellers will seek a class action to protect our interest should option D go ahead. Option
D contains so many contradictions that it doesn’t stand up to objective scrutiny. Yet we must accept $
100 000 and more devaluation of our properties without reasonable compensation.
We warn the Councils about going down this path that is so detrimental to rate payers. We will get
compensation and ratepayers will pay for the most expensive option of all.

Yours sincerely

John Chen 11 Denning Street, Hawthorn, on behalf of creek owners forming the
CREEK CLASS ACTION ADVOCACY
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Kaurna Nation Cultural Heritage Association
14 Coonong Avenue
POORAKA SA 5095
19 June, 2015
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907
Unley 5061
RE: BROWNHILL CREEK / WILLAWILLA
PUBLIC CONSULTATION SUBMISSION
Michael Salkeld
Project Director
BHKC Stormwater Project
Dear Sir,
We write to you in our capacity as Executive Members of the Kaurna Nation Cultural
Heritage Association concerning the possible dam sites in Brownhill Creek. As traditional
custodians of this land, we wish to have our Kaurna views acknowledged during this
public consultation.
The Association has a number of concerns regarding the construction of any dam in
Brownhill Creek and this letter will set some of them out.
The Letters Patent have been established since the Province of South Australia on 19
February 1836. From this time, areas have been set aside for Aboriginal Descendants and
are identified on the Site Card Aboriginal Affairs Reconciliation Development Register.
This acknowledges the rights and responsibilities relating to Kaurna Aboriginal
Heritage, social justice, native title and the protection of significant sites, space and
places within identified Parks and Reserves.
The Letters Patent supported the provisions of the South Australian Foundation Act 1834.
This support included the recognition of the rights of any “Aboriginal Natives" or their
descendants to their Lands they 'actually occupied or enjoyed'.
The Letters Patent protected the Aboriginal People of South Australia and their inherited
rights as Traditional Owners to caring for our country.
These Rights have never been recognised by past or present South Australian
Governments, nor have they been respected and upheld.
The Brownhill Creek Recreation Park is now part of 'Yurrebilla', of the Greater Mt Lofty
Parklands NRM Region. For the Kaurna Nation, the site is the gateway to Tjribulky/
Tjribulkie Warraparinga Windy Place of the Sturt River and Reserve.
The Honourable Jay Weatherill, former Minister for Aboriginal Affairs and Reconciliation,
in a speech on Proclamation Day held 28 December 2006, referred to the Letters
Patent. In that speech, Minister Weatherill said that the letters Patent "expressly provide
for the rights of any Aboriginal People". He went on to say that Non-Aboriginal South
Australians need to recommit to the promise make to Aboriginal People at the time of
the establishment of South Australia.
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We the Kaurna People call for South Australia's King William IV 1836 Letters Patent to be
honoured as a Writ of Right or, in the alternative, to form the framework of a
Charter, which is a transfer of property, of certain lands to Wix Priory. This relates to the No
Dam campaign to save Brownhill Creek. We the Kaurna people stand together as
custodians of Brownhill Creek, a unique and important part of South Australia’s Natural
and Cultural Heritage. Let it be a present and future legacy for generations to come.
The Association will officially call for ethnographic and archaeological surveys to be
carried out to identify, assess, manage and interpret any cultural heritage items, objects
and places in Brownhill Creek Recreation Park and Ellison’s Gully. This area is Kaurna
Country, Wirraparinga.
The Kaurna Cultural Heritage Association supports the project preferred No Dam Option
D as it provides the required flood protection while restoring Brownhill Creek / Willawilla.
We urge the Government to also support the preferred project Option D for upper
Brownhill Creek and not build any dam in Brownhill Creek Recreation Park or Ellison’s
Gully, significant sites to the Kaurna people. It is the Association’s position that the
Government should not jeopardise, but safeguard the future of Brownhill Creek and our
traditional country.
Yours faithfully,
Jeffrey Newchurch
KNCHA Chairperson
Lynette Crocker
KNCHA Vice Chair
Please note: A signed original will be mailed to the BHKC Stormwater Project.

MEDIA RELEASE

Thursday, 11th June, 2015
Environment and Heritage Groups Support the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
Stormwater Project Preferred Option D for Upper Brownhill Creek Flood
Mitigation.
Conservation Council SA, Kaurna Nation Cultural Heritage Association, The National Trust
of South Australia, The Wilderness Society South Australia, Mitcham Historical Society, The
Friends of Brownhill Creek and Brownhill Creek Association, have jointly released the
following statements:
“Our environment and heritage organisations value the technical expertise contained in the
Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Management Plan-Part B Report, and the
collaboration and input by the five catchment councils, SA Government and community
groups alike that has made this proposed stormwater management strategy possible”.
“We support the Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project in preferring the ‘Creek
Capacity Upgrade’ Option D, as it provides the required 1 in 100 year level of flood protection
in the most cost effective manner, while preserving existing Kaurna and European sites of
heritage significance. This includes the preservation of the ‘Seven Pines’, a group of large
Stone Pines planted in 1891, identified for their size and cultural significance in the National
Trust Significant Tree Register”.
“Our groups are delighted that Option D will protect and rehabilitate this valuable riparian
zone as a significant natural and cultural asset. It is encouraging that flood mitigation can be
achieved along with the protection and improvement of native biodiversity and habitat in
Upper Brownhill Creek”.
MEDIA CONTACTS:
Main Contacts: BCA Chairperson, Professor Wayne Meyer (M) 0407 953 544
BCA Community Liaison Officer, Ron Bellchambers (M) 0427 718 106
CCSA: Chief Executive, Craig Wilkins (M) 0417 879 439
NTSA: Chief Executive Officer, Dr Darren Peacock (P) 8202 9200
TWS SA: Campaign Director, Peter Owen (M) 0423 550 018
KNCHA: Chairperson, Jeffrey Newchurch (M) 0458 973 692
MHS: Chairperson, Julie Hogan (M) 0430 472 262
FOBHC: Committee Member, Dr Peter Dillon (M) 0419 820 927
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Into the hidden valleys of Brownhill Creek and Ellison’s Gully
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Into the hidden valleys of Brownhill Creek

Discover how people used the
Upper Brownhill Creek and
Ellison's Gully, between 1840
and 1930.

Timber Licences

scenery. At one point
we will cross a stone
bridge.
Quarrying.

Ruins in Brownhill Creek
Introduction.
The story of the settlement
and usage of upper Brownhill
Creek and Ellison's Gully
certainly began within two
years of the founding of our
State of South Australia, the
South Australian Company
had sheep there in 1838.
The Baptist Chapel
In 1874, Joseph Grigg built
Brownhill Creek Chapel as a
branch of the Mitcham Baptist
Church, and Mrs Joseph Grigg
laid the foundation stone. It
was the only community
building to be constructed in
the Brownhill Creek area, and
was built at the junction of
Tilley's Hill and Brownhill
Creek Roads. The first and
only couple to be married in
the chapel was Charles
Orchard and Annie Grigg in
1892. The following year
Chapel was opened as a
school
with
only
three
teachers, Jeannie Barron,
Harriett C Ward and Helen
Lewin, until it closed in 1924.

Heavily Timbered Valleys
The first Timber Licences
were
granted
on
Wednesday January 4th,
1843, and there were nine
licences granted. A Timber
Licence was granted to
William
Ellison
in
November 1844
and
again in September 1845.
Samuel
Ellison
was
granted a Licence in 1850.
The Scenic Valley and
Hills

Brownhill Creek in flow.
We will be walking through
very scenic countryside
frequently traversed by
walkers. There is one "wet"
creek- crossing, and the
road follows the creek into
the upper reaches of
Brownhill
Creek
and
Ellison's Gully. Below is an
example of the beautiful

There are numerous
examples
of
what
appears to be quarrying,
both in Brownhill Creek
and
Ellison’s
Gully,
including
the
small
quarried area on the
hillside as we enter the
property. There are also
areas that appear to
have been quarried in
the past, but are natural
geological features.
The Deep Dell
Brewery.
Thomas Moulden, a
brewer, formerly of the
Barleycorn Brewery in
Rundle Street Adelaide,
leased ten acres of land
at Brownhill Creek, on
section 1121, and built a
brewery and a house.
He mortgaged the land
to
Messrs.
Bunce,
Brown, Mann, Hanson &
Colley in order to
finance and operate the
brewery. We know that
the brewery. known as
the Deep Dell Brewery
included a house, as the
Moulden’s first child, a
daughter, was born
there. Also, his brother
and sister-in-law visited
the house. In her diary,
she writes “The creek is
a most romantic spot,
and their house is
completely
by
the
mountains covered in
green. But the road to it.
Oh, the road! And I went
there in a Dog Cart
open behind. I was in a
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state of terror the whole timer
for the great holes and large
stumps of trees that we had to
pass over, are only to be
imagined by those who have
travelled over them When we
came to the creek itself l got
out and walked the rest of the
way. The banks of the stream
were so dreadfully steep that l
did not dare cross it in the
chaise. Imagine a little water
running along the bottom this
triangle and then think of
delightful positions I was in
having to go up and down the
banks."
There are two main clues as to
where the brewery might have
stood, firstly the section he
leased, and secondly his
sister-in-law’s letter.
Orchard’s Market Garden.
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helped to run the property,
which contained a four
roomed stone cottage and
an
established
market
garden with a cultivated
area of five acres.
Bunce & Company’s
Mine.
There is evidence that the
mortgagees to Moulden’s
lease opened up a mine
which possibly was later to
become the Springﬁeld
Freehold Silver Lead Mine.
There is subtle evidence of
this former mine in the
information
on
the
Springﬁeld Freehold Mine.

Ventilation Shaft

The Springﬁeld Freehold
Silver-Lead Mine

Main Adit Two

Site of Orchard’s Garden
Although once believed to be
a possible site of Moulden’s
Brewery, this site was used in
later years as a market
garden. The Orchard family
came to Brownhill Creek
Valley in the late l87O‘s. when
George Orchard leased an
established market garden on
a 22 acre property (Portions of
Pt. Section 1121 and Pt
Section 1122) for a period of
14 years. The property was
located on the second tributary
of Brownhill Creek. Two
generations of the Orchard
family operated a market
garden from 1877 to 1928, a
total of 51 years. Charles
Orchard took over the lease in
November 1891, and operated
it until 1928. John, his brother

Exploratory Adit

First Main Adit

The
Springﬁeld
Freehold
Silver-Lead
Mining Syndicate was
formed in 1888 with a
capital of £500 in 50
shares of £10 each. The
property included the
western half of the old
Wheal Grainger Mine on
land owned by C. B
Hardy. Captain Williams
with 9 men did a large
amount of prospecting
work on the 3 sections.
Shallow adits and pits
were put in, one of the
old adits was extended
and two shafts were
sunk. According to an
early newspaper, it “was
just by the side of the
road”.
The mine was described
as being two miles east
of Mitcham on Brownhlll
Creek.
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The writer has been able to
identify the site of an
exploratory adit, the two main
adits and a ventilation shaft.
We can see the adits, but not
the ventilation shaft, as access
is difficult. (An “adit” is a term
meaning a horizontal tunnel
driven into an ore body from
the surface.)
Work ceased within the year.
Lead, Silver and
minerals were found.
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some
dates
scratched
there, the earliest found so
far being 1950. Rather than
being part of the history of
the mine, the graffiti
represents
countless
walkers who have walked
up this valley. We will look
at this.
The Mitcham Water
Works.

