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Disclaimer  

This Report has been prepared in accordance with the scope of services described in the agreement between ACOR Consultants Pty 

Ltd and the Client. The Report relies upon data, surveys, measurements and results based on instructions from, and in consultation 

with, the Client.  Except as otherwise stated, ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd has not attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of 

any information provided by the Client. If the information is subsequently determined to be false, inaccurate or incomplete then it is 

possible that changes may be required to the Report. Changes in circumstances or facts, the passage of time, manifestation of latent 

conditions or impacts of future events may also impact on the accuracy, completeness or currency of the information or material set out 

in this Report. This Report has been prepared solely for use by the Client, ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd accepts no responsibility for its 

use by any third parties without the specific authorisation of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd. ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd reserves the right to 

alter, amend, discontinue, vary or otherwise change any information, material or service at any time without subsequent notification. All 

access to, or use of, the information or material is at the user's risk and ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd accepts no responsibility for the 

results of any actions taken on the basis of information or material provided, nor for its accuracy, completeness or currency.   For the 

reasons outlined above, however, no other warranty or guarantee, whether expressed or implied, is made as to the data, observations 

and findings expressed in this Report, to the extent permitted by law.   
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1 Introduction 

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd has been commissioned by SPF Diana Australia Pty Ltd (SFP) to prepare civil and 

stormwater design documentation to inform a Development Application (DA) for the proposed Pet Food 

Manufacturing Facility, Rutherford NSW. 

1.1 Purpose and Scope of Report 

This civil engineering report provides an overview of the proposed civil design including the proposed site grading 

and stormwater management strategy. 

The objective of this Development Application Civil Engineering Report is to identify the design criteria and 

controls for the site grading and stormwater drainage system and the underlying design methodology for the 

design. 

For the purposes of this report, the site grading and stormwater drainage system encompasses the following 

elements:  

 Proposed site levels external to the building envelope 

 Retaining walls external to the building envelope 

 Minor (piped) stormwater drainage system 

 Major (overland flow and piped) stormwater drainage system 

 On-site Detention (OSD) system 

 Operational water quality management incorporating Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD) 

 Flooding 

 Soil Erosion and Sediment Control during construction 

This report must be read in conjunction with the following documentation:  

 ACOR Development Application design drawings; and 

 Architectural plans prepared by BELL Architecture. 

1.2 Project Description  

The development proposes to construct and operate a pet food ingredient manufacturing facility, with a production 

capacity of up to 25,000 tonnes per annum of liquid pet feed ingredient at 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford (Lot 2 

DP 1197299 – currently subject to subdivision by Hunter Land Corporation) and is within the Maitland Local 

Government Area. 

1.3 Reference Documents 

The following reference documents were considered during the development of the site grading and stormwater 

management design. 

 Maitland City Council Manual of Engineering Standards (MOES) 

 Maitland City Council Development Control Plan (2011) 

 Maitland City Council Local Environmental Plan (2011) 

 Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan (2015) 

 Australian Rainfall and Runoff Guidelines (2019) 



  

 

 

NSW212100-CIV-RPT-DA-001-Civil Engineering_R04.docx Page 6 of 25 
 

 Bureau of Meteorology Design Rainfall Data System (2016) 

http://www.bom.gov.au/water/designRainfalls/revised-ifd/ 

 Water Management (General) Regulation 2018 Hydro Line spatial data 

 AS/NZS 2890.1-2004 Parking facilities, Part 1: Off-street car parking 

 AS/NZS 2890.2-2018 Parking facilities, Part 2: Off-street commercial vehicle facilities 

 AS/NZS 2890.6-2009 Parking facilities, Part 6: Off-street parking for people with disabilities 

 AS/NZS 3500.3-2021 Plumbing and drainage, Part 3: Stormwater drainage 

2 Site 

2.1 Location  

The proposed development site is currently known as Lot 206 of the proposed Stage 2 industrial development of 

91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford.  91 Gardiner Street is currently under development by Hunter Land. 

The proposed Lot 206 is bound by crown land along the northern boundary and Lot 14 DP1141534 to the south 

(heritage rail corridor).  Adjacent Lot 14 DP1141534 to the south is the Main North rail line.  Bordering the eastern 

extent of the proposed Stage 2 industrial development by Hunter Land.  The site is accessed via Gardiner Street, 

Rutherford. 

Refer to Cover Sheet DA-01 for Locality Plan 

 

Figure 1 Proposed Stage 2 Industrial Development by Hunter Land 

http://www.bom.gov.au/water/designRainfalls/revised-ifd/


  

 

 

NSW212100-CIV-RPT-DA-001-Civil Engineering_R04.docx Page 7 of 25 
 

2.2 Existing Topography, Landscape and Local Soils 

The site is currently undeveloped rural land which has generally been cleared of trees.  Vegetation consists of 

medium dense shrubs and grass.  There are trees along the northern and southern boundaries as well as 

adjacent the banks of the first order stream. 

 

Figure 2 Nearmap image (3 Nov 2021) 

The existing site has a high point of RL32.95 at the southern boundary and a low point of RL28.27 at the 

northeast corner of the property.  The majority of the site grades to the northeast at 3% while the remainder of the 

site generally grades to the northwest at 3%. 

Refer to Existing Topography Plan No DA-02. 

At the western extent of the property is a first order stream as identified by Water Management (General) 

Regulation 2018 Hydro Line spatial data (refer to Figure 3).  The stream flows into Stony Creek to the north. 

Hunter Civilab have completed a site Geotechnical Investigation.  Refer to Section 3.1 Geological and Soil 

Landscape Setting and Section 5 Subsurface Conditions of the Geotechnical Investigation for commentary on soil 

landscape and subsurface conditions. 

The Geotechnical Investigation completed eight (8) boreholes which were terminated between 2m and 3m 

depths.  No groundwater conditions were encountered during this investigation.  Refer Annex B of the 

Geotechnical Investigation for borehole soil profiles encountered. 

Refer Appendix B for Hunter Civilab Geotechnical Investigation. 
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2.3 External Catchments  

Any external catchment upstream of the proposed development is currently redirected by the existing earth 

mound within the heritage rail corridor.  The existing earth mound is located along the southern property boundary 

of the proposed development and is intended to be maintained in-situ post development. 

As such, it is not anticipated that either concentrated or sheet flow will contribute to the stormwater network of the 

proposed development. 

2.4 Existing Flowpaths and Water Bodies  

There is an existing first order water course at the far western extent of the proposed development site.  Based on 

the detailed survey information available, the bank definition of the water course is unclear.  It is not expected that 

the proposed development will impact the existing water course. 

 

Figure 3 Hydro Line spatial data 
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Figure 4 SIX Maps Imagery 

2.5 Existing Point of Stormwater Discharge  

The existing topography has the site runoff discharging to the northwest to the first order stream, and along the 

north boundary into the adjacent crown land. 

Refer to Existing Topography Plan No DA-02 

3 Development  

3.1 Proposed Development 

The site consists of a light vehicle parking access driveway off the end of the cul-de-sac and a heavy vehicle 

access to the south of the light vehicle access and a heavy vehicle egress to the north of the light vehicle access. 

The carpark is located to the east of the proposed building with the main access to the building on the eastern 

wall.  The heavy vehicle access road is a one-way road which circulates the proposed building to allow access to 

the loading docks at the western extent of the building. 

Refer to Key Plan DA-03 which shows the proposed development outline. 

3.2 Site Grading 

The concept site grading is designed in accordance with AS/NZS 2890.1-2004 Parking facilities, Part 1: Off-street 

car parking, AS/NZS 2890.2-2018 Parking facilities, Part 2: Off-street commercial vehicle facilities and       

AS/NZS 2890.6-2009 Parking facilities, Part 6: Off-street parking for people with disabilities. 

The proposed finished floor level of the building is RL30.90 and has been adopted to minimise the impacts on 

existing topography at the perimeter of the property whilst considering the balance of cut/fill earthworks, 

restrictions imposed on the surface grading as dictated by Australian Standards, and the requirement of the 

loading dock ground level to be 1.2m below the proposed finished floor level. 
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Refer to Site Grading Plan No DA-07 and DA-08 

3.3 Retaining Walls 

Retaining walls are required to facilitate the proposed site grading and ensure the extent of construction is 

maintained within the property boundaries. 

The face of perimeter retaining walls have been offset 600mm from the property boundary to ensure all 

construction works are within the property boundaries.  It is anticipated that during detail design development, 

various retaining wall options will be investigated and the lateral offset from the boundary may be altered however, 

the construction of the perimeter retaining walls will remain within the property boundaries. 

Cut retaining walls are up to 2.2m high (contiguous piles) and fill retaining walls (concrete retaining walls) are up to 

2.2m high. 

Where lower height retaining walls exist, it is likely a structural detail will be designed to have a low height 

retaining wall / kerb which will be tied into the concrete pavement slab of the heavy vehicle access road. 

Due to civil design constraints such as loading dock location, existing topography, stormwater management 

requirements and heavy vehicle access and turning requirements, the retaining walls have been designed to 

balance all constraints and minimise the impact on existing topography and achieve balanced earthworks. 

Refer to Retaining Wall Plan No DA-22 for concept retaining wall locations and Retaining Wall Elevation Plan No. 

DA-23 to DA-26.  During detailed design development, there may be the requirement to provide additional 

retaining to suit building grade requirements and facilitate water quality infrastructure in the north-west.  These 

walls are not anticipated to be located adjacent external property boundaries. 

Refer to Typical Retaining Wall Detail Plan No. DA-27 and DA-28 for indicative contiguous pile wall detail (cut 

retaining walls) and indicative reinforced concrete wall (fill retaining wall) details.  These details have been 

provided to demonstrate that the retaining wall construction can be maintained within the property boundaries of 

the proposed development. 

3.4 Earthworks  

The site grading has been designed with consideration of cut / fill earthworks balance whilst maintaining 

compliance to Australian Standards. 

Due to civil design constraints such as loading dock location, existing topography, stormwater management 

requirements and heavy vehicle access and turning requirements, the site has been designed to balance all 

constraints and minimise the impact on existing topography and achieve balanced earthworks. 

Refer to Cut / Fill Earthworks Plan No DA-05. 

3.5 Point of Stormwater Discharge  

For the proposed development, part of the western catchment which will generally be undisturbed or landscaped 

will still discharge to the north west to the first order stream. The eastern catchment which incorporates the 

proposed development will discharge to the interallotment drainage pit in the north east corner for minor storms 

and for major storms will discharge along the north boundary into the adjacent crown land and to east into the cul-

de-sac. 

4 Flooding 

4.1 General 

The proposed development site is not identified within the Maitland Local Environmental Plan 2011 as being 

impacted by flood planning requirements. 
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Figure 5 Flood Planning Map FLD_002 (Maitland Local Environmental Plan 2011) 

The proposed development site has a lowest level of approximately 28.27m AHD and is not shown to be 

impacted by any flood scenario modelled within the Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 

(2015).  Peak flood levels outlined within the Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan average 

between 10-12m AHD. 

The Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan has not identified the proposed development site 

is within the flood planning area or the flood risk area. 
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Figure 6 Flood Planning Area (Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 2015) 
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Figure 7 True Hydraulic Hazard 1% AEP (Hunter River Floodplain Risk Management Study and Plan 2015) 

5 Stormwater Quantity Management 

5.1 Objectives 

The objectives of the stormwater quantity management for the site are: 

• Provide a stormwater conveyance system in accordance with Australian Rainfall and Runoff’s 

minor/major system philosophy and the requirements of Maitland City Council.  The minor 

stormwater conveyance system will be designed to convey peak flows from the 10% Annual 

Exceedance Probability (AEP) storm event and the major stormwater conveyance system will be 

designed to convey the peak flows from the 1% AEP storm events. 

• Provide stormwater detention to reduce the peak flows from the developed site to or below the 

current peak runoff from the site. 

5.2 Stormwater Conveyance 

5.2.1 Minor Storm Event Conveyance 

Minor system stormwater conveyance for the development will be a via a traditional pit and pipe system.  The 

minor stormwater system will have the capacity to convey the peak flows from a 10% AEP storm event. 

Refer to Stormwater Plan No DA-11 and DA12. 
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1.1.1 Major Storm Event Conveyance 

Major system stormwater conveyance for the proposed development will be via a pit and pipe system and 

overland flows.  The pit and pipe system will be utilised to convey the major flows where the overland flows cannot 

be contained within the roadway or impact on the proposed development. The major stormwater system will have 

the capacity to convey the peak flows from a 1% AEP storm event.  

Majority of the flows from the development will be direct to the detention tank located under the carparking area at 

the front of the development. The pipe flows from the detention tank will be directed to the interallotment pit in the 

northeast corner of the site. The overland flows from the site will be directed to the north as per existing and into 

the proposed cul-de-sac access.  

5.3 DRAINS Modelling 

5.3.1 General 

DRAINS modelling was undertaken to determine the predeveloped and developed peak flows at the western and 

eastern boundaries for 1yr, 10% and 1% AEP storm events ranging from 5 minutes to 6 hours. ARR 2019 

procedures were utilised in the DRAINS models. 

The predeveloped and developed catchments were modelled using the Initial Loss – Continuing Loss (IL-CL) 

model. The IL-CL hydrology procedure in DRAINS is an alternative to Horton (ILSAX). Both methods are 

accepted in the ARR 2019 guidelines and discussed in Book 5 Chapter 3. The IL-CL model and its parameters 

are set out in Section 3.5.3 of ARR 2019. 