Copper
The Water Well

The Mystery of the Stone
Circle

The Stone Circle
There
is
also
possible
evidence of a miner's camp
nearby, with demolition rubble
existed in the 1960’s. Close to
the mine, on a small rise there
appears to be a quarried area,
but is a natural geological
feature. On a flat surface can
be seen a ring of fairly large
stones, reminiscent of prehistoric stone circles. It was
once believed that these may
have been placed there by the
miners who worked at the
nearby Springfield Freehold
Mine, or the work of Scouts.
However, it is a fairly recent
feature.
Some Social History.
Although not strictly within the
dates mentioned in the
introduction, there is a large
amount of graffiti that has
been scratched into the soft
rock that forms the side wall of
the second adit that we will
visit. Interestingly, there are

The Poplars. (The Dam)

Water Well

Valve Well
As we walk east along the
valley, there are a number

of visible features of the
Mitcham
Waterworks,
culminating in the Dam,
Valve Well and Water
Well. Work began on
the construction of the
water
storage
and
reticulation scheme in
1878 with the survey of
the pipe route, from the
proposed site of the
Mitcham Tank and the
Well on Ellison's Creek.
The Waterworks were
finished in 1879, with
the contractor being
Thomas Nimmo; the
Hydraulic
Engineer,
Oswald Brown; and the
Engineer-in-charge; W
Bennett Hull.
The visible remains of
the Water Works at
Ellison’s Gully are a
brick-lined well and a
stone-lined valve well.
The capacity of the
brick-lined well is 137,
000 litres, (30, 000
gallons) and was fed by
water
flowing down
Ellison’s Gully. The brick
lined Water Well is 2.88
metres in diameter and
is 21 metres in depth.
Behind the two wells
can be seen a number
of Poplar trees, which
show the position of the
silted up settling pond
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that fed the well. Sometimes,
water can still be seen flowing
into the Water Well. The
Mitcham Water Works were in
operation between 1879 and
the 1930's, but after that, the
scheme was forgotten, and it
was not until 2002 that it was
rediscovered.
The Pipeline to Mitcham

Near the Well

Near Bridge
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A six inch cast iron pipe
was
imported
from
Scotland and used to carry
water along the bed of
Ellison's
Creek
and
Brownhill Creek to the base
of
McElligott's
Quarry
where it ran up the hill to
the Mitcham Tank, which
alone
stored
270,000
gallons of water. The
pipeline carried the water
entirely by gravity to the
Mitcham High Level Tank.
As the years pass, there
are more sections of the
old pipeline being eroded
out of the creek bank and
becoming visible for the
first time in over one
hundred years. At least
four instances of the pipe
being exposed can be seen
along the two creeks. Two
Scour Valves have been
located, one eroding out of
the creek and the other on
the track.
Hodge’s Garden

Hodge’s Garden area
Two Scour Valves

Single Scour Valve

William Henry Hodge came
to the upper reaches of the
Brownhill Creek Valley in
1872 when he purchased a
120 acre property on the
third tributary of the
Brownhill
Creek,
and
established a commercial
Market
Garden
and
Orchard.
Three
generations of the family
owned and operated a
market garden business on
the property from 1872 to
1920.

In Conclusion.

The upper Brownhill
Creek and Ellison’s
Creek
are
valleys
“abounding in history”,
and an important part of
the city of Mitcham that
rightly deserves to be
known, and preserved.
There is most certainly
more history to be
discovered
in
the
Brownhill
Creek
/
Ellison’s Gully area.
Who knows what the
future will bring?
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A journey of discovery, of time, a journey into History

•

Ellison’s Gully is the major spring-fed source of
Brownhill Creek/Willawilla.

•

The public have access to Ellison’s Gully now, but
plans are underway for an interpretive heritage
trail linking Brownhill Creek Recreation Park
to the head of Ellison’s Gully.

•

This walking trail is expected to become one of
the most popular and rewarding walks in the
Adelaide foothills.

•

Ellison’s Gully contains extremely rare Kaurna
Rock Art, listed on the Aboriginal Heritage
Register.

•

The remains of colonial mining activity by the
Wheal Grainger Mining Company is a feature of
Ellison’s Gully.

•

The South Australia Company Sheep Station
No.1 (est.1837-38) and a rich market gardening
history dating back to Samuel Ellison in 1853,
also make Ellison’s Gully a cultural heritage site.

•

Ellison’s Gully is still part of a working farm,
providing an opportunity for city children to
experience rural life in a setting that seems so
remote from their built environment.

•

NO DAM OPTION D

The
PREFERRED Solution

ww
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row

Support

NO DAM OPTION

Mitcham Waterworks, located at the head of
Ellison’s Gully, is being restored. This reticulated
water supply system supplied Mitcham and Unley
with gravity fed water from 1879 until the 1930’s.

For Brownhill Creek!

SUPPORT NO DAM OPTION D
•

Support the restoration, rather than destruction of
Brownhill Creek.

•

Preserve public open space that contributes to
the physical, psychological and spiritual health of
our community.

•

Educational and recreational activities in these
valleys, including Nature Play, enrich the lives of
our children.

•

Tourism benefits our local businesses.

•

Reduce the burden on ratepayers.
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UProject Steering Group support
UBacked by Project Report

SAVE BROWNHILL CREEK
(Wirraparinga)

Join Brownhill Creek Association Inc.
Website: www.brownhillcreek.org
Email: brownhillcreek@gmail.com
Facebook: No Dam in Brownhill Creek
Twitter: @BrownhillCreek

URequired flood protection
UMost cost effective
community lifestyle,
UPreserves
environment, heritage and tourism

URestores urban Brownhill Creek

Creek Upgrade

•

• A Creek Upgrade of the urban Brownhill
Creek channel has to be carried out
anyway, dam or no dam.

No water storage will be reduced as the proposed
dam is not designed to permanently store water.

•

The difference in average velocity of flow
between No Dam Option D and the dam options
is minor, ranging from 0.3-0.4 m/s (30-40% of
walking pace).

•

Urban parks will be improved as a result of a
Creek Upgrade.

•

Under Section 131 of the NRM Act, creek owners
have a legal responsibility to maintain the creek in
‘good condition’. The project aims to help creek
owners by restoring the creek and fulfilling their
legal responsibility.

•

•

The degraded urban channel has inadequate
capacity to cope with a 1 in 100 year short duration
rain event (urban flash flooding), which a dam
cannot protect against.
A Creek Upgrade consists of two parts: Creek
Rehabilitation works have to be undertaken dam
or no dam, under the guidance of the NRM Board.
This will involve the removal of exotic and invasive
vegetation from the watercourse, raising the level of
private bridges and rubbish removal. 179 trees will
be removed and replanted using native trees and
aquatic plants, resulting in improved biodiversity and
habitat.

•

A Creek Upgrade will also involve Creek
Capacity Upgrade works on 22 properties, dam
or no dam. The creek bed will be widened or the
creek bank modified at critical sections by no more
than one metre in most cases.

•

No Dam Option D only involves the removal
and replanting of an additional 50 trees, none
of which are classified as significant, and
additional limited Creek Capacity Upgrade works
on 44 properties.

•

•

No Dam Option D provides the required level of
flood protection for all rain events up to the design
standard of 1 in 100 year ARI. Out of 400 properties
at risk of flooding in Mitcham and Unley, none will
be left with serious flooding. West Torrens will also
receive the required flood protection.
No Dam Option D has the lowest capital cost
(up to $8.6 million cheaper) and lowest ongoing
maintenance costs of all 8 available options for
Part B works. This will save your council and you
the ratepayer.

•

No concrete lined channel will be constructed in
existing natural sections of Brownhill Creek.

•

No easements will be forced on creek owners
and no land lost.

Overwhelming Community
Opposition to a Dam
•

A dam in Brownhill Creek “is the least supported
component of the Draft Plan overall” (2012,
URPS Public Consultation Report). Including the No
Dam petition, 76% opposed the dam.

•

Over 10,000 Adelaideans and tourists have
signed the No Dam petition and the following
groups support a No Dam solution: The Kaurna
Board (KNCHA), Conservation Council SA, National
Trust of SA, Nature Foundation SA, The Friends of
Brownhill Creek and Mitcham Historical Society.

•

Due to community opposition to a dam,
Adelaide, Burnside, Mitcham, Unley and West
Torrens Councils agreed to pursue a feasible
No Dam solution. It is now available.

Protect Environment and Heritage Assets
in the Upper Reaches of Brownhill Creek:
Brownhill Creek Recreation Park:
•

Governor Grey set aside Brownhill Creek Valley
for public purposes in 1841, making it one of the
oldest parks in Australia and still much loved today.

•

Brownhill Creek Recreation Park is the gateway to
Yurrebilla, The Greater Mount Lofty Parklands.

•

The Park is officially designated as a Heritage
Site and classified by the IUCN as a Natural
Monument.

•

The proposed dam at Site 1 is at Seven Pines, a
popular creek-side picnic area under heritage listed
Stone Pines: These are on the National Trust,
State and National Significant Tree Registers.
The threatened Park has been placed on the
National Trust At Risk Register.

•

The dam and road relocation would destroy the
heart of the Park, which contains a traditional
Kaurna camping and ceremonial site, a colonial
heritage site, a plant rehabilitation site and
state-listed threatened native fish species;
Mountain Galaxias (rare) and Climbing Galaxias
(vulnerable).

•

The Park contains the last 4 km of state
protected Brownhill Creek. The key objective
for hydrology in the Park Management Plan is to
“maintain natural hydrology as far as possible”.

Ellison’s Gully:
•

A dam in Ellison’s Gully at Site 2 was previously
rejected as part of a flawed 2006 Master Plan.
This plan would have failed by 50% in a 1 in 100
ARI flood event (BHKC, Stormwater Management
Plan, 2012, page 62).

•

This is the most expensive dam site.
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BHKC Stormwater Project,
PO Box 907, Unley 5061.