5.3.2 Rainfall Data 

The Australian Rainfall and Runoff (AR&R) Data Hub was used to obtain data (Storm Losses, Temporal Patterns, 

BOM IFD Depths, Preburst Depths and Ratios and Interim Climate Change Factors) for the development site. 

The AR&R Data Hub results are shown in Appendix C. 

5.3.3 Catchments  

The total site area is approximately 2.3 hectares. 

The existing site has been divided into two catchments for the predeveloped DRAINS model.  The west 

catchment is approximately 0.42 hectares and the east catchment is approximately 1.88 hectares.   

Refer to Predeveloped Catchment Plan No. DA-15 

For the proposed development, the catchment draining to the west has been reduced to approximately 0.2 

hectares and is to remain pervious. The remainder of the site (approximately 2.1 hectares) is being developed 

and will include a building, carparking and access roads.  

The post development catchments have been divided up to suit the proposed stormwater pit and pipe layout for 

the development. The catchments draining to the pits consist of roof runoff and pavement areas, with some small 

landscaped areas at the eastern end. 

Refer to Post Developed Catchment Plan No. DA-16 

5.3.4 Fraction Impervious  

The fraction impervious adopted for the predeveloped catchments is zero (0).  

The fraction impervious for the developed catchments was calculated for each catchment. Most catchments have 

a fraction impervious of one (1). 

mk:@MSITStore:C:/Program%20Files/Drains/DRAINS%20Help.chm::/Australian%20Rainfall%20and%20Runoff.htm
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5.3.5 Predevelopment Peak Discharge  

Table 1 Predeveloped Peak Discharge 

Catchment Name Area (Ha) Peak Discharge m3/s: AEP 

1yr 10 1 

West 0.42 0.056 0.156 0.273 

East 1.88 0.206 0.598 0.989 

5.3.6 Post Development Peak Discharge (Without Detention) 

Table 2 Post Development Peak Discharge without Detention 

Catchment Name Area (Ha) Peak Discharge m3/s: AEP 

1yr 10 1 

West 0.2 0.033 0.86 0.141 

East 2.1 0.348 0.682 1.02 

5.3.7 Post Development Peak Discharge (Without Detention) 

The post developed peak flows for the west catchment have been reduced below the predeveloped peak flows as 

the catchment draining to the west has been reduced. 

The post developed peak flows for the east catchment have been increased above the predeveloped peak flows 

due to the proposed development. A comparison of these flows is shown in Table 3. 

Table 3 Peak Discharge Predevelopment vs Post Development (without detention) 

Storm Event AEP Peak Discharge m3/s: AEP 

Pre-Development Post Development Difference % 

1yr 0.206 0.259 26% 

10 0.598 0.682 14% 

1 0.989 1.02 3% 

From the comparison of peak flows shown in table 3, the post developed peak flows are higher than the 

predeveloped peak flows, therefore on-site stormwater detention is required for the proposed development.  

5.3.8 Detention Tank Details 

Stormwater detention needs to be provided to ensure that the post development flows from the total site are reduced 

to the predevelopment flows for 1yr, 10% and 1% AEP storm events so that downstream properties are not 

impacted by increased flows from this proposed development. 

The detention tank is proposed to be installed under the carparking area at the front of the development. The 

configuration for the detention tank is: 

- Top level of tank – varies due to finished pavement levels in carpark (RL30.6 to RL31) 

- Base of tank – RL27.75 

- Surface area – rectangular tank with base area of 160m² 

- Outlet pipe – 2x375mm diameter pipes 
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5.3.9 Peak Discharge Predevelopment vs Post Development (with Detention) 

Table 4 Peak Discharge Predevelopment vs Post Development (with detention) 

Storm Event AEP Peak Discharge m3/s: AEP 

Pre-Development Post Development Difference % 

1yr 0.206 0.297 44% 

10 0.598 0.467 -22% 

1 0.989 0.584 -41% 

The detention basin detailed above has reduced the post developed peak flows below the predeveloped peak 

flows for the 10% and 1% AEP storm events.  

The post developed peak flows have not been reduced below the predeveloped peak flows for the 1yr AEP storm 

events, but these flows will be reduced with the proposed installation of the underground rainwater tank capturing 

runoff from the southern roof area which is to be utilised for water harvesting on site. Therefore, the peak flows 

from the 1yr AEP storm events should not have an impact on the downstream stormwater drainage infrastructure. 

Refer to Appendix D for DRAINS Modelling information. 

5.4 Stormwater Impact on New England Highway 

The peak flows from the proposed development will be reduced below the predeveloped peak flows with the 

installation of a detention tank. Therefore, there will be no impact on the existing stormwater infrastructure in New 

England Highway.  

6 Stormwater Quality Management 

6.1 Objectives 

The objectives of the stormwater quality management for the site are: 

• Meet the water quality objectives of Maitland City Council for the operational phase of the site by 

using best practice stormwater treatment measures.  The water quality reductions required by 

Maitland City Council are: 

• % Reductions from the developed site of: 

 80% reduction in Total Suspended Solids (TSS)  

 45% reduction in Total Phosphorus (TP)  

 45% reduction in Total Nitrogen (TN)  

 70% reduction in litter/gross pollutants  

6.2 Water Quality Management - Operational Phase 

6.2.1 General 

To meet the water quality requirements of Maitland City Council a range of water quality improvement devices are 

proposed.  The proposed water quality improvement devices for the site are: 

• Rainwater tank 

• OceanSave GPT 

• Ocean Protect Filterra stormwater bio-retention filtration system 
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The above water quality improvement devices act as a treatment train, progressively reducing pollutants as they 

pass through each one.   

6.2.2 Stormwater Quality Modelling 

6.2.2.1 Introduction 

The MUSIC model version 6 was used to assess the pollutant generation from the development and the 

performance of the stormwater quality treatment train.  MUSIC modelling was undertaken in accordance with the 

Maitland City Council MUSIC Modelling Guidelines and the NSW MUSIC Modelling Guidelines (WBM, 2015). 

Rainfall Data and Evaporation Data 

The rainfall data and evapotranspiration data for the project was adopted from the Port Stephens Council MUSIC 

link.  The Port Stephens Council data was adopted as Maitland Council does not currently have a MUSIC link.  

The data is from the Williamtown RAAF base with amendments made to be the Seaham catchment of Port 

Stephen Council.  

6.2.2.2 MUSIC Model Source Inputs 

The source data for the MUSIC model for the developed model were adopted from the Port Stephens Council 

MUSIC link (and checked against the NSW MUSIC Model Guideline values).   

6.2.2.3 Catchments Pollutant Mean Concentrations 

The pollutant Event Mean Concentration (EMC) values for the development were adopted from Port Stephens 

Council’s MUSIC link (and checked against the NSW MUSIC Modelling Guideline values) for both base flows and 

storm flows.  The catchments were divided into west pervious catchment, roof and industrial development. 

6.2.2.4 MUSIC Model Treatment Train 

The stormwater quality treatment train consist of three parts: rainwater tanks, GPT and a proprietary bioretention 

system. The rainwater tank was not included in the MUSIC model as information for the rainwater tank and reuse 

were not available. 

A brief description on each treatment measure is listed below. 

• OceanSave GPT is proposed upstream of the detention tank.  These products remove gross pollutants, 

sediment and attached nutrients.  The MUSIC node for the GPT was provided by Ocean Protect.  An 

equivalent product could be used.   

• Ocean Protect Filterra stormwater bio-retention filtration system is proposed downstream of the detention 

tank. The MUSIC node for the Filterra was provided by Ocean Protect. 

6.2.2.5 Stormwater Quality Modelling Results 

The results of the MUSIC model for the total catchment showing the mean annual pollutant loads for the 

developed catchment and treatment train effectiveness are shown in Table 5. 

Table 5 MUSIC Model Results 

 Source 
Load 

Residual 
Load 

% Achieved 
Reduction 

% Required 
Reduction 

TSS (kg/yr) 3250 558 82.8 80 

TP (kg/yr) 6.23 1.43 77 45 

TN (kg/yr) 55.8 23.8 57.4 45 

Gross Pollutants 
(kg/yr) 

582 25 95.7 70 
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The results of the modelling show that the reductions in the pollutants exceed the requirements of Maitland City 

Council. 

Refer to Appendix E for MUSIC Modelling information. 

6.3 Stormwater Quality - Construction Phase  

6.3.1 General  

During the construction phase of the development, an Erosion and Sediment Control Program will be 

implemented to minimise water quality impacts. A detailed Erosion and Sediment Control Program will be 

prepared at the detailed design stage and will be employed throughout the site. The control measures shall 

include silt fences, cut-off drains for polluted stormwater and diversion channels for clean stormwater run-off, gully 

pit sediment barriers, field inlet sediment traps and temporary bioretention filter protection. 

Details of the required construction phase control measures will be provided on the detailed engineering drawings 

and shall be in accordance with the required standards. However, the contractor shall be responsible for the 

provision of the construction phase water quality objectives which shall be enforced by the preparation and 

implementation of an Erosion and Sediment Control Program. 

The following information is provided to identify controls and procedures, and who is responsible for them, and 

should be incorporated into the Erosion and Sediment Control Program. 

6.3.2 Pre-Construction 

 Establish a single stabilised entry/exit point for each stage of construction. This point should also include 

a vehicle shakedown device to mitigate the transportation of dust and dirt. 

 Sediment fences are to be placed along the low side of the site to slow flows, reduce scour and capture 

some sediment runoff. 

 Sediment fences are to be constructed at the base of fill embankments. 

 Divert up-slope water around the work site and appropriately stabilise any drainage channels. 

 Areas for plant and construction material storage are to be designated along with associated diversion 

drains and spillage holding ponds.  

 Diversion banks are to be created at the upstream boundary of construction activities to ensure upstream 

runoff is diverted around any areas to be exposed. Catch drains are to be created at the downstream 

boundary of construction activities. 

 Construction of temporary sediment basins where required.  

 Site personnel are to be educated to the sediment and erosion control measures implemented on site. 

6.3.3 During Construction 

 Progressive stabilization of filled areas and fill batters. 

 Construction activities are to be confined to the necessary construction areas. 

 The provision of a construction entry/exit to prevent the tracking of debris from tyres of vehicles onto 

public roads and to limit the movement of construction equipment.  

 The topsoil stockpile location will be nominated to coincide with areas previously disturbed. A sediment 

fence is to be constructed around the bottom of the stockpile to trap sediment. A diversion drain is to be 

installed upstream of the stockpile if required. 

 Roof downpipes should be installed as soon as practicable after the roof is constructed. 
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 Transport loads that are subject to loss through wind or spillage shall be covered or sealed to prevent 

entry of pollutants to the stormwater system. 

 Regular inspection and maintenance of slit fences, sediment basins and other erosion control measures. 

Following rainfall events greater than 50mm inspection of erosion control measures and removal of 

collected material should be undertaken. Replacement of any damaged equipment should be performed 

immediately. 

6.3.4 Post Construction  

 The Contractor/ Developer will be responsible for the maintenance of erosion and sediment control 

devices from the possession of the site until stabilisation has occurred to the satisfaction of the 

superintendent and Principal. 

 The Erosion and Sediment Control Management Plans should be provided to all people involved with the 

site, including sub-contractors, private certifiers, body corporates and regulators.  

6.3.5 Monitoring and Maintenance 

A detailed water quality maintenance plan for the water quality infrastructure in the development will be provided 

as part of the detailed engineering design. Preliminary maintenance information is described below. 

This will involve implementation of a regular inspection and maintenance schedule. As a minimum, the inspection 

and maintenance program is to follow the manufacturer’s recommended time frame plus after any significant rain 

event.  

6.3.5.1 Maintenance – GPT 

Maintenance activities and frequencies will be in accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations and Council’s 

experience.  

6.3.5.2 Maintenance – Bioretention 

Regular maintenance of the bioretention swales and basins will require removal of sediment build up, 

maintenance of vegetation and flushing of the underdrain to maintain performance.  

Eventually the biofiltration material may need replacement when it has reached the end of its lifecycle. This will be 

determined by testing of the soil properties after 5-10 years of use. 

7 Conclusion  

This Civil Engineering Report addresses the site grading, stormwater quantity, and stormwater quality of the 

proposed Lot 206 of the proposed Stage 2 industrial development of 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford. 

Site grading, retaining walls and earthworks have been addressed in Section 3 above. 

The site grading, retaining wall and earthworks have been designed to balance the impact on the existing 

environment, the proposed developments design requirements, and balance earthworks throughout the site. 

Stormwater quantity and stormwater quality (both operational and construction phases) have been addressed in 

Sections 5 and 6 above. 

Stormwater conveyance for the site will be in accordance with the minor/major system philosophy and the 

requirements of Maitland City Council.  The minor system consisting of surface inlet pits and pipes has been 

designed for an AEP of 10 %. The major stormwater system will convey the 1% AEP stormwater flows and 

consist of a combination of overland flow and stormwater pipework. 

Detention modelling for the site determined that the peak flows of the 10% AEP and 1% AEP have been reduced 

to or below the predeveloped peak flows. 
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Water quality management for the site will consist of a treatment train consisting of a GPT and a Filterra 

biofiltration system to reduce the pollutant runoff from the site in accordance with the requirements of Maitland 

City Council.  

Construction phase erosion and sediment control will be undertaken in accordance with Landcom’s Managing 

Urban Stormwater and Maitland City Council. 
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LEGEND

-  EXISTING SURVEY CONTOURS

17

-  PROPOSED ARCHITECTURAL LAYOUT

-  SEDIMENT FENCE TO SD 6-8

-  GEOTEXTILE INLET FILTER TO SD 6-12

-  STABALISED SITE ACCESS TO SD 6-14

-  PROPOSED STORMWATER PIPE

REFER TO LANDCOM: SOILS AND CONSTRUCTION
VOL 1, 4TH EDITION, MARCH 2004

-  DESIGN SURFACE CONTOUR

-  MESH & GRAVEL INLET FILTER TO SD 6-11
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CUT / FILL EARTHWORKS DEPTHS

-2.5   to -2.0m

-2.0   to -1.5m

-1.5   to -1.0m

-1.0   to -0.5m

-0.5   to 0.0 m

0.0   to 0.5 m

0.5   to 1.0 m

1.0   to 1.5 m

1.5   to 2.0 m

2.0   to 2.5 m

NOTES:
TOTAL CUT:  -9520m³
TOTAL FILL:  10325m³
TOTAL BALANCE (FILL OVER CUT):  805m³
1. CUT/FILL EARTHWORKS AND VOLUMES REPRESENT
DIFFERENCE BETWEEN FINISHED DESIGN SURFACE
AND EXISTING SURFACE.
2. NO STRIPPING, PAVEMENT DEPTH, BULKING
FACTOR OR ALLOWANCE FOR UNSUITABLE MATERIAL
HAS BEEN ACCOUNTED FOR.
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FILTERRA BIOFILTRATION SYSTEM
SURFACE AREA 70m².

RETAIN AROUND PERIMETER OF
BIOFILTRATION SYSTEM AS REQUIRED TO
FACILITATE PROPOSED DESIGN LEVELS

OSD TANK
BASE AREA 160m²
BASE RL 27.75
1% AEP STORAGE
VOLUME 295m³

2 x Ø375 OUTLET
PIPES FROM OSD
TANK

OCEANSAVE GPT OR APPROVED
EQUIVALENT INLET PIPE Ø750

SPLITTER PIT TO DIRECT FLOWS TO
BIOFILTRATION SYSTEM AND HIGH
FLOWS TO OUTLET

INTERALLOTMENT DRAINAGE PIT
SL28.3
IL26.5

Ø525 PIPE TO CATER
FOR 10% AEP FLOWS



S S
S S S

S S S S
S S S S

S S S S
S S S

S S S S
S S

207

109

205

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S
S

W W W W W W W W W W W W

W

W

W
WWW

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W W
W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S

OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

NBN

NB
N

NBN

NBN NBN NBN NBN

NBN NBN
NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN
NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN

SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S

S

GAS

GAS

GAS
GASGAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS
GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS

PRE-DEVELOPMENT
WESTERN CATCHMENT

0.418ha

PRE-DEVELOPMENT
EASTERN CATCHMENT

1.884ha

PRE-DEVELOPMENT CATCHMENT PLAN

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 AS SHOWN TRC 16.03.22

DA-15 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
15

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
1p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

INSET A

AD
JO

IN
S 

IN
SE

T 
A

50 20 50 metres10 30 40SCALE 1:500 @ A1
SCALE 1:1000 @ A3

LEGEND
PROPOSED DETAINED
STORMWATER CATCHMENT

PROPOSED STORMWATER

PROPOSED UNDETAINED
STORMWATER CATCHMENT



S S
S S S

S S S S
S S S S

S S S S
S S S

S S S S
S S

207

109

205

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S
S

W W W W W W W W W W W

W

W

W
WWW

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W W
W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S

OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

NBN

NB
N

NBN

NBN NBN NBN

NBN NBN
NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN
NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN

SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S

S

GAS

GAS

GAS
GASGAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS
GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS

28
.4

28
.6

28
.8

29
.0

29
.2

29
.4

29.6

29
.6

29.8

29
.8

29.8

29
.8

30
.0

30
.0

30.0

30
.0

30
.2

30.2

30
.2

30
.4

30.4

30
.4

30.4

30
.6

30.6

30
.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30
.6

30.6

30
.8

30
.8

30.8

30.8

30
.8

30.8
30.8

31.
0

31
.0

31.
0

31.0

31
.0

31
.0

31.0

31.0

31
.2

31.2

31.2

31
.2

31
.2

31.2

31.
2

31.2

31
.4

31
.4

31.4

31.
4

31.4

31.4

31
.4

31.4

31.
6

31.6
31.6

31.6

31
.6

31.6
31.6

31.8

31.8

31.8

31
.8

31
.8

31.8

32.0

32
.0

32.2

32.4

3°
 F

AL
L

2° FALL

3°
 F

AL
L

3°
 F

AL
L

2° FALL
2°

 F
AL

L

2° FALL

3°
 F

AL
L

2° FALL

2°
 F

AL
L

0.341ha

0.030ha

0.041ha

0.249ha

0.072ha

0.091ha

0.354ha

0.040ha
0.172ha

0.084ha

0.021ha 0.025ha 0.059ha

0.123ha

0.038ha

0.087ha

0.024ha 0.010ha
0.017ha

0.034ha

0.013ha

0.012ha

0.029ha

0.122ha

0.044ha

0.194ha

POST-DEVELOPMENT CATCHMENT PLAN

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 1:500 TRC 16.03.22

DA-16 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
16

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
1p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

INSET A

AD
JO

IN
S 

IN
SE

T 
A

50 20 50 metres10 30 40SCALE 1:500 @ A1
SCALE 1:1000 @ A3

LEGEND
PROPOSED DETAINED
STORMWATER CATCHMENT

PROPOSED STORMWATER

PROPOSED UNDETAINED
STORMWATER CATCHMENT



28
.4

28
.6

28
.8

29
.0

29
.2

29
.4

29.6

29
.6

29.8

29
.8

29.8

29
.8

30
.0

30
.0

30.0

30
.0

30
.2

30.2

30
.2

30
.4

30.4

30
.4

30.4

30
.6

30.6

30
.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30.6

30
.6

30.6

30
.8

30
.8

30.8

30.8

30
.8

30.8
30.8

31.
0

31
.0

31.
0

31.0

31
.0

31
.0

31.0

31.0

31
.2

31.2

31.2

31
.2

31
.2

31.2

31.
2

31.2

31
.4

31
.4

31.4

31.
4

31.4

31.4

31
.4

31.4

31.
6

31.6
31.6

31.6

31
.6

31.6
31.6

31.8

31.8

31.8

31
.8

31
.8

31.8

32.0

32
.0

32.2

32.4

0.0
0

28
0.5

8

10203040506070809010
011

012
013

014
015

016
017

018
019

020
021

022
023

024
025

026
027

0

0.00

285.54

10

20

30

40

50

60

70

80

90

100

110

120

130

140

150

160

170

180

190

200

210

220

230

240

250

260

270

280

S S
S S S

S S S S
S S S S

S S S S
S S S

S S S S
S S

207

109

205

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S
S

W W W W W W W W W W W

W

W

W
WWW

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W W
W

W

W

W

W

W

W

W
W

W

S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S S

OHP
OHP

OHP
OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

OHP

NBN

NB
N

NBN

NBN NBN NBN

NBN NBN
NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN

NBN
NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN NBN

SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW SW

S

S

SS

S

S

S
S

S

S

S S

S

S

S

S

GAS

GAS

GAS
GASGAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS

GAS
GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS GAS

MW02

MW01

RETAINING WALL PLAN

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 1:500 TRC 16.03.22

DA-22 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
22

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

50 20 50 metres10 30 40SCALE 1:500 @ A1
SCALE 1:1000 @ A3

1.2m HIGH RETAINING WALL

AD
JO

IN
S 

IN
SE

T 
A

INSET A



0
0.0

0
31

.32
31

.32

5
0.1

4
31

.40
31

.54

10
0.2

9
31

.46
31

.76

15
0.2

9
31

.57
31

.85

20
0.1

3
31

.68
31

.80

25
-0

.03
31

.78
31

.75

30
-0

.18
31

.89
31

.70

35
-0

.28
32

.00
31

.71

40
-0

.36
32

.09
31

.73

45
-0

.37
32

.12
31

.74

50
-0

.39
32

.14
31

.76

55
-0

.40
32

.17
31

.77

60
-0

.41
32

.20
31

.79

65
-0

.43
32

.23
31

.80

70
-0

.44
32

.26
31

.82

75
-0

.49
32

.30
31

.81

80
-0

.58
32

.35
31

.77

85
-0

.69
32

.39
31

.70

90
-0

.82
32

.43
31

.61

95
-1

.02
32

.48
31

.45

10
0

-1
.29

32
.54

31
.25

10
5

-1
.51

32
.55

31
.03

11
0

-1
.73

32
.55

30
.83

11
5

-1
.87

32
.56

30
.69

12
0

-1
.91

32
.56

30
.65

12
5

-1
.91

32
.56

30
.65

13
0

-1
.90

32
.55

30
.65

13
5

-1
.95

32
.60

30
.65

14
0

-1
.99

32
.64

30
.65

14
5

-2
.03

32
.68

30
.65

15
0

-2
.07

32
.72

30
.65

CHAINAGE

RETAINING WALL HEIGHT
(+ve FILL / -ve CUT)

EXISTING LEVELS

DESIGN LEVELS

DATUM  R.L  27.1

RETAINING WALL - SOUTHERN BOUNDARY - MW01
A1 Horizontal Scale 1 : 250

A1 Vertical scale 1 : 100

RETAINING WALLS ELEVATIONS
SOUTHERN BOUNDARY (MW01)

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 AS SHOWN TRC 16.03.22

DA-23 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC SHEET 1

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
23

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

10 4 10 metres2 6 8SCALE 1:100 @ A1
SCALE 1:200 @ A3

2.50 10 25 metres5 15 20SCALE 1:250 @ A1
SCALE 1:500 @ A3



15
0

-2
.07

32
.72

30
.65

15
5

-2
.11

32
.76

30
.65

16
0

-2
.12

32
.77

30
.65

16
5

-2
.12

32
.77

30
.65

17
0

-2
.11

32
.76

30
.65

17
5

-2
.11

32
.76

30
.65

18
0

-2
.12

32
.77

30
.65

18
5

-2
.12

32
.79

30
.67

19
0

-2
.07

32
.81

30
.74

19
5

-1
.99

32
.83

30
.84

20
0

-1
.90

32
.85

30
.95

20
5

-1
.82

32
.86

31
.05

21
0

-1
.73

32
.88

31
.15

21
5

-1
.64

32
.89

31
.26

22
0

-1
.55

32
.91

31
.36

22
5

-1
.46

32
.92

31
.46

23
0

-1
.34

32
.90

31
.57

23
5

-1
.20

32
.87

31
.67

24
0

-1
.06

32
.84

31
.77

24
5

-0
.93

32
.80

31
.88

25
0

-0
.79

32
.77

31
.98

25
5

-0
.66

32
.74

32
.08

26
0

-0
.52

32
.71

32
.19

26
5

-0
.38

32
.67

32
.29

27
0

-0
.24

32
.64

32
.40

27
5

-0
.13

32
.63

32
.50

28
0

-0
.06

32
.61

32
.55

28
0.5

8
-0

.06
32

.61
32

.55

CHAINAGE

RETAINING WALL HEIGHT
(+ve FILL / -ve CUT)

EXISTING LEVELS

DESIGN LEVELS

DATUM  R.L  27.1

RETAINING WALL - SOUTHERN BOUNDARY - MW01
A1 Horizontal Scale 1 : 250

A1 Vertical scale 1 : 100

RETAINING WALLS ELEVATIONS
SOUTHERN BOUNDARY (MW01)

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 AS SHOWN TRC 16.03.22

DA-24 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC SHEET 2

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
24

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

10 4 10 metres2 6 8SCALE 1:100 @ A1
SCALE 1:200 @ A3

2.50 10 25 metres5 15 20SCALE 1:250 @ A1
SCALE 1:500 @ A3



0
0.0

4
31

.36
31

.40

5
-0

.06
31

.38
31

.32

10
31

.28

15
-0

.21
31

.44
31

.23

20
-0

.29
31

.48
31

.19

25
-0

.35
31

.50
31

.15

30
-0

.42
31

.52
31

.11

35
-0

.49
31

.55
31

.06

40
-0

.56
31

.58
31

.02

45
-0

.63
31

.61
30

.98

50
30

.93

55
30

.89

60
30

.85

65
30

.81

70
30

.76

75
-0

.82
31

.54
30

.72

80
-0

.83
31

.51
30

.68

85
-0

.83
31

.47
30

.63

90
-0

.83
31

.42
30

.59

95
-0

.79
31

.38
30

.59

10
0

-0
.75

31
.34

30
.59

10
5

-0
.71

31
.30

30
.59

11
0

-0
.65

31
.24

30
.59

11
5

-0
.56

31
.15

30
.59

12
0

-0
.51

31
.10

30
.59

12
5

-0
.46

31
.05

30
.59

13
0

-0
.42

31
.01

30
.59

13
5

-0
.36

30
.93

30
.57

14
0

-0
.32

30
.85

30
.53

14
5

-0
.29

30
.77

30
.48

15
0

-0
.25

30
.69

30
.44

CHAINAGE

RETAINING WALL HEIGHT
(+ve FILL / -ve CUT)

EXISTING LEVELS

DESIGN LEVELS

DATUM  R.L  26.9

RETAINING WALL - NORTHERN BOUNDARY - MW02
A1 Horizontal Scale 1 : 250

A1 Vertical scale 1 : 100

31
.61

31
.60

31
.59

31
.58

31
.56

31
.40

-0
.12

-0
.68

-0
.71

-0
.74

-0
.77

-0
.80

RETAINING WALLS ELEVATIONS
NORTHERN BOUNDARY (MW02)