22 June 2015
To whom it may concern,
I have been a business owner of the Mitcham Rehabilitation Clinic, 5-9 Princes Rd
Kingswood since 1988 and owner of the property since 1995. I have followed with
interest the discussions and plans involving the Brownhill Creek and wider
catchment area and wish to state my support for No Dam option D on the current
plans for the flood mitigation project.
As both a business owner, property owner and resident of the City of Mitcham, the
No Dam option D provides an opportunity to mitigate flood risk by addressing issues
along the creek system into the residential and flood plain areas. The cost for this
project outweighs an expensive and less viable solution to the potential risk of flood
while addressing the contributing factors as reported in several of the engineering
reports.
Further to this, as a Physiotherapist and clinician in physical health, I am acutely
aware of the use of the Brownhill Creek Park,Yurrebilla trails and Ellisons Gully as a
place for recreational use by walkers, cyclists, horse riders, running groups and
schools. The health benefits of physical exercise to cardiovascular, musculoskeletal
and bone health are well documented and supported by clinical research. As with the
Morialta and Mt Lofty “walks”, (that many Adelaide residents would report as a
regular exercise and also as a tourist activity), the Brownhill Creek reserve and
catchment areas provide unique and varied physical activity options.
Added to this, the area of Brownhill Creek is of environmental, historical and cultural
significance to the Cities of Mitcham and Adelaide and also the Kaurna Indigenous
Australians. The area provides many options for education to the surrounding
schools, universities and public in areas of history, flora and fauna, ecosystems, and
environment for example. Disruption to both the physical and educational use of the
area rather than the support and encouragement for the use of the park would be a
huge oversight of any decision to the public and future generations.
Thank you for reporting my response to the consultation process.
Yours Sincerely

Dr David Spurrier
Mitcham Rehabilitation Clinic
Dspurrier@mitchamrehab.com.au
Ph 0408086526

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: feedback
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 2:45:33 PM

From: Paul Badenoch [mailto:p.badenoch@flinders.edu.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 2:43 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: feedback

Dear Julie,
Tania (see below) reminded me that this was the last day to 'have our say' and I agree very much with her
opinion. I live on the corner of Glen Avenue and Nanthea Terrace South in Unley Park and the option of a
culvert running down Nanthea is, I hope, not an option. I think improving the creek capacity in a sensitive
manner is the way to go. Another factor is that SE Australia is predicted to become drier in
the decades ahead so that the anticipated 1-in-100 year flood may become a 1-in-1000 year flood!
Yours sincerely,
Paul Badenoch
Senior Medical Scientist, Dept. Ophthalmology, Flinders Medical Centre
19 Glen Avenue, Unley Park
ph. 0448874523

From: Sadlon, Tania (Health) <Tania.Sadlon@health.sa.gov.au>
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:28 PM
To: Paul Badenoch
Subject: FW: RE: Request for feedback form
Hi
Not sure if you really are interested in giving feedback for brownhill creek project but if you are last day today. I
thought the feedback form might be on line but it isn’t. However you can write something in an email and send it
to address below and it should be included as written submission as part of the consultation.
Tania
From: tasadlon@adam.com.au [mailto:tasadlon@adam.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:25 PM
To: Sadlon, Tania (Health)
Subject: Fwd: RE: Request for feedback form

----- Original Message ----From:
"Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)" <info@bhkcstormwater.com.au>
To:
tasadlon@adam.com.au
Cc:
Sent:

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Request for feedback form
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 10:10:57 AM

From: tasadlon@adam.com.au [mailto:tasadlon@adam.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 9:38 AM
To: Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Subject: Re: Request for feedback form

Hi Julie
Unfortunately I'm at work in the CBD and won't be able to collect a form from Unley
council. I know it is my fault for leaving it to the last minute to give feedback but I only
just remembered the last day was 23rd June last night. I was also hoping that I would have
been able to do it via email.
I am wondering if I include some brief feedback in this email whether this could be
included. My status is that I am an owner-occupier of 12 Arundel Ave Millswood, a street
down which a high flow bypass culvert is proposed as 1 of the options. I am very much
against any culverts down any suburban streets. The impact on residents as it is being
constructed would be huge as Arundel Ave is not wide and access to my house would be
extremely hard. I am also concerned about the impact on the street trees, whose roots
would be under the road as a significant tree in Arundel Ave was already removed due to
root damage associated with the Goodwood railway project. While this might sound like
not in my backyard, I feel that having a house adjacent to the Belair and freight train line
and knowing it was there when I bought my house, that I have to deal with a certain
amount of associated trainworks and believe the same should apply for people who live
adjacent to the creek ie they bought their properties adjacent to a creek and should
therefore have considered the consequences of this while purchasing their properties and
accept that the creek needs to be maintained/widened to prevent flooding to their houses.
I think upgrading the creek capacity ie option D is the best proposal as long as the creek
still looks relatively natural and not concreted. This option also seems the best in terms of
costs especially in the light of the updated hydrology modelling.
regards
Tania Sadlon
12 Arundel Ave
Millswood 5034
ph 0422 049069

----- Original Message ----From:

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Re Water Management, Brownhill Creek
Sunday, 21 June 2015 7:20:16 PM

-----Original Message----From: Lesley Smith [mailto:elsmith@adam.com.au]
Sent: Sunday, 21 June 2015 7:16 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Re Water Management, Brownhill Creek
I wish to document my support for Plan D as a means of flood control for
Brownhill Creek.
My objections to the dam proposed for Brownhill Creek include the size and
cost of a dam necessary to provide water control in the event of a one
hundred year flood. The construction of a large dam would result in major
destruction of the environment in Brownhill Creek, an area which is now a
very significant recreational site for walkers and cyclists and will become
even more so in the future. Furthermore, a dam at the proposed site will not
control flooding from stormwater in the built up areas of Unley and Mitcham
Cities.
Thank you for your consideration of this submission, Kind regards, Lesley
Smith
13 Roberts St
Unley, SA, 5061
Sent from my iPad=

Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Option D and thanks for the excellent public consultation

From: Elinor Alexander [mailto:elinor.m.alexander@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 8:53 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Option D and thanks for the excellent public consultation

Hi there,
I am writing to applaud the public consultation process being used to determine the future of the
community’s asset – Brownhill Creek Recreation Park. The response to my email requesting a kit was very
prompt and the information kit was informative, well laid out and presented a very strong case for the
most logical, effective and least cost solution – option D.
The information kit made it clear that the need for a flood mitigation dam has been reduced by the results
of new rainfall modelling by the Bureau of Meteorology indicating the likelihood and severity of a 1 in 100
year flood will not be as severe as originally modelled. Let’s not forget that other creeks flow into the
Brownhill Creek water course, as does runoff from properties abutting the creek and local stormwater,
adding to the flow in the creek.
The schematics of the proposed downstream flood mitigation work in the kit make it clear that
rehabilitation work will be both sensitive and effective and be an improvement on the current creek scape.
The creek will be tidied up, dangerous trees removed and the creek will be widened where needed. The
results look a lot better than the current heavily overgrown, muddy, rubbish strewn banks that you can
see from bridges around Mitcham. Based on the artwork, I’m guessing it will look like the rehabilitated
section of creek at the bridge on Balkissock Ave in Mitcham which is much neater, safer and more stable
than it used to be. The downstream rehabilitation work will be cheaper and much less disruptive to the
community at large compared to construction of a dam in the park. The impact of construction traffic on
main roads, for local residents and park users will be appalling.
The kit makes it clear that Option D gets the balance right between public good and private
benefit. People who knowingly purchased properties abutting a creek course in mapped flood zones have
responsibilities ‐ flood insurance, consider flood risk in their choice of land to purchase and house design,
have a flood plan (just as hills resident have a bushfire plan) and maintain their property to minimise
impact on the creek. They should not be able to impact an asset owned by the enitre south Australian
community ‐ Brownhill Creek Recreation Park ‐ because of their choices.
It is unfair for the community at large to firstly lose the best parts of their asset as well as paying an
enormous amount of money on an ineffective dam, which will in hte long term silt up anyway.
Yours sincerely

Elinor Alexander
99 Duthy St
Malvern SA 5061
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
Friday, 19 June 2015 12:14:13 PM

-----Original Message----From: Mike [mailto:mwark1@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, 19 June 2015 10:36 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brown Hill Creek Flood Mitigation
I strongly oppose Option D as it is totally unacceptable, socially (massive
disruption to the community over lengthy works periods etc), environmentally
(the consequent destruction of street vegetation & the massive energy
consumption involved in colverts etc) & economically (the cost of the
project + the cost to users & residents of the streets impacted in time
lost, dislocation etc).
I support Option B2 as the most viable option
Mike Wark
37 Grove St
Unley Park 5061
Sent from my iPhone=

Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Support - No Dam Option D

From: Lang, Amber [mailto:Amber.Lang@sawater.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2015 10:39 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Support - No Dam Option D

Hi,
I am just writing this email to support the No Dam Option D.
I currently live in the Unley Council, however grew up on Brownhill Creek Road (where my parent still live). The
environment that Brownhill Creek provided and the opportunities for me as a child to explore this environment
would be lost if the No Dam Option D was not supported. As a child playing in and near the creek was a wonderful
experience and one that too few children now days get to experience, to remove this environment would be a great
loss to the community. There is currently a large push in the field of education to encourage “Nature Play” for
children. Brownhill Creek provides an opportunity close to the city where children can get involved in this sort of
play and activities. I have children and wish for them to be able to experience what I was able to as a child. My
parents often look after my children and they are able to play in this environment which is essential for their
development. Not only is this sort of play beneficial to children I am also concerned regarding the number of trucks
which would have to travel up Brownhill Creek Road which may endanger not only my children but many others
who also play in these areas.
The number of people who use Brownhill Creek for walking and running may not currently be aware of the impact
that the other options may pose to their ability to get out and about in this environment, it would be shame to lose
this area for these such activities.
I hope that Option D is supported and these opportunities are not lost forever.
Kind regards,
Amber
AMBER LANG
Manager Improvement and Compliance
SA Water
T 8 7424 1301
F 8 7003 1301
M 0455 083 993
E amber.lang@sawater.com.au
Part‐time: Mon/Tues/Wed
www.sawater.com.au
Follow us on Twitter, YouTube and Flickr
250 Victoria Square/Tarntanyangga, Adelaide SA 5000
GPO Box 1751, Adelaide SA 5001
Be green ‐ read on the screen
_______________________________________
South Australian Water Corporation disclaimer
This e‐mail and any attachments to it may be confidential and/or subject to legal professional privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you may not
disclose or use the information contained in the message in any way. If received in error please delete all copies and contact the sender by return e‐mail. No
warranty is made that any attachments are free from viruses. It is the recipient's responsibility to establish its own protection against viruses and other damage.
1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Public consultation Brownhill Creek
Wednesday, 10 June 2015 12:13:15 PM

Another one
From: Helen Robinson [mailto:helenrob47@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2015 11:48 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Public consultation Brownhill Creek

To whom it may concern
I love Brownhill Creek, my children love Brownhill Creek, my grandchildren love
Brownhill Creek, my brothers love Brownhill Creek and my parents, who started this
love, loved Brownhill Creek. It is our heartland.
Thank goodness a final option has been developed that will save this unique piece of our
natural heritage for the future generations and protect property further down the creek.
Kind regards
Helen Robinson
2 Ayr Ave
Torrens Park
0409 222 904

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Public consultation on Brownhill Creek Dam issue
Wednesday, 10 June 2015 12:10:51 PM