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 AS SHOWN TRC 16.03.22

DA-25 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC SHEET 1

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
25

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

10 4 10 metres2 6 8SCALE 1:100 @ A1
SCALE 1:200 @ A3

2.50 10 25 metres5 15 20SCALE 1:250 @ A1
SCALE 1:500 @ A3



15
0

-0
.25

30
.69

30
.44

15
5

-0
.22

30
.61

30
.39

16
0

-0
.18

30
.53

30
.35

16
5

-0
.03

30
.45

30
.42

17
0

0.2
9

30
.36

30
.65

17
5

0.7
2

30
.28

31
.00

18
0

1.1
6

30
.19

31
.35

18
5

1.5
0

30
.11

31
.61

19
0

1.6
5

30
.02

31
.67

19
5

1.7
1

29
.94

31
.65

20
0

1.7
7

29
.85

31
.62

20
5

1.8
3

29
.77

31
.60

21
0

1.9
0

29
.68

31
.57

21
5

1.9
9

29
.60

31
.59

22
0

2.0
9

29
.52

31
.62

22
5

2.1
4

29
.45

31
.59

23
0

2.1
0

29
.37

31
.47

23
5

1.9
9

29
.30

31
.29

24
0

1.8
6

29
.22

31
.08

24
5

1.6
9

29
.14

30
.83

25
0

1.5
7

29
.05

30
.62

25
5

1.5
4

28
.94

30
.49

26
0

1.5
6

28
.84

30
.39

26
5

1.5
8

28
.73

30
.30

27
0

1.5
1

28
.62

30
.13

27
5

1.0
2

28
.51

29
.54

28
0

0.5
4

28
.41

28
.94

28
5

0.0
5

28
.30

28
.35

28
5.5

3
28

.24

CHAINAGE

RETAINING WALL HEIGHT
(+ve FILL / -ve CUT)

EXISTING LEVELS

DESIGN LEVELS

DATUM  R.L  24.7

RETAINING WALL - NORTHERN BOUNDARY - MW02
A1 Horizontal Scale 1 : 250

A1 Vertical scale 1 : 100

28
.29

0.0
5

RETAINING WALLS ELEVATIONS
NORTHERN BOUNDARY (MW02)

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 AS SHOWN TRC 16.03.22

DA-26 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC SHEET 2

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
26

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS

10 4 10 metres2 6 8SCALE 1:100 @ A1
SCALE 1:200 @ A3

2.50 10 25 metres5 15 20SCALE 1:250 @ A1
SCALE 1:500 @ A3



12N16 IN CAPPING BEAM ARRANGED
 AS SHOWN. LAP 600 WHERE
REQUIRED, TYPICAL.

0.600m

0.4
00

m

FACE OF
SHOTCRETE

SCALE 1:20
CAPPING BEAM DETAIL

BO
UN

DA
RY

DRILL AND EPOXY GROUT DOWEL BARS 125 MIN. INTO PILE
USING RAMSET CHEMSET REO 502 OR EQUIVALENT.
DOWELS TO HAVE 600 LEG MIN. REFER SHOTCRETE WALL
REINFORCEMENT LAYOUT FOR SIZE AND CENTRES.

0.500m MAX 0.0
50

m 
CO

VE
R

Ø50mm AGG. LINE BETWEEN PIPES
OUTER SIDE

INNER SIDERE
FE

R 
TY

PI
CA

L S
HO

TC
RE

TE
 W

AL
L

RE
IN

FO
RC

EM
EN

T 
LA

YO
UT

REFER TYPICAL SHOTCRETE
WALL REINFORCEMENT LAYOUT
FOR FABRIC DETAILS.

SCALE 1:20
TYPICAL SHOTCRETE WALL PLAN CONTIGOUS PILES

. PROJECTION OF BARS FROM ALL
PILES TO BE 50-100mm BELOW TOP
OF CAPPING BEAM, TYPICAL

BO
UN

DA
RY

H
1.5

 x 
H

(1
00

 M
IN

. IN
TO

 D
-V

D 
SA

ND
)

0.1
00

m

TOP OF PILE

N.G.L.

REFER TYPICAL CAPPING
BEAM DETAIL

SLOPING SHOTCRETE
CONSTRUCTION JOINT
(C.J.) TYPICAL

LINE OF SHOTCRETE
WALL BEHIND

BRING AGLINE THROUGH
SHOTCRETE ABOVE BULK
EXCAVATION LINE

B.E.L.

SCALE 1:20
TYPICAL CANTILEVER PILE ELEVATION

RETAINING WALL TYPICAL DETAILS
SHEET 1

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 N.T.S. TRC 16.03.22

DA-27 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
27

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS



SCALE 1:20
TYPICAL RETAINING WALL DETAIL

N16-150 'U' BARS
1000 INTO WALL. TYPICAL

PALISADE FENCING.
REFER TO ARCHITECTS
DRAWINGS FOR DETAILS.

NGL

'V' BARS -
REFER TO SCHEDULE
FOR SIZE AND SPACING

FRONT FACE VERTICAL WALL
REINFORCEMENT AND ALL
HORIZONTAL BARS ARE TO BE
N16 - 150 - TYPICAL U.N.O.
LAP HORIZONTAL BARS 600 AS
REQUIRED. TYPICAL

N16-200 T&B THROUGHOUT
RETAINING WALL BASE

MARK

'H'

WALL HEIGHT

'T' 'L'
RW1 45005004001 - 4800

RETAINING WALL SCHEDULE
MIN. WALL
THICKNESS

BASE WIDTH

'V' BARS

REINFORCEMENT

N24-100
'E'

300

BASE EXTENSION
LENGTH

'D1'
600

MIN. BASE DEPTH

'D2'
700

TOE DEPTH

RW2 38005002501 - 4000 N24-100300 600 700
RW3 2600500600 - 2500 N24-200200 500 400
RW6 15005000 - 1300 - 300 - N20-200 EACH FACE

NOTES:
1. RETAINING WALL BASE TO BE FOUNDED ON GROUND WITH ALLOWABLE BEARING CAPACITY OF 200kPa OR BETTER T.B.C BY GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER.
2. DOWELLED JOINTS TO BE:
- IN WALL AT LESSER OF 3x HEIGHT AND 16m, OR WHERE FOOTING TRANSITIONS FROM CLAY TO ROCK.
- IN FOOTINGS AT 40m MAX. CENTRES.
3. WHERE ALLOWABLE BEARING IS INSUFFICIENT, FOOTINGS SHALL BE EXCAVATED UNTIL THE REQUIRED FOUNDING MATERIAL IS REACHED AND CONFIRMED BY

GEOTECHNICAL ENGINEER. OVER-EXCAVATION SHALL BE BACKFILLED WITH N15 CONCRETE.
4. EXCAVATION OF BACKFILL FOR SERVICES INSTALLATION MUST BE REINSTATED TO REQUIREMENTS OF THE BACKFILL SPECIFICATION.

I.J

STARTER BARS TO MATCH
VERTICAL WALL REINFORCEMENT,
1000 COG, BENDING WITH 10Ø BAR
PIN. TYPICAL

'V' BARS

DRAINAGE MATERIAL WITH GEOTEXTILE.
REFER TO DRAWING SYD01-02-C-A-00004
FOR SPECIFICATIONS.

BURIED SERVICES NOT SHOWN.
REFER TO SYD01-02-C-E-S0000 FOR COMBINED
SERVICES RETICULATIONS. REFER TO INDIVIDUAL
SERVICES DESIGNS DRAWINGS FOR DETAILS.

RETAINING WALL
SELECT FILL

WEEPHOLES AT 2000 MAX. CENTRES

TYPICAL TOE
REINFORCEMENT N16-200
EACH FACE,
EACH WAY THROUGHOUT.

GEOTEXTILE FILTER FABRIC WRAPPED
AROUND DRAINAGE MATERIAL. TYPICAL

150Ø SLOTTED PVC PIPE WITH GEOTEXTILE FILTER
FABRIC SURROUNDS. MINIMUM. GRADE 0.3%. TYP

BO
UN

DA
RY

REFER TO BARRIER KERB
DETAIL FOR REINFORCEMENT
(SHOWN DASHED)

RETAINING WALL TYPICAL DETAILS
SHEET 2

MDM

SJO

FEB 2022 N.T.S. TRC 16.03.22

DA-28 C

A DRAFT ISSUE 25.02.22 MDM TC
B DRAFT ISSUE FOR COST ESTIMATE 03.03.22 MDM TC
C FOR DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION 16.03.22 MDM TC

\\1
92

.16
8.2

.1\
Sy

ne
rg

y\P
ro

jec
ts\

NS
W

21
\N

SW
21

21
00

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\C
AD

\C
IV

\D
ra

wi
ng

s\D
ev

elo
pm

en
t A

pp
lic

ati
on

\N
SW

21
21

00
-S

HT
-D

A-
28

.dw
g

Ma
r 1

6, 
20

22
 - 

3:0
2p

m

North

Client Architect Project Drawing Title

-1 0 1cm at full size 10cm

Issue Description Date Drawn Approved
20cm

This drawing has been assigned an electronic code that signifies the drawing has been checked and approved by:

SPF DIANA AUSTRALIA BELL ARCHITECTURE

91 GARDINER STREET, RUTHERFORD

PROPOSED PET FOOD FACILITY

LOT 2 DP 1197299 Project No.Designed

Drawn Date Scale Q.A. Check

Dwg. No.

Date

Issue

A1

NSW212100

NOT FOR CONSTRUCTIONCOPYRIGHT of this design and plan is the property of ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd, ACN 079 306 246 ABN 40 079 306 246, all rights reserved. It must
not be used, modified, reproduced or copied wholly or in part without written permission from ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd.

C

ACOR Consultants Pty Ltd
Suite 2, Level 1, 33 Herbert Street

St Leonards NSW 2065
T +61 2 9438 5098

ENGINEERS MANAGERS INFRASTRUCTURE PLANNERS DEVELOPMENT CONSULTANTS



  

 

 

NSW212100-CIV-RPT-DA-001-Civil Engineering_R04.docx Page 22 of 25 
 

 Hunter Civilab Geotechnical Investigation 



 

Geotechnical Investigation 

Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street 

Rutherford 

 

Report Ref: C1105-R-001-Rev0 

Written by: Jope Turner (Undergraduate Geotechnical Engineer) 

Reviewed by: Nathan Roberts (Geotechnical Engineering Manager) 

Email: office@huntercivilab.com.au 

Client: Diana Pet Food 

mailto:office@huntercivilab.com.au


HC Ref: C1105-R-001-Rev0 
Geotechnical Site Classification 

Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford 
 

 U 3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton NSW 2322 | PO Box 3127, Thornton NSW 2322 
P: 02 4966 1844 | E: office@huntercivilab.com.au | W: huntercivilab.com.au | ABN: 50 103 355 531 

14 October 2021 

Prepared for Prepared by 

Diana Pet Food 

Ph: 0402 471 712 

Email: fmotte@diana-petfood.com  

Web: diana-petfood.com 

Hunter Civilab 

ABN 50 103 355 531 

3/62 Sandringham Avenue 

PO Box 3127 

Thornton NSW 2322 

Ph: (02) 4966 1844 

Email: office@huntercivilab.com.au   

Web: huntercivilab.com.au  

 

Project Details 

Site Address: Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford 

Project Type: Proposed Industrial Development 

Project no Report type Report no 

C1105 R 001 

Report Register 

Revision Number Reported By Reviewed By Date 

Rev0 JT NR 14/10/2021 

 

We confirm that the following report has been produced for Diana Pet Food, based on the described 

methods and conditions within.  

For and on behalf of Hunter Civilab, 

 

 

Nathan Roberts  

Geotechnical Engineering Manager 

 

mailto:office@huntercivilab.com.au
http://www.huntercivilab.com.au/
mailto:fmotte@diana-petfood.com
http://www.diana-petfood.com/
mailto:office@huntercivilab.com.au
http://www.huntercivilab.com.au/


HC Ref: C1105-R-001-Rev0 
Geotechnical Site Classification 

Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford 
 

 U 3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton NSW 2322 | PO Box 3127, Thornton NSW 2322 
P: 02 4966 1844 | E: office@huntercivilab.com.au | W: huntercivilab.com.au | ABN: 50 103 355 531 

Executive Summary 
The following report details the geotechnical investigation undertaken by Hunter Civilab (HC) under the 

request of Diana Pet Food. The investigation was undertaken at Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford 

on the 3/09/2021 and 13/09/2021 and consisted of a desktop study, a visual site assessment and 

intrusive excavations and testing.  

The desktop study indicated that the site does not lie in an area of known acid sulfate soils. 

The desktop study also indicated that the site does not lie within a mine subsidence district. 

The site is located on undeveloped rural bushland west of Rutherford and Telarah. The site is surrounded 

mostly by undeveloped land / farmlands, with a railway line bordering the site at the south, running east 

to west (city to country). 

The subsurface profile generally consisted of alluvial Silty CLAY overlying residual CLAY’s 

A site classification was undertaken based on the laboratory testing results and the subsurface profile 

encountered at the time of investigation. The results indicated a Class P site with a reactivity of Class H2, 

having a characteristic free surface movement of 60 – 75 mm. Therefore, a site classification of Class P -

H2 is recommended for the site.  