Another submission
From: Kay Haines [mailto:rawsilk@senet.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2015 9:49 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Public consultation on Brownhill Creek Dam issue
To whom it may concern
I am writing to express my support for the No Dam Option D during this Public Consultation
time for the Brownhill Creek Dam/No Dam issue.
Brownhill Creek Reserve is a valuable piece of Adelaide heritage that needs to be protected for
the many people that use it now & for future generations. We are losing heritage at a rapid
rate all over Adelaide & I don’t wish for Brownhill Creek Reserve to be another casualty,
especially when the option exists to both keep the reserve intact & protect property
downstream from floods. It is not just the human issue here, but also a native animal
protection issue too. On my many walks ‘up the creek’ I see koalas, occasionally kangaroos,
possums, cockies, parrots, tawny frogmouths etc & I have especially noted that the mother
koalas with their babies seem to like an area which would be obliterated by the construction
works for the dam.
Thankyou
Kay Haines
16 Carrick Hill Drive
Springfield 5062

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: No Dam option D
Tuesday, 16 June 2015 11:37:34 AM

Hi Michael
Submission is below. I’ve sent her the response inviting her to request a feedback form
Regards
Julie
From: Sally Burnside [mailto:burnside6@optusnet.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2015 9:24 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: No Dam option D

Hi,
My family live at : 22 Ayr Ave Torrens Park.
We do NOT want a dam to be built at Brown Hill Creek.
It would not only destroy native flora and planted flora from surrounding schools, but would
destroy fauna living and residing around this vicinity.
It is with much more intelligence, that we carefully maintain the creek beds, although being very
careful in doing this as well.
We should be maintaining the storm water drainage facilities as well.
Thanks for your concern, and please do not place a massive dam in our beautiful Brown Hill
Creek.
Yours sincerely
Sally Burnside
Michael Burnside
Scott, Trent, Guy and Madeleine Burnside
0410457685
83577683

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Written Submission as part of the Public Consultation on the No Dam Option D for Brownhill Creek
Tuesday, 16 June 2015 4:17:10 PM

Another submission
Cheers
Julie
From: nicky@sluczanowski.com [mailto:nicky@sluczanowski.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2015 4:02 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Written Submission as part of the Public Consultation on the No Dam Option D for
Brownhill Creek

To whom it may concern,
My name is Nicky Sluczanowski, and I am a resident of Mitcham. I reside within walking
distance of the Brownhill Creek Recreation Park, which I frequent with my young family.
I also visited the area extensively in my childhood with family and friends.
I have been following closely the "debate" surrounding the Brownhill Keswick Creek
Stormwater Management Project for the last 4 years. During this time, I have attended
many council meetings, Open Days, Public Information Meetings, and kept up to date
with most of the developments surrounding the feasibility of the possible engineering
solutions for the Project, in particular the Upper Brownhill Creek Works. I have been
delighted to hear that, according to the Project, the “Creek Capacity Upgrade (Option D)”
has been identified as "the preferred option as it is the most cost effective way of
achieving the necessary flood mitigation, and does not require the construction of a dam in
upper Brown Hill Creek or high flow bypass culverts through suburban streets"
(http://bhkcstormwater.com.au/).
I am wholly supportive of the No Dam Option D for the Upper Brownhill Creek Works. A
dam in the Upper Brownhill Creek area would be hugely detrimental for not only the local
area, but the Brownhill Creek catchment as well. From an environmental perspective,
there are species of native freshwater fish recorded in the upper reaches of Brownhill
Creek that are listed as Vulnerable (the Climbing and Mountain Galaxias spp.), as well as
many other native amphibians, reptiles, birds, marsupials, and mammals. The construction
of a large dam/s in this environmentally sensitive area is likely to have very negative
repercussions on these native animal species.
From a historical and cultural perspective, the upper Brownhill Creek valleys hold many
places of significance for both colonial and Kaurna histories; once again, large-scale
construction that would be necessary for a dam in this area would be very damaging and
disrespectful to these sites.
And from a social perspective, this area is a pocket of relatively natural wilderness, right in
the heart of surrounding suburbs. It is an area that people go to relax, exercise, recreate,
and to commune with nature. Children can have "Nature Play" experiences here that are
not available in more urban playgrounds and backyards. People from all over Adelaide
visit the area for its natural beauty.
In short, the upper Brownhill Creek Valleys are highly valuable resources in their present
state, that are places of environmental, historical and social significance. Any construction

within this sensitive area would be highly damaging. I repeat, that I am wholly supportive
of the No Dam Option D for the Upper Brownhill Creek Works.
Thank you
Yours Sincerely,
Nicky Sluczanowski
Dr Nicky Sluczanowski
BSc (Marine Biology); BSc (Veterinary Science); BVMS Bachelor of Veterinary Medicine
and Surgery) (Hons)

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Dam in Brownhill Creek ?
Tuesday, 16 June 2015 8:35:44 PM

Another submission
From: David [mailto:david.jackson32@optusnet.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2015 8:32 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Dam in Brownhill Creek ?

I want to express strong opposition to a dam in Brownhill Creek. The
proposed site is too valuable as a recreation area as well as having
Aboriginal heritage significance, and the financial cost is too great a
burden
David Jackson
Mitcham

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Submission to Community Consultation Upper BHC Stormwater Management Plan
Thursday, 18 June 2015 6:00:34 PM
BHKC Stormwater Project-letter to Michael Salkeld-17jun2015.pdf
MEDIA RELEASE Brownhill Creek-YabbiesBook-DRAFT-pd-24may15.pdf
Refinding Yabbies-Layout-24may15-large font.pdf
Messenger-letter to ed-PD 10jun15.PDF

From: Peter Dillon [mailto:pdillon500@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, 18 June 2015 10:37 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Cc: steven.gatti@sa.gov.au; 'Mellissa Bradley'; hlacy@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au; 'Wayne Meyer'
Subject: Submission to Community Consultation Upper BHC Stormwater Management Plan

Dear Michael Salkeld (Director, BHKC Stormwater Project),
Please find attached a written submission consisting of a 2 page letter, a children’s book, (also
downloadable from www.brownhillcreek.org and containing a deeper message for families), a
press release and a letter to editor of Messenger newspaper (published 10 June).
I will also be sending this submission by mail to the Project office.
Thank you for giving the opportunity to the community to provide input on this important topic
to inform the decisions to be made, that will have huge long-term consequences for the
liveability of the surrounding suburban area.
Yours sincerely,
Peter Dillon
mobile ph: +61 (0) 419 820 927
pdillon500@gmail.com

Project Director
BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907
UNLEY SA 5061
17 June 2015
Written Submission to Community Consultation,
Upper Brown Hill Creek Stormwater Management Plan
Dear Mr Michael Salkeld,
I noted from your community consultation information that written submissions are invited and so I
am sending you a document that reflects the heart of the issue for me, and why I vigorously support
Option D. Also below are some notes regarding Option D as a first step towards a more
comprehensive stormwater management plan including water sensitive urban design.
I have yet to see included in the arguments a discussion of the value of the stream environment in
the Brownhill Creek Recreation Park, nor the ecosystem that would be lost or severely degraded as a
result of dam construction in the park or upstream, and consequences for recreation in a natural
environment.
As our urban area becomes more densely settled, the impervious area grows through new roofs and
paving, and with smaller allotments are smaller gardens or no gardens, we must ask where will the
children play? Will their experience of nature be confined to family holidays and what they can see
on the internet? This stormwater plan can provide a clear message that in spite of urbanisation we
can minimize the risk to the community from floods and retain and improve the highest valued
natural environment of a creek in close proximity to the urban area, and also improve the creek
environment within the urban area.
The Brownhill Creek Recreation Park is a wonderful environment that I have loved visiting since I was
a child and my children also love, and was a significant determinant of my career in water research
and why I joined the Friends of Brownhill Creek. Our family have spent many happy hours yabbying
there, catching and releasing them, and the attached book which was released on 28 May 2015 as a
free publication on the website www.brownhillcreek.org describes that connection with nature.
The story reflects my engagement with the Upper Brownhill Creek for over 50 years and is broadly
applicable to urban creeks in Australian semi-arid cities.
However, while I am very supportive of Option D, it remains primarily a flood mitigation plan, and
only an essential first step towards a stormwater management plan. If we trash the prime stream
ecosystem area we will impair the chances of restoring the ecosystem downstream. Option D is the
only option that provides a platform for a full stormwater management plan that can assist recovery
of degraded ecosystems in the urban area. That is, water sensitive urban design when inevitably
implemented, as planned under current government policy, will improve habitat and water quality,
and would result in significantly larger ecosystem benefits under Option D, than could otherwise be
possible.
The current flood plan addresses a 100 year timeframe, and we should recognise the longevity of
benefits of all elements of an effective stormwater plan, and future generations will be grateful for
the wisdom of this Project in doing so. Over this next century all of the current properties along the
creek will change hands. Many of those who currently own creek side properties bought them
because they valued the amenity of the creek more highly than their elevated flood risk. The value of
these properties will increase because of the creek rehabilitation and capacity upgrade works agreed
between the property owners and the project office, and property owners will also benefit through
1

the reduction in risk of flooding, and hence in flood insurance costs, and in reduced or alleviated
future costs of repairs due to high flows. As a taxpayer and ratepayer I believe landholder
compensations should be fair and take account of these benefits they will receive at public expense
through the project.
While discussing easement or agreement arrangements with creek owners, it would be prudent to
explore the opportunities for sections of green corridors along the creek. This could include
easements concerning construction or alterations on such land, and assigning first right of refusal to
local government at market price on sale of the property, in whole or in part. Surely this should be
an essential part of the total package of expending ratepayer funds to fix the creek running through
their property, bearing in mind that keeping the creek in “good condition” was a responsibility of
land owners. With WSUD implemented, groundwater levels will rise and baseflow will increase in
magnitude and duration and so environmental and recreational value will increase beyond current
levels.
These green corridors would help to make the creek more accessible to residents of Mitcham and/or
Unley and improve amenity, recreation, and community connectedness (with walking and bike
paths), and potentially stormwater harvesting for public open space irrigation. These need not
happen instantly, but with a plan in place for the urban riparian zone, implemented over the course
of time and at a reasonable cost, the greenspace will be restored, liveability of nearby residential
areas improved, places for all local children to play re-established and land value will increase
without creating public conflict. With this vision, implemented through a long term plan supported
by the existing SA WSUD policy, the communities of the future will be enormously grateful that the
current Project became a turning point to annul the mistakes of the past and head towards a vibrant
future in which Brownhill Creek adds enormous value to the urban area, far beyond that of just a
floodwater conduit.
Thank you for reading thus far, and if anything requires further information I would be happy to
answer questions.
Please find attached :
1. children’s book “Refinding yabbies” by P Dillon and A Lloyd from www.brownhillcreek.org
2. media release re launch of children’s book, 28 May 2015
3. letter to editor, Mitcham and Hills Messenger, 10 June 2015
Yours sincerely,

Peter Dillon
Member, Friends of Brownhill Creek
Other roles (but not purporting endorsement by these organisations):
Visiting Scientist, CSIRO Land and Water
Adjunct Chair, University of Adelaide (Faculty of Engineering)
Adjunct Chair, Flinders University (Faculty of Science and Engineering)
NCGRT Distinguished Lecturer 2015
Co-Chair, Intl. Assoc. Hydrogeologists Commission on Managing Aquifer Recharge
Committee Member, Aust. Water Assoc. Water Recycling Specialist Network
Steering Committee Member, WaterSensitive SA
cc: Steve Gatti (AMLR NRMB); Mellissa Bradley (WSSA); Howard Lacy (CoM); Wayne Meyer (BHCA)
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MEDIA	
  RELEASE:	
  May	
  28,	
  2015	
  

	
  

Children’s	
  book	
  on	
  yabbies	
  in	
  an	
  urban	
  creek	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  	
  
released	
  in	
  support	
  of	
  No	
  Dam	
  Option	
  D	
  for	
  
Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Flood	
  Management	
  

A	
   short	
   children’s	
   book	
   that	
   describes	
   the	
   enduring	
   connection	
   between	
   a	
   child	
   and	
   yabbies	
   in	
   an	
  
urban	
  creek	
  has	
  been	
  released	
  to	
  give	
  joy	
  to	
  children	
  and	
  parents,	
  while	
  also	
  informing	
  at	
  different	
  
levels	
  on	
  the	
  impacts	
  of	
  the	
  urban	
  environment	
  on	
  stream	
  ecosystems,	
  habitat	
  and	
  recreation.	
  	