The site would be suitable for the use of both shallow and deep footings. Refer to Section 8 for footing 

details and recommended allowable bearing capacity. 

A detailed pavement investigation and design was undertaken in accordance with Maitland City Council 

engineering guidelines, Austroads Design Guide 2017 and APRG21 “A Guide to the Design of New 

Pavements for Light Traffic”, 2006. Based on the results of the in-situ testing subgrade CBR of 3% which 

was adopted for the purpose of the pavement design. For flexible pavement design a traffic loading of 

1.0 x 105 DESA’s was adopted for a 30-year design life based on Maitland City Council engineering 

guidelines. For rigid pavement design a traffic loading of 1.0 x 105 DESA’s was adopted for a 30-year 

design life based on Maitland City Council engineering guidelines. Flexible and rigid pavement design 

options were determined for the proposed paved area and a summary of the recommended thickness 

designs can be seen below in Table 1. 

Table 1 - Summary of flexible and rigid pavement designs 

Flexible pavement option Rigid pavement option 

Two Coat Seal OR 30 mm of Asphalt wearing 

course 

175 mm of Concrete basecourse 

150 mm of granular basecourse 150 mm of granular sub-base 

200 mm of granular sub-base  

Refer to Section 10 for the detailed pavement design including material and compaction requirements. 

An infiltration test was undertaken and indicated a steady state saturation infiltration rate of 5mm/hr 

would be suitable for the site. 

mailto:office@huntercivilab.com.au
http://www.huntercivilab.com.au/
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Laboratory test results for soil aggressivity for each location are summarised in the Table 1.1 below.  

Table 1.1 - Aggressivity Summary 

Borehole Depth (m) Concrete Steel 

BH1  0.9 – 1.0 Mild Moderate 

BH5  0.6 – 0.7 Mild Moderate 

BH8  2.0 – 2.1 Mild Moderate 
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1 Introduction 

At the request of Diana Pet Food, Hunter Civilab (HC) have carried out a limited geotechnical 

investigation for the purpose of a site classification at Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford. It is 

understood that the proposed development is to consist of the construction of proposed industrial 

warehouses / offices. The investigation works were undertaken in accordance with HC services 

agreement Q0063-Rev1, dated the 24th August 2021. 

The purpose of the investigation was to provide recommendations on the following: 

• surface and sub-surface conditions;  

• laboratory test results:  

• site preparation;  

• excavation conditions;  

• suitability of site soils for fill;  

• Site Classification to AS 2870-2011;  
• alternative footing types and foundation design parameters (Allowable Bearing Capacity (kPa) 

recommendations); 

• retaining wall parameters (γ – unit weight, Φ’ – angle of friction, C’ – drained cohesion, Cu – 

undrained cohesion, Ka – Coefficient of active earth pressure, Kp – Coefficient of passive earth 

pressure Ko – Coefficient of at rest earth pressure); 

• suitable options for pavement thickness design;  

• general construction recommendations; 

• infiltration test results; and 

• infiltration rate recommendation – hydraulic conductivity. 

2 Site Description 

The site was located at Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford. The site was bordered by railway tracks 

on the south west, and undeveloped land on all other sides.  

At the time of investigation site was undeveloped. 

Existing vegetation consisted of mature and growing trees, which had been previous cut down, medium 

to dense shrubs and grass. 

Topographically the site slopes towards the east. 

3 Preliminary Site Investigation 

3.1 Geological and Soil Landscape Setting 

Reference to the 1:250,000 Singleton Geological Map indicates that the site is underlain by the 

Rutherford formation consisting of mudstone, sandstone, shalestone and limestone. 

Reference to the 1:250,000 Singleton Soil Landscape Map indicates that the site is located within the 

Branxton Landscape. The landscape is characterized by undulating rises to low hills and creek flats. 

Elevations range from 50 - 80 m with slopes gradients from 3 - 5% on local reliefs of 10 to 40m. Much of 
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this landscape has drainage lines spaced at 400 – 1,500 m intervals.The soil is known to consist of Yellow 

Podzolic Soils (Dy5.41) on midslopes with Red Podzolic Soils (Dr3.21) on crests. Yellow Soloths (Dy4.41, 

Dy3.41) occur on lower slopes and in drainage lines. Alluvial Soils (sands - Uc1.22) occur in some creeks 

with Siliceous Sands (Uc4.22) on flats within large valleys. Some acid topsoil problems are encountered 

in the area. The vegetation in the landscape is mainly cleared for grazing purposes, with native pastures. 

Some areas of uncleared native bushland contain mainly spotted gum, red ironbark and narrow-leaved 

red ironbark, with swamp oak in the drainage lines. 

3.2 Acid Sulfate Soils Risk Maps  

Reference to the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage’s online database ‘ESPADE’ indicates that the 

site lies in an area of no known occurences of acid sulfate soils 

3.3 Mine Subsidence 

Reference to Subsidence Advisory NSW Mine District Maps indicates that the site does not lie within a 

Mine Subsidence District.  

4 Methodology 

Fieldwork was undertaken on the 03/09/2021 and 13/09/2021 and consisted of: 

• a visual assessment of the existing surface of the site and surrounding area; 

• locating borehole by approximate measurements from existing site features; 

• the drilling of 8 x boreholes (BH1 – BH8) to depths of up to 3.0m; 

• the driving of 8 x Dynamic Cone Penetrometer (DCP) probes to depths of up to 2.7m;  

• undertaking of 2 x Double Ring Infiltrometer tests; 

• recovery of 2 x undisturbed soil samples for laboratory testing; 

• recovery of 4 x disturbed soil samples for laboratory testing; 

• recovery of 3 x bulk soil samples for laboratory testing; 

Laboratory testing consisted of:  

• 2 x Shrink Swell Index tests; 

• 1x Atterberg Limits tests; 

• 3x California Bearing Ratio tests; and 

• 3x Aggressivity tests. 
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5 Subsurface Conditions 

The subsurface soil conditions encountered at the site have been summarised into the following units: 

UNIT 1 – TOPSOIL:  

• Sandy SILT, brown 

UNIT 2A – ALLUVIAL: 

• Silty Sandy CLAY, brown, soft to firm 

• Silty CLAY, brown / orange / grey, soft to firm 

UNIT 2B – ALLUVIAL: 

• Silty Sandy CLAY, brown, stiff to very stiff 

• Silty CLAY, brown, firm to stiff 

UNIT 2C – RESIDAUL: 

• Sandy CLAY, brown, stiff to very stiff 

• Silty Sandy CLAY, brown / dark brown / red / grey, very stiff 

• Silty CLAY, brown / orange / grey / mottled red, stiff to very stiff 

A summary of the soil unit depths encountered in each borehole are presented below in Table 5.1. 

Table 5.1 - Summary of the soil unit depths encountered  

Borehole Depth (m) 
Depth (m) 

UNIT 1 UNIT 2A UNIT 2B UNIT 2C 

BH1 3.0 0.0 – 0.3 - 0.3 – 2.20 2.20– 3.0 

BH2 2.0 0.0 – 0.3 0.3 – 0.5 0.5 – 2.0 - 

BH3 2.0 0.0 – 0.1 0.1 – 0.5 0.5 – 2.0 - 

BH4 2.0 0.0 – 0.3 0.6 – 1.2 
0.3 – 0.6 

1.2 – 2.0 
- 

BH5 3.0 0.0 – 0.1 - 0.1 – 1.2 1.2 – 3.0 

BH6 3.0 0.0 – 0.3 0.3 – 0.7 0.7 – 1.5 1.5 – 3.0 

BH7 3.0 0.0 – 0.2 - 0.2 – 2.0 2.0– 3.0 

BH8 3.0 0.0 – 0.2 0.2 – 0.5 0.5 – 1.5 1.5– 3.0 

Both groundwater and surface water were not encountered at the site. 

Refer to Annex A for the borehole location plan and Annex B for detailed borehole logs. 
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6 Laboratory Test Results 

2x undisturbed, 1 x disturbed and 3x Bulk samples were recovered from the boreholes. The samples 

were transported to Hunter Civilab's NATA accredited soil testing laboratory for analysis.  

3x disturbed samples were recovered from the boreholes. The samples were transported for external 

laboratory testing and analysis. 

The laboratory test results are summarised below in Table 6.1  to Table 6.3 below. 

Table 6.1 - Shrink Swell Index test results 

Borehole Depth (m) Soil description Iss (%) 

BH5 1.0 – 1.25 Silty CLAY 6.5 

BH8 0.50 – 0.75 Silty CLAY 7.6 

Table 6.2 - Atterberg Limit test results 

Borehole Depth (m) Soil description 
Plasticity 

Index (%) 

Linear 

Shrinkage (%) 

BH1 0.6 – 0.75 Silty CLAY 19 8.5 

Table 6.3 – California Bearing Ratio test results 

Borehole Depth (m) FMC (%) Swell (%) OMC (%) MDD (t/m3) CBR (%) 

BH2 0.5 – 0.8 23.9 2.0 24.0 1.58 2.0 

BH3 0.5 – 0.8 28.0 6.0 22.0 1.58 0.5 

BH4 0.5 – 0.8 26.0 2.0 22.5 1.62 3.0 

Laboratory test results from the soil sample can be found in Annex C. 
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7 Site Classification 

7.1 Background Information 

Site classification is based off the characteristic surface movements encountered at the site due to the 

moisture variations within the soil profile. Characteristic surface movements are estimated in 

accordance with AS2870-2011 “Residential Slabs & Footings”. Surface movement calculation take into 

consideration the depth of the soil profile layers, the soil reactivity and the soil suction depth.  

The site classification based on characteristic surface movements are summarised below in Table 7.1. 

Table 7.1 - Summary of AS2870-2011 characteristic surface movement & site classification 

Characteristic surface 

movement (ys) (mm) 

Site classification 

AS2870-2011 
Underlying soil / geology 

0 Class A SAND or ROCK site (non-reactive) 

0 – 20mm Class S CLAY (slightly reactive) 

20 – 40mm Class M CLAY (moderately reactive) 

40 – 60mm Class H1 CLAY (highly reactive) 

60 – 75mm Class H2 CLAY (highly reactive) 

> 75mm Class E CLAY (extremely reactive) 

Sites subjected to deep-seated moisture change are modified with the addition of “-D”. As defined by 

AS2870-2011 other sites should be classified as a Class P (Problem) site. These sites include sites with: 

• inadequate bearing capacity; 

• expected excessive foundation settlement due to loading on the foundation; 

• significant moisture variations;  

• mine subsidence risk;  

• slope stability risk;  

• erosion issues; 

• greater than 0.8m of fill for sand sites and greater than 0.4m for other sites (in general). 

7.2 Site Classification 

The proposed development should be designed in accordance with AS2870-2011 “Residential Slabs and 

Footings”. Based on the visual inspection, dynamic cone penetrometer tests and soil profile shown 

above in Section 5, the site classification is summarised below in Table 7.2. 

Table 7.2 - Site classification & characteristic surface movement (ys) 

Site classification Site reactivity 
Characteristic surface 

movement (ys) 

Class P Class H2 60 – 75 mm 
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The site was classified as a Class P due to the presence of trees / recently cleared and uprooted trees that 

may create abnormal moisture conditions. 

Based on the subsurface profile and the results of the laboratory testing a site reactivity of Class H2 has 

been assigned to the Class P site. 

Classification of the site has not taken into account the effects of abnormal moisture conditions. If the 

site undergoes any earthworks operations, the site shall be reclassified in accordance with AS2870-2011. 

7.3 Abnormal Moisture Effects 

Abnormal moisture conditions in the foundation can be caused by the following: 

• existing development; 

• leaking water services; 

• prolonged periods of draught or heavy rainfall; 

• trenches or other man-made water courses; 

• poor roof plumbing or obstruction to the roof plumbing system; 

• poor rainfall runoff control; 

• corroded gutters or downpipes. 

Abnormal moisture conditions specified above can cause adverse effects to the development’s 

foundation such as: 

• erosion significantly effecting the lateral and founding support of the structure’s footing system;  

• saturation of the founding material which can cause a significant decrease in the strength of the 

founding material;  

• shrinkage creating subsidence of the founding material and causing additional stresses within 

the building structure; 

• swelling which creates an upward force in the footings which causes additional stresses within 

the building structure.  

7.4 Effects from Trees 

The existence of trees within or adjacent to the building footprint can cause significant soil movement 

due to the following: 

• roots growing within the foundation and causing an upward force on footings;  

• roots drawing in and absorbing the moisture below a footing system causing subsidence due to 

shrinkage of the soil volume. 

The site should take into account the tree score effect in accordance with and designed to AS2870-2011.   
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8 Footing Recommendations 

The site is suitable for the use of both shallow and deep footing systems dependant on the development 

and structural bearing pressure required. Refer to Section 8.1 and Section 8.2 below for recommended 

allowable bearing pressure parameters. 

8.1 Shallow Footings 

A maximum allowable bearing capacity of 100kPa is recommended at the site for shallow level footings 

founded within stiff clay soils, below topsoil or other deleterious material (e.g. root affected soils, soft / 

loose soils, silt soils, uncontrolled fill etc). 

If weathered rock is exposed at the base of the excavation of footings it is recommended that the rest of 

the footing system be piered / taken to bedrock to reduce the risk of differential settlement. 

The footing systems must be designed by a structural engineer in accordance with engineering principles 

and AS 2870 - 2011 “Residential Slabs and Footings” for no less than the minimum requirements for the 

site classification and soil reactivity given as per Section 7.2 above. 