  The	
  
story	
  shares	
  part	
  of	
  the	
  experience	
  of	
  the	
  author	
  over	
  a	
  period	
  of	
  fifty	
  years	
  in	
  upper	
  Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  
Peter	
  Dillon,	
  now	
  a	
  retired	
  CSIRO	
  scientist	
  and	
  a	
  member	
  of	
  The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek,	
  tells	
  a	
  
simple	
  tale	
  which	
  is	
  lovingly	
  illustrated	
  by	
  Anna	
  Lloyd.	
  	
  
The	
  storybook,	
  ‘Refinding	
  Yabbies’,	
  with	
  black	
  and	
  white	
  sketches	
  is	
  available	
  free	
  from	
  the	
  Brownhill	
  
Creek	
   Association	
   website	
   www.brownhillcreek.org	
   from	
   today	
   and	
   a	
   colour	
   version	
  will	
   be	
   available	
  
shortly.	
  The	
  release	
  is	
  timed	
  to	
  coincide	
  with	
  the	
  Upper	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Stormwater	
  Project	
  public	
  
consultation	
   period:	
   13	
   May	
   to	
   23	
   June	
   2015.	
   	
   The	
   message,	
   which	
   is	
   applicable	
   to	
   many	
   urban	
  
streams,	
   reinforces	
   the	
   value	
   of	
   retaining	
   a	
   natural	
   waterway	
   where	
   ecosystem	
   values	
   are	
   high.	
  
Furthermore,	
   through	
   imagery	
   and	
   a	
   separate	
   message	
   to	
   parents,	
   it	
   shows	
   the	
   importance	
   of	
   water	
  
sensitive	
   urban	
   design	
   to	
   improve	
   stormwater	
   quality	
   and	
   reduce	
   excessive	
   flow	
   rates,	
   so	
   that	
  
impacted	
  parts	
  of	
  urban	
  streams	
  can	
  be	
  restored	
  and	
  allow	
  the	
  return	
  of	
  species,	
  such	
  as	
  yabbies.	
  	
  	
  	
  
Dillon	
  said	
  “implementation	
  of	
  the	
  no	
  dam	
  option	
  (Option	
  D)	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  option	
  that	
  can	
  protect	
  the	
  
existing	
  high	
  ecosystem	
  values	
  in	
  the	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  Recreation	
  Park	
  and	
  upstream.	
  	
  It	
  also	
  provides	
  
the	
  strongest	
  basis	
  to	
  support	
  future	
  catchment	
  improvements	
  that	
  will	
  enable	
  recovery	
  of	
  degraded	
  
ecosystems	
   within	
   the	
   urban	
   area,	
   improving	
   water	
   quality,	
   habitat,	
   amenity,	
   recreation,	
   and	
  
consequently	
  land	
  value.”	
  
	
  Professor	
   Wayne	
   Meyer,	
   Spokesperson	
   for	
   Brownhill	
   Creek	
   Association	
   said	
   “We	
   now	
   have	
   the	
  
chance	
  to	
  end	
  30	
  years	
  of	
  inaction	
  on	
  flood	
  protection	
  in	
  Brownhill	
  Creek.	
  Option	
  D	
  is	
  the	
  only	
  option	
  
to	
  protect	
  human	
  habitat	
  as	
  well	
  as	
  the	
  natural	
  stream	
  habitat.	
  The	
  humble	
  yabby	
  is	
  a	
  key	
  indicator	
  
species	
  of	
  aquatic	
  ecosystem	
  health.	
  I	
  encourage	
  everyone	
  interested	
  in	
  having	
  a	
  creek	
  for	
  children	
  
to	
   play	
   in,	
   to	
   request	
   a	
   Feedback	
   Form	
   from	
   the	
   Project	
   Office	
   at	
   1800	
   468	
   835,	
   online	
   at	
  
www.bhkcstormwater.com.au	
  or	
  email:	
  info@bhkcstormwater.com.au	
  	
  (complete	
  the	
  feedback	
  form	
  
and	
  return	
  it	
  by	
  23	
  June).	
  “	
  	
  

For	
  more	
  information	
  contact:	
  	
  
Dr	
  Peter	
  Dillon,	
  The	
  Friends	
  of	
  Brownhill	
  Creek	
  
M:	
  0419820927	
  	
  	
  E:	
  pdillon500@gmail.com	
  

Refinding Yabbies

A children’s short story by Peter Dillon, illustrated by Anna Lloyd
(This version is available from www.brownhillcreek.org as input to the Upper Brownhill Creek Stormwater
Management Plan community consultation, May-June 2015. Protecting the stream ecosystem and recreation
value is achieved only by Option D which provides flood protection without a dam. This story, which applies to
many urban creeks, will soon be available in full colour format.)

Refinding Yabbies
A boy and his father went to the creek to catch yabbies. The sun was
warm and the trees made dappled shade on the still water. The
water was clear and gum leaves on the surface made sharp dark
shadows drifting across the sandy bed. Yabbies hid under rocks and
logs and had holes in the banks of the stream and none could be
seen.
The father tied the meat on the string and the boy tossed it into the
water, leaving the string limp on the bank. Lying down on the grassy
bank they closed their eyes and saw the orange glow of their sunsoaked eyelids.

1

In a little while the boy checked the line. He whispered to his dad
that there was a yabby sniffing the meat.

Patiently they waited until he was eating it and pulling it towards his
hole. Then the boy gently, gently wound in the string until the yabby
was over the scoop net that his father held. Suddenly his dad lifted
the net out of the water and there was the yabby.

2

This was a beauty with a black shell and legs and bright blue claws.
The yabby waved his claws defiantly and glared at the boy as he
lifted it gently off the meat and into a bucket of creek water. The
yabby flicked its tail and hurtled in circles around the bucket looking
for escape.

Overhead a kookaburra laughed, cocked his head and looked
longingly down from the tree at the yabby who had nowhere to hide
in the bucket.

3

The bait was reset in a different spot and the bucket remained next
to the boy while they repeated the cycle of waiting, stalking and
snatching until it was time to go. Then they chose the best looking
home for the yabbies and let them all go at once. This would be the
place where they would start next time they went yabbying. Perhaps
this was why they always caught some. Once before, they had
cooked and eaten them, but it seemed unfair because the creek was
so small and if all were caught there would soon be none.
The boy grew up and in time he had a son of his own to take to the
creek. But the creek had changed. There were many new houses
and roads nearby. The creek water still trickled in the morning sun
but it didn’t sparkle and the tree roots and rocks were coated with a
dull green slime.

4

Tadpoles and water beetles got stuck in strands of it and had to
wriggle hard to escape. The yellow sand on the stream bed was
covered by a layer of brown clay.

The big pools had become shallower and the shallow rills had been
washed away. The father thought that this would not be his first
choice for a home if he was a yabby. Noisy minors scolded each
other from the old trees. Into the deepest part of the creek they
tossed an opera house net, a new and improved way of catching
yabbies.

5

The grass bank was now too steep to lie on and was too close to the
traffic on the nearby road to rest. They couldn’t see if there were
yabbies on the dark coloured bottom so after waiting to give yabbies
time to sniff out the bait the boy quickly wound in the net to check.
There was no yabby and tiny strings of clear slime hung down from
the net.

They tried again in all the father’s old favourite spots that they could
still find, but they caught no yabbies. The son was disappointed, but
not as much as his father who had an empty feeling inside. “Where
has my beautiful creek gone?” he asked his son. “There is no home
for yabbies and the peace and tranquillity have gone. I really wanted
you to enjoy what I had loved as a boy.”
6

On a rainy day some time later the son and his father went for a walk
in the rain. The boy dropped twigs in the gutter and walked beside
them as they floated along.

The rain grew heavier and after they turned the corner the boy had
to walk very quickly and soon he had to run to keep up. His dad
hurried behind with his umbrella. As they went past a house being
built they jumped over a stream of dirty water flowing down the
driveway.

7

The boy lost track of his twig as the water in the gutter turned
brown. Suddenly the water gushed down a hole and disappeared.
“There must be a drain pipe below” said his dad “and I think I know
where it goes.” Soon they came to a bridge across the creek. “Look
at the waterfall” said his son, pointing to the brown water pouring
out of a concrete pipe in the river bank and splashing into the creek
below.

A billow of brown foam rose from the base of the fall, with its tail
drifting downstream breaking into floating foam balls that got caught
on branches and pieces of rubbish. “The creek has changed colour
and the flow is so much faster downstream’ observed the boy. His
father agreed. “It must be hard for any yabby to survive in this,
although they must have survived floods before these houses were
built.”
8

The two of them walked upstream away from the houses. In the
steep and narrow valley the grass was wet, so they kept to the path
beside the creek and sheltered under the trees when the rain got
heavier. Wattle stems lined with yellow flowers drooped under the
weight of the clinging drops of water.

As the rain cleared, blue wrens twittered in the bushes and black
cockatoos squawked and sent down a shower of pine cone shavings
as they feasted on the nuts high in the old stone pines.

9

A little rivulet with a grassy bed trickled clean water into the side of
the creek and there was no slime. “Why don’t we come up here to
go yabbying?” asked the boy. The next weekend they did and they
caught a yabby the first time they pulled up the net.

10

It’s hard to say who was more excited, the boy seeing his first yabby
or his father seeing history repeated and reconnecting with his
childhood. They found a lovely deep pool with plenty of places for
yabbies to hide, and when they finished yabbying the boy tipped the
bucket into the creek and let them all go, flicking and crawling their
way in all directions.

The son was hoping he would catch some of them again soon and
along with some of their yabby friends. The father began to hope
that maybe one day he could bring his grandchildren there and they
too would be fascinated with nature’s hidden treasures.
_________
11

A Deeper Message for Families
As the father thought more deeply about their experience and the growth of the city he began to
wonder if it was possible to have more people living in the catchment and still have yabbies? Is it
the fast, brown, foamy stormwater runoff and rubbish from houses and streets that drives yabbies
out? Slowing down and cleaning up the stormwater would be an obvious way to protect the yabbies
and other stream creatures, especially in an urban area where the population is growing.
Before any houses were built rain infiltrated the soil and watered the native plants and trees. If the
rain was sustained or heavy the soil became saturated and rain ran off overland, forming puddles
that when filled overflowed, and eventually connected up and flowed to the nearest creek. The
moist soil also drained gently downwards to underlying groundwater that flowed very slowly below
ground and where this intersected a stream provided the flow that is evident when it is not raining.
When a house or road is built, the roof and pavement give runoff immediately so there is much
larger runoff and it occurs much faster than before. Soil underneath remains dry, and the gutters
and drainage pipes connect the water and convey it quickly to the creek. As housing density
increases and blocks become smaller, the proportion of hard surfaces grows and the runoff peaks
increase beyond those than the creek had previously had to carry.
Houses and roads also bring more rubbish, pollution from oil and metals, fertilisers and pesticides,
sewer overflows and mud from building sites. Deciduous street trees lose their autumn leaves
bringing a sudden organic load to the creek that can rob the water of oxygen and make conditions
difficult for yabbies and other stream creatures to survive.
However, it is possible for houses and creek creatures to co-exist if peak stormwater runoff rates
and water quality are kept similar to that which flowed off the land before it was built on. Measures
include detention storages, (rainwater tanks with slow release to street or wells), permeable
pavements, groundwater recharge, infiltration traps to water perennial street trees, filters and raingardens to improve stormwater quality, and basins and hay bales to trap mud in runoff during house
construction.
This is a whole of catchment issue and solutions need the majority of landowners to take some
responsibility, and for local, state and commonwealth governments to help with information,
planning rules, policies and resources. There is also a vacancy for private sector sponsorship of
programs to restore stream habitat and ecosystems and improve water quality while reducing
flooding and greening our cities so that they are safe and pleasant places to live. This is important
with a growing population in a warming climate where every bit of natural environment will become
increasingly precious. “Friends of parks” programs really need more volunteers of all ages to help
restore and protect these remnant natural resources, especially along creeks. If you are interested
you can find your local Friends Group at: http://www.communitywebs.org/friendsofparks/
Water Sensitive SA can provide more advice on stormwater management at household and street
scale: http://watersensitivesa.com/news/water-sensitive-sa-steering-committee
Nature Play SA http://www.natureplaysa.org.au/ gives ideas and resources to encourage children to
experience nature. Among the suggested 51 things to do before you’re 12, is to catch a yabby.
The yabby is a key indicator of our ability to sustain creeks for future generations.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Written submission followup to feedback form from 16 Northbrook Ave Mitcham
Friday, 19 June 2015 4:57:53 PM

-----Original Message----From: Robert Dickinson [mailto:robert.r.dickinson@gmail.com]
Sent: Friday, 19 June 2015 4:10 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Cc: Diane Mather
Subject: Written submission followup to feedback form from 16 Northbrook Ave Mitcham
Dear BHKC Stormwater crew:
Since sending your our feedback form in which we selected "Yes to Option D” but didn’t provide much else in
the way of text, we have received several copies of material from Socket (the Unley creek owners group) in our
mailbox.
This email is to put in writing that I was absolutely astounded at the appallingly false and ridiculous
misrepresentation Socket made of all your hard work.
Socket's claims of environmental harm have no credibility relative to what I’ve read of your deliverables.
Socket people are clearly driven by greed and selfishness. One of them is on record at a meeting at Uniey a few
months back saying that his preference is a “do nothing” whatsoever outcome from the many person-years that
appear to have been spent on the project to date: I can think of no better example of extreme self-centred greed
from an individual from my entire 58 years on planet earth.   i.e. All Socket people care about is themselves /
screw the value that hundreds of thousands of others across the four council areas in the community put on the
upper BHC catchment / screw the natural environment in the hills / screw the heritage …. the list goes on —
but all that matters is that these exemplary attitudes of Socket people is disgraceful and counter to all
perspectives of community-wide oriented planning, collaboration, and consultation.
In summary / recommendation:
I very sincerely hope that you account for the credibility of the sources of the respective feedback that you
receive, even if this makes your task more “challenging” ?
--All the very best to all of you.
Warm Regards
- rob d
Robert R Dickinson, MAIE, MIEAust, PhD
16 Northbrook Ave
Mitcham 5062
m: 0439 814 708
PS: I am very pleased indeed with the outcome of your work in the last year or two that has led to a clearly
sensible and rational option (D). Well done ^10 !   :)=

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Option D Brownhill Creek preferred
Monday, 22 June 2015 8:35:26 AM

-----Original Message----From: Andrew & Mary [mailto:littlefish83@bigpond.com]
Sent: Sunday, 21 June 2015 11:00 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Option D Brownhill Creek preferred
Dear Sirs,
I am deeply concerned that Option D should be the preferred and responsible
way forward to preserve the natural flow of the creek without undue threat
to property even in spate conditions.
It would seem that some owners bordering the creek do not understand their
community responsibility to keep " their " section of creek bed free of
obstructions . The very small intrusions, where necessary, to help effect
this work will be of overall public benefit.
Having walked the upper creek line since 1944 and appreciated its wild life
and scenic beauty on a regular basis I'm horrified at the thought of the
destruction that would result from prolonged heavy haulage and earthworks in
this part of the first "proclaimed park" in the State.
Were a "dam" to be contemplated higher up, possibly in Ellison's Gully, the
permanent damage would be even greater and the insult to original
inhabitants, whom we profess to honour , profound.
Yours sincerely
Andrew Cheesman.
Unit 1. 4 Torrens Street
Mitcham S.A.5062
Ph. 82721864

Feedback from Jeremy G Clark, 47 Denman Tce, Lower Mitcham, SA 5062
Tel: 0421 958 332
Feedback number: M564
I favour Option D. It causes the least overall disruption and saves two pieces of land in Brownhill
Creek and Ellison’s Gully, areas enjoyed by an increasing number of people because of their
proximity to the city. I believe it is essential to preserve these beautiful walking spots as they are.
For the past forty years I have walked through these areas and always found them uplifting. They
are probably the most accessible non-suburban bits of mainly unspoilt land closest to the southeastern suburbs.
Much has been done to reassure home owners along the creek that there will be minimal impact on
their environment. In fact, instead of them having to take responsibility for keeping the creek clear
as it passes through their land, this will be taken care of for them and the area landscaped.
The engineers have shown Option D to be the best solution and it is certainly the least costly.
Finally, it is overwhelmingly the majority’s desire that none of Brownhill Creek is dammed.
Thank you.

10 Treetop Terrace • Belair • SA 5052 • Australia
Mob: 0419 353 803

collins@peneglos.com
22 June 2015

BHKC Stormwater Project
PO Box 907
UNLEY SA 5061
To whom it may concern,
Thank you for this opportunity to provide feedback on this most important Brown Hill
Keswick Creek Stormwater Management Plan (Part B). Having followed its development
from 2006 and through the many stages since, it is satisfying to see it finally reach this point.
I would like to thank you all for persevering. I strongly support the “Preferred Option D:
Creek Capacity Upgrade”.
I realise the goal of this Plan is to provide flood protection for those properties along the
upper Brown Hill Creek catchment during even a 1-in-100 year storm event, whether that
event occur in the hills or on the plains. It is wonderful that those involved in this Plan’s
development were able to think laterally and find a solution – Option D: No Dam – that
meets this criteria whilst also being sensitive to the adjoining property owners, the
environment, and protection of heritage structures. The fact that it also turns out to be the
most cost effective – capital and on-going maintenance – is both welcome and fortuitous.
I will be encouraging my elected representatives (by copying them in with this letter) and
the others to vote to support Option D when this issue is finally placed before my Council
members of the City of Mitcham.
After the final votes are counted and funding identified to implement the Plan, then I look
forward to seeing the results of the Creek capacity upgrades and rehabilitation work. This
really will be an asset to creek owners and the wider community and something the
Project and all key players can be proud of.
Kind regards,

Mrs Karen Collins
Cc:
Glenn Spear – Mayor, gspear@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Tim Hein - Elected Member for The Park Ward, thein@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Mark Ward - Elected Member for The Park Ward, mward@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
David Munro - Elected Member of Babbage Ward, dmunro@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Yvonne Todd - Elected Member of Babbage Ward, ytodd@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Adriana Christopoulos - Elected Member for Boorman Ward, achristopoulos@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Andrew Tilley - Elected Member for Boorman Ward, atilley@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Nick Greer - Elected Member Craigburn Ward, ngreer@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Karen Hockley - Elected Member Craigburn Ward, khockley@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Lindy Taeuber - Elected Member Craigburn Ward, ltaeuber@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Stephen Fisher - Elected Member Gault Ward, sfisher@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Adrian Rosevear - Elected Member Gault Ward, arosevear@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Nicholas Economos - Elected Member of Overton Ward, neconomos@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
John Sanderson - Elected Member of Overton Ward, jsanderson@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au
Matthew Pears – CEO, City of Mitcham, mpears@mitchamcouncil.sa.gov.au

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brownhill Creek Public Consultation
Monday, 22 June 2015 9:37:17 PM

From: Micah Sluczanowski [mailto:micah@sluczanowski.com]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 8:44 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brownhill Creek Public Consultation

Hello,
My name is Micah Sluczanowski of 17 Church Road, Mitcham, 5062.
I strongly support 'No Dam Option D' as I believe that any dam along Brownhill Creek
would be a step backwards in our quest to minimise our impact on the natural
environment.
Please confirm receipt of this email.
Regards,
Micah

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: OPTION D
Monday, 22 June 2015 7:29:50 PM

-----Original Message----From: empozniak [mailto:empozniak@iprimus.com.au]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 7:21 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: OPTION D
As a resident of Brownhill Creek Road, I fully support Option D as the only
viable alternative in dealing with the current debate. I oppose the
destruction of our precious natural local landscape with the dam
proposition. Egon Pozniak 29 Brownhill Creek Road Mitcham 5062. 22-6-15.