8.2 Deep Footings 

The site is suitable for bored piers with an approximate allowable end bearing pressures and shaft 

adhesion estimated below in Table 8.1. 

Table 8.1 - Summary of allowable end bearing pressures and shaft adhesion for deep footings 

Soil strata 

Typical depth 

encountered 

(m) 

Allowable shaft 

adhesion (kPa) 

Allowable end 

bearing 

pressure (kPa) 

UNIT 2B – Stiff Alluvial / Residual 0.8 – 2.0 5 150 

UNIT 2C – Stiff to very stiff Residual 2.0 – 3.0  25 300 

The bearing pressures presented above have been correlated from Dynamic Cone Penetration (DCP) 

tests and should be considered as estimates only. Bearing pressures of all exposed foundation areas 

should be confirmed at the time of earthworks and prior to concrete pour by a qualified Geotechnical 

Engineer. 

8.3 Footing Construction 

All footings should be excavated, cleaned and inspected by a qualified Geotechnical Engineer. Concrete 

should be poured with minimal delay. If delays in pouring mass concrete footings is anticipated, a 

concrete blinding layer should be provided to protect the foundation material. 

Should softening of exposed foundation occur, the effected material should be over excavated and 

backfilled to design footing level by engineered fill or mass concrete. 
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8.4 Ongoing Footing Maintenance  

Foundations including effective site drainage are required to be maintained over the life of the 

development to ensure footing performance. Refer to Annex E for the following: 

• BTF 18-2011- CSIRO - Foundation Maintenance and Footing Performance – A Homeowner's 

Guide. 

9 Retaining Walls 

Recommended site soil parameters for retaining wall design at the site are provided in Table 9.1 below.  

Table 9.1 - Recommended retaining wall design soil parameters 

Parameter 

Supported material 

UNIT 2A 

Soft to Firm 

UNIT 2B 

Stiff  

UNIT 2C 

Stiff to Very Stiff 

γ  (kN/m3) 17 20 22 

Φ’ (o) 10 22 26 

C’ (kPa) 0 0 5 

Cu (kPa) 30 50 150 

Ka 0.704 0.455 0.390 

Kp 1.420 2.198 2.561 

Ko 0.826 0.625 0.562 

Legend: 

γ – unit weight 

Φ’ – angle of friction 

C’ – drained cohesion 

Cu – undrained cohesion 

Ka – coefficient of active earth 

pressure 

Kp – coefficient of passive 

earth pressure 

Ko – coefficient of at rest earth 

pressure  

Parameters shown assume horizontal and free draining granular backfill behind the retaining wall. 

For retaining walls surcharge loads from uphill structures should be considered and it is recommended 

that a minimum surcharge of 5kPa be adopted for this purpose. Retaining walls in excess of 1m high 

should be designed by a qualified structural engineer, with adequate subsurface and surface drainage 

provided behind the retaining wall. 
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10 Pavement Thickness Design 

10.1 Standards and Specifications Adopted for Design 

Pavement design was completed in accordance with: 

• Maitland City Council Engineering Guidelines; 

• AP-T36-06 Pavement Design for Light Traffic: A supplement to the Austroads Pavement Design 

Guide, 2006; 

• Austroads Design Guide 2017. 

Adopted design CBR: 

Based on laboratory test results as described in Section 6,  and in-situ subgrade results values adopted 

were as follows: 

• 3.0% for in-situ natural clay subgrades; 

Adopted Traffic Loadings:  

As per Maitland City Council Engineering Guidelines the following traffic loadings were adopted for 

design: 

Flexible Pavements: 

• 1 x 105 Design ESA's. 

Rigid Pavements: 

• 1 x 105 Design ESA's. 

Adopted Design Life: 

As per Maitland City Council Engineering Guidelines the following design life is was adopted for design: 

Flexible Pavements: 

• 30-year design life  

Rigid Pavements: 

• 30-year design life 

Recommended Pavement Material Specifications to be adopted for construction are as follows: 

Lightly loaded pavements: 

• <1 x 106 ESA traffic: ARRB SR 41 / AP-T36-06 

Contractor should also confirm Maitland City Council material specification requirements and seek 

written approval of proposed materials or mix design prior to supplying the proposed material. 

In addition, it is noted that bound layers should preferably be placed in one layer. 

 



HC Ref: C1105-R-001-Rev0 
Geotechnical Site Classification 

Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street Rutherford 
 

14/10/2021 Hunter Civilab 10 

10.2 Flexible Pavement Thickness Design  

The recommended flexible pavement thickness, pavement material and compaction specification are 

presented in Table 10.1 and Table 10.2 below. 

Table 10.1 – Summary of flexible pavement minimum thickness design 

Pavement  Depth (mm) 

14/7 Two Coat Bituminous Seal (OR) (21) 

AC10 Wearing course (to Council spec) 30 

Primer seal  (10) 

Base course (DGB20 or equivalent) 150 

Subbase (DGS40 or equivalent) 200 

Total thickness (mm) 380 

In-situ Subgrade CBR 3.0%* 

*a construction tolerance of 10mm should be allowed for above the minimum thickness 

*Due to the presence of low CBR material with high swell % across the site, it is recommended that the top 

150mm of exposed subgrade be stabilised by tyning with 2% lime by dry weight. 

Table 10.2 – Flexible pavement compaction criteria 

Pavement Compaction criteria 

14/7 Two Coat Bituminous Seal (OR) NA 

AC10 wearing course (to Council spec) NA 

Primer seal NA 

Base course (DGB20 or equivalent) 98% Modified 

(AS 1289.5.2.1) 

Subbase (DGS40 or equivalent) 95% Modified 

(AS 1289.5.2.1) 

Select Fill Subgrade 100% Standard 

(AS 1289.5.1.1) 

Subgrade  100% Standard 

(AS 1289.5.1.1) 

Subgrade (with 2% lime Stabiliser) 100% Standard 

(AS 1289.5.1.1) 
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10.3 Rigid Pavement Thickness Design  

The recommended rigid pavement thickness, pavement material and compaction specifications are 

presented in Table 10.3 and *Due to the presence of low CBR material with high swell % across the site, it is 

recommended that the top 150mm of exposed subgrade be stabilised by tyning with 2% lime by dry weight. 

Table 10.4 below. 

Table 10.3 – Summary of rigid pavement minimum thickness design 

Pavement  Depth (mm) 

Base course (32 MPa concrete with SL92 reinforcement) 175 

Subbase (crushed rock subbase min soaked CBR 80%, max PI 

= 6%, or equivalent) 

150 

Total thickness (mm) 325 

In-situ Subgrade CBR 3.0%* 

*a construction tolerance of 10mm should be allowed for above the minimum thickness; 

*Due to the presence of low CBR material with high swell % across the site, it is recommended that the top 

150mm of exposed subgrade be stabilised by tyning with 2% lime by dry weight. 

Table 10.4 – Rigid pavement compaction criteria 

Pavement  Compaction Criteria 

Base course (32 MPa concrete with SL92 reinforcement) NA 

Subbase (crushed rock subbase min soaked CBR 80%, max PI 

= 6%, or equivalent) 

98% Modified 

(AS 1289.5.2.1) 

Subgrade  100% Standard 

(AS 1289.5.1.1) 

Subgrade (with 2% lime Stabiliser) 100% Standard 

(AS 1289.5.1.1) 

10.4 Pavement Drainage and Pavement Interfaces  

The pavement thickness is dependent on the provision of adequate surface and subsurface drainage as 

specified by a qualified civil or pavement engineer. It is recommended that an intra pavement subsoil 

drain be installed at the interfaces between pavement types. 

Where new pavement construction abuts existing pavement, care shall be taken to create a clean 

vertical construction joint along with a benched transition zone. The transition zone should be across a 

0.5m distance and benched to tie in with existing profiles.  

It is recommended that all construction joints should be located outside of wheel paths, and where 

practical should be located in the centre of the lanes or along edge lines. 
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It should be noted that when variable pavements are abutted then the potential for localised failure is 

greater. Care should be exercised in the placement and compaction of the subgrade and pavements in 

this area to maximise the performance of the pavement. 

Consideration should also be given to sealing any cracks that may develop between existing and new 

pavements, benching to tie in pavements. The use of a strain relieving membrane at the interface may 

be appropriate in some cases. 

10.5 Recommendations During Construction 

Following excavation, site visits should be made by an experienced geotechnical engineer to inspect 

exposed subgrade and pavement conditions. 

11 Earthworks 

Any earthworks conducted at the site should be controlled in accordance with AS3798-2007 and guided 

by the sections below. 

11.1 Site Preparation 

New Pavement Construction: 

It is recommended that the following be undertaken where controlled filling is to be undertaken: 

1) remove all topsoil, root effected zones, material assessed as unsuitable and other deleterious 

zones (noting the stripped soil is not considered suitable as engineered fill but may be considered 

for landscaping purposes); 

2) exposed suitable subgrade areas should then be ripped 300mm and re-compacted to 100% 

standard maximum dry density (SMDD) at ±2% of optimum moisture content (OMC); 

3) the foundation area should then be proof rolled under the supervision of an experienced 

geotechnical consultant and any soft spots / heaving areas identified. If identified these areas 

should be over excavated under the direction of the geotechnical consultant and replaced with 

engineered fill. 

11.2 Controlled Fill 

Any earthworks conducted at the site should be controlled in accordance with AS3798-2007. Based on 

the soil profile shown above in Section 5, visual observations and in-situ Dynamic Cone Penetrometer 

(DCP) testing, the material encountered at the site is deemed suitable for controlled fill. If the sub-surface 

conditions encountered at the site during construction differ from those discussed in Section 5, HC 

should be consulted to determine if the material is suitable for controlled fill. Similarly, any won material 

imported from external sites should consult HC to determine if the fill is suitable for controlled fill. 

11.2.1 Compaction Criteria 

Fill material should be compacted in near-horizontal uniform layers with a maximum compacted 

thickness of 300mm. It is important to ensure layers are placed in such a way that provides adequate 
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drainage and prevent ponding during construction. The thickness of fill placed during construction 

should take into account the compaction equipment available.  

The moisture of the fill material should be controlled within a specified range of OMC in order to achieve 

the compaction criteria. In general, soils should be compacted within a moisture range of ±2% of OMC. 

For road developments the following compaction criteria applies:  

• Subgrade Soils – 100% Standard Maximum Dry Density to +2% of OMC; 

• General fill – 98% Standard Maximum Dry Density; 

• Non-cohesive soils: 

o Base 98% modified maximum dry density (MMDD) at -2% to 0% of optimum moisture 

content (OMC); 

o Sub-base 95% modified maximum dry density (MMDD) at -2% to 0% of optimum 

moisture content (OMC).  

Reference should also be made to council development guidelines for compaction criteria for different 

traffic loading. 

A suitably qualified geotechnical professional must be consulted to determine that the specified 

compaction has been achieved.  

12 Double Ring Permeability Test 

12.1 Test Method 

The soil permeability of the clays was tested in accordance with ASTM D3385-09 "Standard Test Method 

for Infiltration Rate of Soils in Field Using Double-Ring Infiltrometer". 

The test procedure involved: 

1. Driving a 400mm diameter outer ring into ground surface; 

2. Driving a 300mm diameter inner ring in the middle of the 400mm ring; 

3. Fill both rings with water to near the top; 

4. Measure the depth of the water within the inner ring at regular time intervals; 

5. Maintain a constant water level in the outer ring; 

6. Continuing the testing until steady state has been achieved, refilling the inner ring as required 

when water has been exhausted. 

The drop in water level in the reservoir was recorded until the change in drop became steady. Steady 

state was achieved when the drop was +/- 10% of the previous drops. 

12.2 Infiltration Testing Results 

The Double Ring Infiltrometer described with ASTM D3385-09 "Standard Test Method for Infiltration 

Rate of Soils in Field Using Double-Ring Infiltrometer” was used to determine the saturated conductivity. 

Using the test method described in Section 12.1 above, the “steady state” soil permeability was 

calculated for test location 1 & 2. The results can be seen in Table 12.1 below.  
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Table 12.1 – Summary of infiltration testing results 

Location 
Average Steady State Rate 

mm/min mm/hr m/day 

Test 1 0.05 3.05 0.07 

Test 2 0.08 4.70 0.11 

The soil permeability testing results and calculations can be seen in Annex C. 

12.3 Discussion 

Based on the results of the laboratory testing it is recommended that a steady state saturated infiltration 

rate of 5mm/hr would be suitable for the site.  

12.4 Aggressivity of Soils to Buried Structures 

12.4.1 Laboratory Test Results 

3 x disturbed representative samples were recovered from the boreholes. The samples were 

transported to Sydney Analytical Laboratory’s NATA accredited soil testing laboratory for analysis. The 

laboratory test results are summarised below in Table 12.2 

Table 12.2 - Summary of soil aggressivity results 

Sample & Depth 

(m) 

Chloride 

(ppm) 

Sulphate 

(ppm) 
pH 

Resistivity 

(ohm.cm) 

Concrete 

Exposure 

Classification 

Steel 

Exposure 

Classification 

BH1 (0.9 – 1.0) 1200 360 5.1 0.0014 Mild Moderate 

BH5 (0.6 – 0.7) 1900 700 4.6 0.0007 Mild Moderate 

BH8 (2.0 – 2.1) 1200 410 4.9 0.0012 Mild Moderate 

The external laboratory test reports can be found in Annex D. 