Michael Arman
Subject:
Attachments:

FW: BROWNHILL PUBLIC CREEK CONSULTATION
AD.DRIVING.LIC.doc; ATT00004.htm

From: Anni Delahaye [mailto:anni.delahaye@yahoo.co.uk]
Sent: Monday, 22 June 2015 1:58 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Fwd: BROWNHILL PUBLIC CREEK CONSULTATION

Begin forwarded message:
From: Michael Delahaye <mdlh@compuserve.com>
Subject: RE: BROWNHILL PUBLIC CREEK CONSULTATION
Date: 21 June 2015 9:53:27 am BST
To: Anni Delahaye <anni.delahaye@yahoo.co.uk>
Sent from Monpazier, Dordogne, France; 21 June 2015

RE: BROWNHILL CREEK PUBLIC CONSULTATION

Dear Sir/Madame,
I am writing to you - from Europe where I am currently on holiday - concerning the Brownhill Keswick Creek Stormwater
Project and the current Community Consultation (Part B Report) exercise.
I understand that the process closes this Tuesday, 23 June. Since I am not in a position at this late date to request and
receive a feedback form, I should be grateful if you would kindly regard this email as a formal written submission.
My name is ANN DELAHAYE and I am the owner/resident of 1 Hill Street, Kingswood, and I attach a copy of my SA
driving licence in evidence.
Although I have not been in a position to attend the most recent public meetings, I am familiar with the issue and I hereby
wish to vote for Creek Capacity Upgrade, OPTION D (No Dam).
My thanks in anticipation,

Sincerely,

Ann Delahaye
Resident, 1 Hill Street, Kingswood, Adelaide, SA 5062
Current contact phone number in France: +33 (0)5 24 10 68 67
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brownhill Creek Keswick Stormwater Plan
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:29:34 PM

-----Original Message----From: njspurrier@skymesh.com.au [mailto:njspurrier@skymesh.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 12:07 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brownhill Creek Keswick Stormwater Plan
To Michael Salkeld
Project Director
Brown Hill Keswick Creek Stormwater Project
Dear Michael
I would very much like to provide feedback regarding the Stormwater plan. I am very pleased to hear that the
option preferred by the five councils does NOT include a Dam. I strongly support option D - this is a very
sensible option which both avoids a large concrete structure being built in a beautiful natural reserve and also
provides maximum rehabilitation to the creek line throughout suburban areas.
I am deeply connected to Brownhill Creek - I have lived in one of the very last properties at the end of
Brownhill Creek road for almost 20 years. We have worked very hard at improving our property including
weed removal from the creek line on our property and replanting native species. We drive through the park
everyday, my children ride their bikes in the park, we walk and run regularly on the Yurrebilla trail.
Thank you very much for accepting this submission.
Thank you also very much for all the hard work undertaken to finally secure this very sensible solution.
Kind regards Nicola

Dr Nicola Spurrier
Rural Number 438, Brownhill Creek Road, Mitcham PO Box 464 Mitcham SA 5062
Phone: 08 82714122

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: No Dam Option D
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 2:45:14 PM

From: Lorraine Hawking [mailto:silkforyou@esc.net.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 2:37 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: No Dam Option D

Dear Sir/Madam I vote for No Dam Option D, as it has the lowest capital cost and
ongoing maintenance
I am keen to preserve the important heritage sites in the area, and it satisfies the
endorsed position of all 5 catchment councils to give preference to a feasible ‘no dam’
solution.......It gives a natural Brownhill creek, with a healthy community connection to its
surrounds and environs, and no forced easements ...........
.........I choose .................................................NO DAM OPTION D
.................................THANK YOU,
Mrs Lorraine Hawking
7 Verco Avenue
Lower Mitcham 5062 SA

Addendum to David Badenoch’s Formal Feedback Form number M4
To:
From:

The Brown Hill Creek Stormwater Project
David Badenoch,
Owner resident, 12 Heather Ave, Netherby, 5062
Former Senior Lecturer & Coordinator of Physical Education,
Sport & Play Studies, University of South Australia

Subject

Addendum to David Badenoch’s Formal Feedback form number
M4
22 June 2015

Date:

I wish to elaborate on my initial written response and add two further
arguments for supporting the preferred option Option D, the no dam solution.
I strongly support BHKC Stormwater Project preferred Option D because it:
1. Is economically responsible since it delivers the lowest estimated
capital and ongoing costs to ratepayers.
2. Is functionally effective and visionary by achieving the required 100
year ARI level of flood protection and by providing a higher than 100
year ARI level of flood protection and additional reserve capacity to
cope with other possible short term events.
3. Is democratically supported by the relevant councils since it
satisfies the project council’s endorsed position to give preference to a
feasible ’no dam’ solution.
4. Is an environmentally less invasive and effective solution since it
does not require bypass culverts in suburban streets.
5. Can be delivered within the budget cost for part B works and
6. Preserves existing sites of heritage significance.
In addition to the above reasons I wish to add two further reasons to
support option D.
Firstly, Option D is the only option under consideration that preserves the
Brown Hill Creek Reserve without significant and irreparable damage to a
unique, valuable and accessible natural reserve located in comparatively
close proximity to a major city’s CBD.
In coming to a decision I urge the committee to seriously consider Brown Hill
Creek Reserve’s unique 174 years European public use history and national
and world significance. Buttigieg’s (2012) report to the City of Mitcham
provides this significant context well when he observes that:

“ Brown Hill Creek Reserve was set aside originally in 1841 for “public
purposes” by the Colonial Governor, George Grey. ...By 1858 it was clearly
defined on survey maps as a public reserve. This makes it significantly older
than the first declared National Park in the United States (Yellowstone, 1872),
or in Australia (Royal National Park, Sydney, 1879 or Belair National Park,
Adelaide, 1891). It is the earliest declared recreational reserve in South
Australia and possibly the world ” (p 10).
These outstanding facts give Brown Hill Creek Reserve special historical
significant in its current state as a public reserve. Very few, if any, major cities
in Australia, and none that I have visited overseas, have such a historically
significant, unique, beautiful, accessible and multi purpose public reserve so
close to their CBD. To build a dam in Brown Hill Creek Reserve would destroy
a significant component of the reserve and thereby alter the essential and
valued nature of it. It would never be what it is now. Not only would a dam do
permanent damage to a unique public reserve and become a tragedy of
immeasurable proportion, it would also be regarded by the majority of current
and future generations as an unnecessary act of environmental vandalism,
especially since a viable alternative exists. Our communities are the current
custodians of this precious asset and we need to ensure it is preserved for
current and future generations to enjoy its benefits.
Secondly, Option D preserves the current valuable outdoor nature-based
environment that has always been its special attraction for its diverse users.
Preservation of access to such limited public nature-based reserves in urban
areas is essential to facilitate the critical dual needs for contact with nature
and public access to affordable nature-based spaces to encourage regular
and enjoyable participation in health enhancing physical activity for all ages.
Based on 55 years personal use and observations since 1960, Brown Hill
Creek Reserve has been used regularly for a range of valuable physical
activities such as walking, running, cycling, horse riding, as well as the
fulfilling acts of camping, bird and other wildlife watching, picnics,
photography, painting, environmental and historical restorations. All of these
activities have the capacity to enrich a person’s life in different ways.
Based upon recent national and international research results I argue that:
“ Australia’s highly urbanized, technologically advanced society urgently
needs to address significant childhood health issues related to physical
inactivity and sedentary behaviour. An integral part of the solution is the need
for all stakeholders to encourage and adhere to the healthy time limits on
children’s screen-based play and entertainment while simultaneously
optimizing outdoor and nature play because of their demonstrated health and
wellbeing enhancing benefits” (Badenoch, 2015: 83).
Other researchers and critics are also concerned that children are at risk of
developing a “nature-deficit disorder” by experiencing a reduction in direct and
meaningful contact with nature (Natural Learning Initiative, 2012; Louv, 2010).
On balance, the available research suggests that:

“Active outdoor and nature play can provide early, effective and critically
important pathways to a healthier and more meaningful life for children and
youth since they can develop extensive positive physical, mental and social
health and behaviour and learning benefits. It is in the interest of all
stakeholders to work in partnership to develop and implement strategies and
programs for Australian children and youth that successfully find a healthy
balance between recommended daily physical activity, contact with nature
and sedentary behaviours” (Badenoch, 2015: 87).
Brown Hill Creek Reserve currently meets two important needs. It allows local
communities and visitors to connect with nature, engage in nature-based
recreation, and facilitates a range of regular and health enhancing physical
activities. There is a pressing need for governments and local councils to
preserve public parks and reserves for their communities to enjoy their
potential health enhancing benefits.
In summary, from an economic, functional, political, environmental,
social and historical perspective together, with the demonstrated health
and wellbeing enhancing benefits of nature-based environments, Option
D is the most sensible and beneficial option for current and future
generations.
Thank you for your consideration.
Yours faithfully,
David Badenoch
12 Heather Ave
Netherby
South Australia 5062
References
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Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Submission to Brownhill Creek Association

From: Shirley Knight [mailto:randsk@bigpond.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 10:08 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Submission to Brownhill Creek Association

We, as paid up members of Brownhill Creek Association Inc. Dr. Ron and Mrs Shirley Knight of Unit 69 Mira Monte 5
Mount Barker Urrbrae 5064 vote for OPTION D Creek Capacity Upgrade of Ellison’s Gullly and Brownhill Creek
Recreation Park project.
This option will not require a dam to be part of the project. It will result in direct flood protection, it will cost less
and will enhance the area in an environmental way. The community and all sections of the community will be
winners. Most importantly there will be no need to build an unnecessary, costly and unattractive dam.
We apologise for the time being a few hours later than 5.00pm but our travel from Kangaroo Island and a
problem with a computer delayed my sending this submission.
Yours sincerely, Shirley and Ron Knight
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brownhill Creek
Wednesday, 10 June 2015 12:08:32 PM

Hi Michael
I guess this constitutes a submission as she has not requested a feedback form, just made a
statement of belief
Regards
Julie Kerr
From: Christine Crane [mailto:cranejames2@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2015 7:40 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brownhill Creek

To whom it may concern
I support option D for the care of Brownhill Creek waterway because it will keep and
enhance
the biodiversity along the course of the creek especially in the upper part of the creek
where the general public can enjoy the beauty of the area.
I am a regular walker and greatly value this part of Adelaide which is such an attractive
rural valley so close to the city.
The cost effectiveness of option D in comparison to other options is another strong reason
for supporting it.
Please ensure that Option D is adopted.
Christine James,
Member of Trees for Life and Skyline Walkers

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr
Michael Arman
FW: Dam
Tuesday, 19 May 2015 1:08:38 PM

Hi Michael
This is a statement of belief, not a request for a form, so I'm passing it
on to you
Cheers
Julie Kerr ¦ Project Assistant
-----Original Message----From: Brown Hill Email [mailto:bhkc@unley.sa.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 19 May 2015 12:25 PM
To: Julie Kerr (julie@jckerr.net)
Subject: FW: Dam

-----Original Message----From: Chris and Del [mailto:candmills@bigpond.com]
Sent: Monday, 18 May 2015 10:32 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Dam

In my opinion option D should be the answer to the no Dam survey.
S C Mills
Sent from my iPad
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------This email and any files associated with it are intended solely for the
addressee(s).
They are confidential and may contain copyright material. Access to this
email by
anyone other than the intended recipient is unauthorised. If you are not the
intended recipient then any use, disclosure, reproduction or distribution of
any
information contained in this email may be unlawful. If you have received
this email
in error please let us know by return email and then delete all copies of
this message.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Public consultation on Brownhill Creek Dam issue
Wednesday, 10 June 2015 12:12:43 PM

And another
From: Amanda [mailto:macky008@tpg.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 10 June 2015 11:03 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Public consultation on Brownhill Creek Dam issue

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to express my support for the No Dam Option D during this Public
Consultation time for the Brownhill Creek Dam/No Dam issue.
Brownhill Creek Reserve is a valuable piece of Adelaide heritage that needs to be
protected for the many people that use it now & for future generations.
We are losing heritage at a rapid rate all over Adelaide & I don’t wish for Brownhill Creek
Reserve to be another casualty, especially when the option exists to both keep the reserve
intact & protect property downstream from floods. It is not just the human issue here, but
also a native animal protection issue too.
On my many walks ‘up the creek’ I see koalas, occasionally kangaroos, possums, cockies,
parrots, tawny frogmouths etc & I have especially noted that the mother koalas with their
babies seem to like an area which would be obliterated by the construction works for the
dam.
Kind regards,
Amanda Woolcock
32 Blamey Avenue
Broadview SA 5083

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brown hill creek
Thursday, 18 June 2015 6:00:55 PM

-----Original Message----From: Katrina Kluzek [mailto:katrina.kluzek@colindale.com.au]
Sent: Thursday, 18 June 2015 12:17 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brown hill creek
To Whom it May Concern
Please be advised that I support Creek Capacity Upgrade (Option D) in
respect of the BROWN HILL KESWICK CREEK STORMWATER PROJECT
Kind regards
Katrina Kluzek
Sent from my iPad=

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: BHKC Stormwater Project,
Tuesday, 16 June 2015 8:12:18 PM

A brief submission
From: John Wood [mailto:johnwood@adam.com.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2015 7:59 PM
To: BHKC Stormwater Project
Subject: BHKC Stormwater Project,

To the Project Team,
All five Councils have voted to show support for option D. As a supporter of the iconic
Brownhill Creek Recreation Park I wish to register my support for option D.
I am certain that if properly managed the creek upgrade will provide both adequate flood
mitigation and a satisfying outcome for the creek owners.
All the best,
John Wood,
Ph: 83733374.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Support for Option D- No Dam for Brownhill Creek
Wednesday, 17 June 2015 8:28:33 AM

Another submission
-----Original Message----From: anna [mailto:annatemme@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 16 June 2015 8:57 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Support for Option D- No Dam for Brownhill Creek
To whom it may concern,
I wish to express my strong support for Option D- no dam for Brownhill
Creek. As the Mother of 3 young boys we regularly visit the area and it is a
wonderful asset for the community- it has numerous benefits for the physical
and mental health of the community, provides wonderful open space (Adelaide
has a low percentage of open space and public parks compared to other
states). Thanks you,
Yours Sincerely, Anna Temme

Sent from my iPad=

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: option D
Wednesday, 17 June 2015 12:49:34 PM
img_1286859229_15021_1287355370.png

Another one
From: Marcus Breach [mailto:marcus@grassrootsfood.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 17 June 2015 12:38 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: option D

To whom it may concern i strongly support option D.

Warm Regards,
Marcus Breach
ph: 0423 204 987
e: marcus@grassrootsfood.com.au

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: The Future of Brownhill Creek
Wednesday, 17 June 2015 11:46:57 AM

A very brief submission
From: Dave Cosh [mailto:dave.cosh@colindale.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 17 June 2015 11:04 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: The Future of Brownhill Creek

Dear Sir/Madam
I would like to nominate support for Option D
Sincerely
David Cosh
Mb 0417867277

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: BHKC Stormwater Project
Wednesday, 17 June 2015 11:47:15 AM
image001.png

And another
From: Samantha Breach [mailto:samantha.breach@colindale.com.au]
Sent: Wednesday, 17 June 2015 11:17 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Cc: Dave Cosh
Subject: BHKC Stormwater Project

To Whom it May Concern
Please be advised that I support Creek Capacity Upgrade (Option D) in respect of the BROWN HILL
KESWICK CREEK STORMWATER PROJECT
Kind regards

Samantha Breach

93 Frome Street. Adelaide SA 5000 Australia
Mob:    +61 418 866 084

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to whom they are addressed.
If you have received this email in error please notify the system manager. This message contains confidential
information and is intended only for the individual named.
If you are not the named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify
the sender immediately by e-mail if you have
received this e-mail by mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. If you are not the intended
recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or
taking any action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly prohibited.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brownhill Creek Project
Saturday, 20 June 2015 4:45:19 PM

-----Original Message----From: Sonya Fennell [mailto:sfennell65@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, 20 June 2015 3:37 PM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brownhill Creek Project
To whom it may concern,
It's a 'no-brainer'.
I am strongly of the opinion that a dam will cause more negative impacts on the surrounding areas and
environment generally.
Vital flora will be destroyed and and further fauna habitat will be lost.
There will be more negative impacts on the flooding of the area, therefore more long term costs financially and
in every other way.
It appears there are alternative viable options according to the scientists in which everyone including the
environment wins.
I understand that the engineers reports prove there are other more viable resolutions to the storm water problem
than building a giant dam in our natural and cultural indigenous wildlife BrownHill Creek reserve.
When a 'win win' option is possible, whether in business or with environmental issues, when the greater good is
supported, then there are more positive outcomes in ways not even considered.
I fully support Option D- No Dam option!!
Kind regards,
Sonya

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brown Hill Creek
Sunday, 21 June 2015 5:58:03 PM

-----Original Message----From: Etiennette Fennell [mailto:etiennefen@yahoo.com.au]
Sent: Sunday, 21 June 2015 11:11 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brown Hill Creek
T whom it may concern,
I concur with Sonya's message and have no need to state again everything she writes except to say that the
government is obviously not listening and is uselessly about to waste valuable money it does not have in an
attempt to win electors.
I am strongly of the opinion that a dam will cause more negative impacts on the surrounding areas and
environment generally.
Vital flora will be destroyed and and further fauna habitat will be lost.
There will be more negative impacts on the flooding of the area, therefore more long term costs financially and
in every other way.
It appears there are alternative viable options according to the scientists in which everyone wins, including the
environment.
I understand that the engineers' reports prove that there are other more viable resolutions to the storm water
problem than building a giant dam in our natural and cultural indigenous wildlife BrownHill Creek reserve.
When a 'win win' option is possible, whether in business or with environmental issues, when the greater good is
supported, then there are more positive outcomes in ways not even considered.
I fully support Option D- No Dam option!!
Kind regards,
E. Fennell

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Brownhill Creek Dam proposal
Tuesday, 23 June 2015 6:05:22 AM

From: danuta elson [mailto:danuta.elson@hotmail.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 1:04 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Brownhill Creek Dam proposal

Regarding the Brownhill creek dam proposal, am appalled that it is even considered for
flooding.All over the world animals are losing their homes due to narrow sightedness. It is
time that the people making decisions become more sensitive to the plight of animals
who can't speak for themselves,and stop bulldozing their way into destruction.This
beautiful country will be no longer if this thinking continues.Not to mention the fauna and
especially the indigenous peoples rights.There is so much to consider,when there are
other options. ABSOLUTELY NO TO THE DAMMING OF BROWNHILL KESWICK CREEK. I
have already received a feedback form,and sent it off this evening not thinking that I really
should have delivered it in person on the 23rd june.I don't think you will receive it in
time.However please register my protest just as strongly in this format. I SUPPORT THE
PREFERRED PROJECT OPTION D, that is the NO DAM OPTION. For QUES 2, on the
feedback form, I vote YES (I don't think I did this on the form).Many thanks for your
attention, Danuta Elson (my name was incorrectly spelt as Danietta on your covering
letter to me)

Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Request for feedback form Brownhill Creek

Importance:

High

From: Shaw, Doug (Health) [mailto:Doug.Shaw@sa.gov.au]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 11:39 AM
To: 'info@bhkcstormwater.com.au'
Cc: Doug Shaw (drdouglasshaw@yahoo.com.au)
Subject: FW: Request for feedback form Brownhill Creek
Importance: High

Dear Julie
Thank you for returning my phone call and advising that in relation to my request for a feedback form (see email
below) that you arranged for this to be sent on 11 June to Douglas Shaw, 34 Cox Creek Road, Crafers, 5152 (Ref.
068) but that I did not receive the form in the mail.
I am therefore making an email submission from my work email address (as I don’t have easy access to my personal
email: drdouglasshaw@yahoo.com.au).
I am making this submission because of my strong personal and professional concern for the environment,
particularly in relation to the intimate connection between human health and the environment as I am a public
health physician. For these reasons I support Option D.
Name: Douglas Shaw
Address: 34 Cox Creek Road, Crafers, 5152
Contact phone: 0408 679 347
With kind regards
Doug
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Michael Arman
FW: Request for feedback form
Wednesday, 24 June 2015 11:48:21 AM

From: BiznMJ [mailto:bizimichael@bigpond.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 24 June 2015 10:50 AM
To: Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Subject: Re: Request for feedback form

Sorry we missed out yesterday on getting form but option D is ok with us as long as all non native
trees are removed from creek and reserves
Liz and Michael Ahern

Sent from my iPad
On 22 Jun 2015, at 12:54 pm, Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater) <info@bhkcstormwater.com.au>
wrote:
Thank you for your request for a feedback form in relation to the Brown Hill Keswick Creek
Stormwater Project.
Feedback forms are no longer being distributed by post as we cannot guarantee that they will be
delivered to you before the consultation period closes (23 June 2015). Instead, any requested
feedback forms need to be collected from the Unley Council Civic Centre at 181 Unley Rd,
Unley. They are not available for distribution via email.
Please confirm by reply email if you would still like a feedback form and are willing to collect it
from the Unley Civic Centre, 181 Unley Road, Unley from the afternoon of Monday June 22.
We will then process your request to verify that you are eligible to receive a feedback form
noting that:
1. The following applies:
·
Where a property is owner-occupied, only one form will be issued for that property
·
Where the owner does not reside at the property, the occupant is also able to request
a feedback form
·
Therefore a maximum of two feedback forms will be issued per property
2. If you own / live in more than one property (anywhere, including within the five catchment
councils), your household will only receive one form. In this event, your response will be
analysed and included in the report to each of the relevant catchment councils.
All feedback forms that contain an Australia Post postmark up to and including 23 June 2015 will be
accepted.

Yours sincerely

Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Vote for No Dam Option D

From: Carol Bailey [mailto:cas_tantivy@hotmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, 24 June 2015 1:09 AM
To: info@bhkcstormwater.com.au
Subject: Vote for No Dam Option D

Dear Sir,
I tried several times on Tuesday 23rd June to record a vote re. the public consultation on Brownhill
Creek. I ended up
sending an email to the address on the website and hope this was duly recorded in good time. Having
returned somewhat
late from a meeting in Strathalbyn I decided to resend my details again re. my inability to access the
feedback form.
I wish to record a NO DAM OPTION D vote
Carol Bailey
P.O. Box 130 (149 Harper Road)
Mount Barker S.A. 5251
8391 0916
0435 012 176
I trust that this can be added to the feedback received. Please contact me if there is any problem.
Kind regards
Carol
Cr. Carol Bailey
Mount Barker
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Michael Arman
Subject:

FW: Brownhill Creek

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Damian Peterson [mailto:damian.peterson@icloud.com]
Sent: Tuesday, 23 June 2015 11:54 AM
To: Julie Kerr (bhkcstormwater)
Subject: Re: Brownhill Creek
Thanks Julie.
If it's as easy as emailing...
I have already read some info on the project relating to our interest as users of Upper Brownhill Creek and support Option
D.
Cheers,
Damian
Sent from my iPad
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