12.4.2 Discussion of Aggressivity Results 

Based on the results from the chemical laboratory testing of the soil sample collected on the site, and 

with reference to Table 6.4.2 (A) & (C) and 6.5.2 (A) & (C) in AS2159-2009, the exposure classification for 

on structural elements falls into Mild towards concrete and Moderate towards steel. 

Concrete piles should be designed in accordance with AS 2159-2009 Table 6.4.3. A minimum concrete 

strength of 50MPa for precast and prestressed piles and 32MPa for cast in situ concrete piles must be 

used. The minimum required cover to reinforcement is 20mm for precast piles and 60mm for cast in situ 

piles over a 50-year design life (or 30mm for precast piles and 75mm for cast in situ piles over a 100-year 

design life).   

Exposed steel should be designed in accordance with AS 2159-2009 Table 6.5.3 a minimum steel uniform 

corrosive allowance of 0.02mm to 0.04mm/year should be allowed for.  
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12.5 Excavations Conditions 

Excavations within the fill, natural soils and extremely low to very low strength rock that was 

encountered during the investigations is thought to be achievable with conventional earthmoving 

equipment such excavators, backhoes and dozers. Very low to low strength rock may also require ripper 

tynes attached to excavator arms or dozers for effective excavation. Rock of low strength or greater may 

possibly require a 12-tonne excavator (or greater) with rock ripper or hydraulic rock hammer, depending 

on the degree of strength and fracturing in the rock. Excavations in rock would require minimising 

vibration to neighbouring residences and structures, else other methods may be required (for example 

pre-drilling the rock, rock sawing using diamond wire saw equipment, grinding or engaging a rock 

breaking and removal specialist).  

Bored piers could be drilled using a 12-tonne excavator or greater with an attached auger. It is 

recommended that the bottom of bored pier holes should be cleaned out with the excavator fitted with 

a bucket attachment. 

Excavations should be conducted in accordance with The Safe Work Australia “Excavation Work” Code 

of Practice March 2015. 

https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/system/files/documents/1705/mcop-excavation-work-v3.pdf 

Excavations can seriously affect the stability of adjacent buildings. Careful consideration must be taken 

in order to prevent the collapse of partial collapse of adjacent structures. 

Construction material and equipment should not be placed within the zone of influence of an excavation 

unless a suitably qualified geotechnical engineer has designed ground support structures to withstand 

these loads. The zone of influence is dependent on the material encountered at the site and is the area 

in which possible failures can occur.   

Refer to Council development guidelines before conducting any excavation works. 

12.6 Batter Slopes  

12.6.1 Temporary Batter Slopes  

Temporary excavations in natural material or extremely low to very low strength rock may be near 

vertical provided that: 

• the depth does not exceed 1.5m; 

• they are open for no more than 24hrs; 

• no surcharge loading is applied to the surface within 2.5m of the excavation; 

• no one enters the excavation e.g. workers.  

All other temporary batter slopes during construction should not exceed 1H:1V in soils and 1H:4V in rock 

and benched, planned and managed in accordance with Safe Work Australia Excavation Work Code of 

Practice March 2015. 

 

https://www.safeworkaustralia.gov.au/system/files/documents/1705/mcop-excavation-work-v3.pdf
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12.6.2 Permanent Batter Slopes 

Recommended permanent batter slopes in general are as follows: 

• 2H:1V in cohesive soils (e.g. clays) or extremely to very low weathered rock else retained by an 

engineered retaining wall; 

• 3H:1V in non-cohesive soils (e.g. sands) else retained by an engineered retaining wall; 

• 1H:1V in low strength rock or greater (permanent rock batters may be steepened to near vertical 

– subject to inspection by a qualified geotechnical engineer). 

13 Report Limitations 

This report has been prepared by Hunter Civilab (HC) for the specific site and purposes described within 

this report. HC will accept no responsibility or liability for the use of this report by any third party, without 

the express consent of HC or the Client, or for use at any other site or purpose than that described in this 

report.  

This report and the services provided have been completed in accordance with relevant professional and 

industry standards of interpretation and analysis. This report must be read in its entirety without 

separation of pages or sections and without any alterations, other than those provided by HC. 

The scope of the investigation described in this report is based on information and plans provided to HC 

by the Client as well as any additional limitations imposed by either the Client and / or site restraints. 

Such limitations may include but are not limited to budget restraints, the presence of underground 

services or accessibility issues to a site. Where the report has been prepared for a specific design proposal 

the information and interpretation may not be relevant if the design proposal is changed. HC should be 

consulted if site plans or design proposal is changed as the recommendations and / or opinions 

presented may not be suitable for the new revisions or variations made. 

The conclusions, recommendations and opinions expressed within this report are subject to the specific 

conditions encountered and the limited geotechnical data gathered at the site during the time of the 

current investigation. The sub-surface conditions and results presented in this report are indicative of the 

conditions encountered at the discrete sampling and testing locations within the site at the time of the 

investigation and within the depths investigated. Variations in ground conditions may exist between the 

locations that were investigated, and the subsurface profile cannot be inferred or extrapolated from the 

limited investigation conducted by HC. For this reason, the report must be regarded as interpretative, 

rather than a factual document. 

Sub-surface conditions are subject to constant change and can vary abruptly as a result of human 

influences and /or natural geological and / or climatic processes and events. As such, conditions may 

exist at the site that could not be identified during or may develop after the current investigation has 

been conducted and as such, may impact the accuracy of this report. HC should be contacted for further 

consultation and site re-assessment should sub-surface conditions differ from those conditions identified 

in this report.  
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We are pleased to present this report and trust that the recommendations provided are sufficient for 

your present requirements. If you have any further questions about this report, please contact the 

undersigned. 

For and on behalf of 

Valley Civilab Pty Ltd, trading as Hunter Civilab 

Reported by: Reviewed by: 

  
Jope Turner 

Undergraduate Geotechnical Engineer 

 

Nathan Roberts  

Geotechnical Engineering Manager 

Bachelor of Engineering (Civil) 
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*NOTE: Overhead image shown was taken from Nearmaps 

Figure 1 – Plan of the development at Lot 19 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford showing the approximate location of the Geotechnical boreholes. 
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D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples
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CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL
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m
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1.0
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STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH3  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH3HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
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D
0.50-0.80

St

S to F

St to
VSt

~PL to
>PL

>PL

<PL to
~PL

ML

CH

CH

TOPSOIL

ALLUVIUM

0.2 - 0.3

0.3 - 0.4

0.4 - 0.5

0.5 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.7

0.7 - 0.8

0.8 - 0.9

0.9 - 1.0

1.0 - 1.1

1.1 - 1.2

1.2 - 1.3

1.3 - 1.4

1.4 - 1.5

1.5 - 1.6

1.6 - 1.7

1.7 - 1.8

1.8 - 1.9

1.9 - 2.0

2.0 - 2.1

2.1 - 2.2

2.2 - 2.3

2.3 - 2.4

2.4 - 2.5

2.5 - 2.6

2.6 - 2.7

2.7 - 2.8

3

3

3

2

1

1

1

2

2

4

4

4

4

3

3

4

5

4

5

7

6

10

9

9

11

Terminated

TOPSOIL: Sandy SILT, low plasticity, brown, fine grained
sand

Silty CLAY, high plasticity, dark brown / orange / grey

As above but decreasing moisture

Terminated at 2.00 m

0.30m

0.60m

2.00m

 DCP

U - Undisturbed Sample
D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples
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CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL

D
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th
 (

m
)

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0
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3.0
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l

STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH4  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH4HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
V
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D
0.60-0.70

U
1.00-1.25

F to St

St to
VSt

VSt

~PL or
>PL

<PL

>PL

<PL

ML

CI-CH

CH

CL-CI

TOPSOIL

ALLUVIUM

RESIDUAL SOIL

0.0 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.2

0.2 - 0.3

0.3 - 0.4

0.4 - 0.5

0.5 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.7

0.7 - 0.8

0.8 - 0.9

0.9 - 1.0

1.0 - 1.1

1.1 - 1.2

1.2 - 1.3

1.3 - 1.4

1.4 - 1.5

1.5 - 1.6

1.6 - 1.7

1.7 - 1.8

2

2

1

2

2

3

2

3

4

5

6

8

7

6

10

12

14

Terminated

TOPSOIL: Sandy SILT, low plasticity, brown, fine grained
sand

Silty CLAY, medium to high plasticity, brown

Silty CLAY, high plasticity, dark brown

Silty Sandy CLAY, low to medium plasticity, brown / orange /
red

Terminated at 3.00 m

0.10m

0.50m

1.20m

3.00m

 DCP

U - Undisturbed Sample
D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples
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CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL

D
ep

th
 (

m
)

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0
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STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH5  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH5HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
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S to F

St

VSt

~PL or
>PL

>PL

>PL or
~PL

<PL

ML

CH

CI

CI

TOPSOIL

ALLUVIUM

RESIDUAL SOIL

0.0 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.2

0.2 - 0.3

0.3 - 0.4

0.4 - 0.5

0.5 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.7

0.7 - 0.8

0.8 - 0.9

0.9 - 1.0

1.0 - 1.1

1.1 - 1.2

1.2 - 1.3

1.3 - 1.4

1.4 - 1.5

1.5 - 1.6

2

1

1

2

1

1

2

3

3

4

6

6

6

6

7

Terminated

TOPSOIL: Sandy SILT, low plasticity, brown, fine grained
sand

Silty CLAY, high plasticity, dark brown

Silty Sandy CLAY, medium plasticity, brown / orange / red /
grey, fine grained sand

Silty Sandy CLAY, medium plasticity, brown / orange / pale
grey / red, fine grained sand, trace gravel

Terminated at 3.00 m

0.30m

1.00m

1.50m

3.00m

 DCP

U - Undisturbed Sample
D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples

C
on
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cy

/
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e

D
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ty

M
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e
C
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di

tio
n

CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL

D
ep

th
 (

m
)

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

C
la
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ifi
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bo

l

STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH6  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH6HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
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St

VSt

~PL to
>PL

<PL to
~PL

<PL

ML

CL

CI

CL

TOPSOIL

ALLUVIUM

RESIDUAL SOIL

0.0 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.2

0.2 - 0.3

0.3 - 0.4

0.4 - 0.5

0.5 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.7

0.7 - 0.8

0.8 - 0.9

0.9 - 1.0

1.0 - 1.1

1.1 - 1.2

1.2 - 1.3

1.3 - 1.4

5

5

3

5

4

4

4

4

5

6

6

6

7

Terminated

TOPSOIL: Sandy SILT, low plasticity, brown, fine grained
sand

Silty CLAY, low plasticity, dark brown

Silty Sandy CLAY, low to medium plasticity, orange / red /
grey / brown, fine grained sand

Sandy CLAY, low plasticity, orange / mottled grey / brown,
fine grained sand

Terminated at 3.00 m

0.20m

1.00m

2.00m

3.00m

 DCP

U - Undisturbed Sample
D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples

C
on
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cy

/
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M
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e
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tio
n

CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL

D
ep

th
 (

m
)

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

C
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l

STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH7  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH7HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
V
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U
0.50-0.75

D
2.00-2.10

F

F to St

VSt

~PL to
>PL

>PL

<PL

ML

CL-CI

CL-CI

CH

CL-CI

CI

TOPSOIL

ALLUVIUM

RESIDUAL SOIL

0.0 - 0.1

0.1 - 0.2

0.2 - 0.3

0.3 - 0.4

0.4 - 0.5

0.5 - 0.6

0.6 - 0.7

0.7 - 0.8

0.8 - 0.9

0.9 - 1.0

1.0 - 1.1

1.1 - 1.2

1.2 - 1.3

1.3 - 1.4

1.4 - 1.5

2

1

2

2

1

2

2

2

1

3

6

8

11

10

Terminated

TOPSOIL: Sandy SILT, low plasticity, brown, fine grained
sand

Silty CLAY, low to medium plasticity, brown,

As above but more moist and black

Silty Clay, high plasticity, orange / pale grey / brown

Silty Sandy CLAY, low plasticity, orange / red / brown / grey,
fine grained sand

Silty CLAY, medium plasticity, mottled red / grey / brown

Terminated at 3.00 m

0.20m

0.50m

1.00m

1.50m

2.50m

3.00m

 DCP

U - Undisturbed Sample
D - Disturbed Sample
ES - Environmental Sample
B - Bulk Disturbed Sample

MC - Moisture Content
PP - Pocket Penetrometer
SPT - Standard Penetration Test
VS - Vane Shear

Samples
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CONSISTENCY/
RELATIVE DENSITY

MOISTURE

D - Dry
M - Moist
W - Wet

<PL - Moist, below PL
~PL - Moist, approx. PL
>PL - Moist, above PL
~LL - Wet, approx. LL
>LL - Wet, above LL

PL - Plastic Limit
LL - Liquid Limit

VS - Very Soft
S - Soft
F - Firm
St - Stiff
VSt - Very Stiff
H - Hard
VL - Very Loose
L - Loose
MD - Medium Dense
D - Dense
VD - Very Dense

SAMPLES & FIELD TESTS

WATER

Additional Comments

Water table

Water inflow

CLASSIFICATION SYMBOLS &
SOIL DESCRIPTION
Based on Unified

Classification System

TESTING & SAMPLING MATERIAL

D
ep

th
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m
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1.0
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STRUCTURE
& Other Observations

Depth
(m)

Blows

W
at

er MATERIAL DESCRIPTION
Soil Type, Plasticity or Particle Characteristic, Colour,

Secondary and Minor ComponentsG
ra

ph
ic

Lo
gAS 1289.6.3.2-1997

Field Tests

DATE LOGGED:  03/09/2021

CONTRACTOR: HCL

SURFACE ELEVATION:

DRILLER: SH

LOGGED BY: UM / JT CHECKED BY: NR

INCLINATION: 90°

DRILLING METHOD:  Drill Rig

DATE SAMPLED: 03/09/2021

FILE / JOB NO: C1105

SHEET: 1  OF  1

File: C1105 BH8  1  OF  1

POSITION:

BH8HOLE NO:

CLIENT : Diana Pet Food
PROJECT : Proposed Industrial Development

LOCATION : Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

 BOREHOLE LOG REPORT
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Annex C 



Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22A

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 13/09/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200D

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 13/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Sample Location: BH1, Depth: 0.6-0.75m

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: gb@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: Grant Burgess

Geologist

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

Atterberg Limit (AS1289 3.1.2 & 3.2.1 & 3.3.1) Min Max

Sample History Oven Dried

Preparation Method Dry Sieve

Liquid Limit (%) 34

Plastic Limit (%) 15

Plasticity Index (%) 19

Linear Shrinkage (AS1289 3.4.1) Min Max

Moisture Condition Determined By AS 1289.3.1.2

Linear Shrinkage (%) 8.5

Cracking Crumbling Curling Cracking

Report Number: P21557-22A This document shall not be reproduced except in full without approval of the laboratory.
Results relate only to the items tested/sampled. Page 1 of 1



Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22B

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 16/09/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200E

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 16/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Remarks: Variation to the test method: Readings between some shrink
& swell measurements exceed 12 hours.

Sample Location: BH5, Depth: 1.0-1.25m

Material Source: U50

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: gb@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: Grant Burgess

Geologist

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

Shrink Swell Index (AS 1289 7.1.1 & 2.1.1)

Iss (%) 6.5

Visual Description CLAY trace silt, brown

* Shrink Swell Index (Iss) reported as the percentage vertical strain per
pF change in suction.

Core Shrinkage Test

Shrinkage Strain - Oven Dried (%) 7.8

Estimated % by volume of significant inert inclusions 2

Cracking Slightly
Cracked

Crumbling  No

Moisture Content (%) 25.9

Swell Test

Initial Pocket Penetrometer (kPa) 210

Final Pocket Penetrometer (kPa) 50

Initial Moisture Content (%) 28.0

Final Moisture Content (%) 32.1

Swell (%) 8.0

* NATA Accreditation does not cover the performance of pocket
penetrometer readings.
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Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22B

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 16/09/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200F

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 16/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Remarks: Variation to the test method: Readings between some shrink
& swell measurements exceed 12 hours.

Sample Location: BH8, Depth: 0.5-0.75m

Material Source: U50

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: gb@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: Grant Burgess

Geologist

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

Shrink Swell Index (AS 1289 7.1.1 & 2.1.1)

Iss (%) 7.6

Visual Description CLAY trace silt, brown

* Shrink Swell Index (Iss) reported as the percentage vertical strain per
pF change in suction.

Core Shrinkage Test

Shrinkage Strain - Oven Dried (%) 10.4

Estimated % by volume of significant inert inclusions 0

Cracking Slightly
Cracked

Crumbling  No

Moisture Content (%) 31.4

Swell Test

Initial Pocket Penetrometer (kPa) 110

Final Pocket Penetrometer (kPa) 50

Initial Moisture Content (%) 33.2

Final Moisture Content (%) 37.0

Swell (%) 6.6

* NATA Accreditation does not cover the performance of pocket
penetrometer readings.
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Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22C

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 05/10/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200A

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 23/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Sample Location: BH2, Depth: 0.5-0.8m

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: office@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: James Wyatt

Laboratory Manager

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

California Bearing Ratio (AS 1289 6.1.1 & 2.1.1) Min Max

CBR taken at 2.5 mm

CBR % 2.0

Method of Compactive Effort Standard

Method used to Determine MDD AS 1289 5.1.1 & 2.1.1

Method used to Determine Plasticity vt

Maximum Dry Density (t/m3) 1.58

Optimum Moisture Content (%) 24.0

Laboratory Density Ratio (%) 100.0

Laboratory Moisture Ratio (%) 96.0

Dry Density after Soaking (t/m3) 1.55

Field Moisture Content (%) 23.9

Moisture Content at Placement (%) 23.3

Moisture Content Top 30mm (%) 28.4

Moisture Content Rest of Sample (%) 24.0

Mass Surcharge (kg) 4.5

Soaking Period (days) 4

Curing Hours 189.8

Swell (%) 2.0

Oversize Material (mm) 19

Oversize Material Included Excluded

Oversize Material (%) 0

California Bearing Ratio

Results 2.5 5
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Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22C

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 05/10/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200B

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 23/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Sample Location: BH3, Depth: 0.5-0.8m

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: office@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: James Wyatt

Laboratory Manager

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

California Bearing Ratio (AS 1289 6.1.1 & 2.1.1) Min Max

CBR taken at 5 mm

CBR % 0.5

Method of Compactive Effort Standard

Method used to Determine MDD AS 1289 5.1.1 & 2.1.1

Method used to Determine Plasticity vt

Maximum Dry Density (t/m3) 1.58

Optimum Moisture Content (%) 22.0

Laboratory Density Ratio (%) 97.0

Laboratory Moisture Ratio (%) 101.0

Dry Density after Soaking (t/m3) 1.45

Field Moisture Content (%) 28.0

Moisture Content at Placement (%) 22.1

Moisture Content Top 30mm (%) 40.5

Moisture Content Rest of Sample (%) 26.5

Mass Surcharge (kg) 4.5

Soaking Period (days) 4

Curing Hours 190.2

Swell (%) 6.0

Oversize Material (mm) 19

Oversize Material Included Excluded

Oversize Material (%) 0

Variation from Test Method moulded outside method
tolerance.

California Bearing Ratio

Results 2.5 5

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1 0 1 1 1 2 1 3
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Material Test Report

Report Number: P21557-22C

Issue Number: 1

Date Issued: 05/10/2021

Client: Hunter Civilab

3/62 Sandringham Avenue, Thornton New South Wales 2322

Contact: Nathan Roberts

Project Number: P21557

Project Name: Geotechnical Consulting Services

Project Location: Lot 109 No. 91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Client Reference: C1105

Work Request: 5200

Sample Number: 21-5200C

Date Sampled: 03/09/2021

Dates Tested: 07/09/2021 - 30/09/2021

Sampling Method: Sampled by Engineering Department

The results apply to the sample as received

Sample Location: BH4, Depth: 0.5-0.8m

Hunter Civilab

62 Sandringham Avenue Thornton NSW 2322

Phone: (02) 4966 1844

Email: office@huntercivilab.com.au

Accredited for compliance with ISO/IEC 17025 - Testing

Approved Signatory: James Wyatt

Laboratory Manager

NATA Accredited Laboratory Number: 14975

California Bearing Ratio (AS 1289 6.1.1 & 2.1.1) Min Max

CBR taken at 2.5 mm

CBR % 3.0

Method of Compactive Effort Standard

Method used to Determine MDD AS 1289 5.1.1 & 2.1.1

Method used to Determine Plasticity vt

Maximum Dry Density (t/m3) 1.62

Optimum Moisture Content (%) 22.5

Laboratory Density Ratio (%) 99.5

Laboratory Moisture Ratio (%) 102.0

Dry Density after Soaking (t/m3) 1.57

Field Moisture Content (%) 26.0

Moisture Content at Placement (%) 22.8

Moisture Content Top 30mm (%) 26.4

Moisture Content Rest of Sample (%) 22.9

Mass Surcharge (kg) 4.5

Soaking Period (days) 4

Curing Hours 67.0

Swell (%) 2.0

Oversize Material (mm) 19

Oversize Material Included Excluded

Oversize Material (%) 0

California Bearing Ratio

Results 2.5 5
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Cumulative Infiltration and Infiltration Rate

Measured Cumulative Infiltration
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Client: C1105

Location: Test 1

Date: JT/KS

Initial 

Reading

1st Refill 

Reading
2nd Refill Reading

3rd Refill 

Reading

0 38.20 - - - - - 0.00 - - -

10 38.80 - - - 10.00 0.60 0.60 0.06 3.60 0.09

20 39.60 - - - 10.00 0.80 1.40 0.08 4.80 0.12

30 40.00 - - - 10.00 0.40 1.80 0.04 2.40 0.06

40 40.60 - - - 10.00 0.60 2.40 0.06 3.60 0.09

50 41.00 - - - 10.00 0.40 2.80 0.04 2.40 0.06

60 41.40 38.20 - - 10.00 0.40 3.20 0.04 2.40 0.06

70 - 38.20 - - 10.00 0.00 3.20 0.00 0.00 0.00

80 - 38.80 - - 10.00 0.60 3.80 0.06 3.60 0.09

90 - 39.60 - - 10.00 0.80 4.60 0.08 4.80 0.12

100 - 40.00 - - 10.00 0.40 5.00 0.04 2.40 0.06

110 - 40.60 - - 10.00 0.60 5.60 0.06 3.60 0.09

120 - 41.20 - - 10.00 0.60 6.20 0.06 3.60 0.09

130 - 41.60 - - 10.00 0.40 6.60 0.04 2.40 0.06

DOUBLE RING INFILTRATION TEST 

Time (min)
Time Interval 

(min)
Infiltration (mm) Infiltration Rate (mm/min)

Infiltration Rate 

(m/day)

Double Ring Permeability test was undertaken as per ASTM D3385-09 "Standard Test Method for Infiltration Rate of Soils in Field Using Double-Ring Infiltrometer"

Water Level (mm)
Infiltration Rate (mm/hour)

Cumulative 

Infiltration (mm)

13/09/2021

Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Diana Pet Food Job No:

Test Location:

Logged By:
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Client: C1105

Location: Test 2

Date: JT/KS

Initial 

Reading

1st Refill 

Reading
2nd Refill Reading

3rd Refill 

Reading

0 61.00 - - - - - 0.00 - - -

10 61.60 - - - 10.00 0.60 0.60 0.06 3.60 0.09

20 62.00 - - - 10.00 0.40 1.00 0.04 2.40 0.06

30 62.80 - - - 10.00 0.80 1.80 0.08 4.80 0.12

40 63.20 - - - 10.00 0.40 2.20 0.04 2.40 0.06

50 63.80 - - - 10.00 0.60 2.80 0.06 3.60 0.09

60 65.40 - - - 10.00 1.60 4.40 0.16 9.60 0.23

70 66.60 - - - 10.00 1.20 5.60 0.12 7.20 0.17

80 67.80 - - - 10.00 1.20 6.80 0.12 7.20 0.17

90 68.60 - - - 10.00 0.80 7.60 0.08 4.80 0.12

100 69.40 - - - 10.00 0.80 8.40 0.08 4.80 0.12

110 69.80 - - - 10.00 0.40 8.80 0.04 2.40 0.06

120 70.40 - - - 10.00 0.60 9.40 0.06 3.60 0.09

DOUBLE RING INFILTRATION TEST 

Time (min)
Time Interval 

(min)
Infiltration (mm)

Infiltration Rate 

(mm/min)

Infiltration Rate 

(m/day)

Double Ring Permeability test was undertaken as per ASTM D3385-09 "Standard Test Method for Infiltration Rate of Soils in Field Using Double-Ring Infiltrometer"

Water Level (mm) Infiltration Rate 

(mm/hour)

Cumulative 

Infiltration (mm)

13/09/2021

Lot 109 No.91 Gardiner Street, Rutherford

Diana Pet Food Job No:

Test Location:

Logged By:
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Foundation Maintenance 
and Footing Performance:
A Homeowner’s Guide
Buildings can and often do move. This movement can be up, down, lateral or rotational. The fundamental cause of movement in 
buildings can usually be related to one or more problems in the foundation soil. It is important for the homeowner to identify the 
soil type in order to ascertain the measures that should be put in place in order to ensure that problems in the foundation soil can 
be prevented, thus protecting against building movement.

This Building Technology File is designed to identify causes of soil-related building movement, and to suggest methods of 
prevention of resultant cracking in buildings. 

Soil Types 
The types of soils usually present under the topsoil in land zoned for 
residential buildings can be split into two approximate groups – 
granular and clay. Quite often, foundation soil is a mixture of both 
types. The general problems associated with soils having granular 
content are usually caused by erosion. Clay soils are subject to 
saturation and swell/shrink problems.
Classifications for a given area can generally be obtained by 
application to the local authority, but these are sometimes unreliable 
and if there is doubt, a geotechnical report should be commissioned. 
As most buildings suffering movement problems are founded on clay 
soils, there is an emphasis on classification of soils according to the 
amount of swell and shrinkage they experience with variations of 
water content. The table below is Table 2.1 from AS 2870-2011, the 
Residential Slab and Footing Code. 

Causes of Movement

Settlement due to construction 
There are two types of settlement that occur as a result of 
construction: 
• Immediate settlement occurs when a building is first placed  

on its foundation soil, as a result of compaction of the soil under 
the weight of the structure. The cohesive quality of clay soil 
mitigates against this, but granular (particularly sandy) soil is 
susceptible. 

• Consolidation settlement is a feature of clay soil and may take 
place because of the expulsion of moisture from the soil or because 
of the soil’s lack of resistance to local compressive or shear stresses. 
This will usually take place during the first few months after 
construction, but has been known to take many years in 
exceptional cases. 

These problems are the province of the builder and should be taken 
into consideration as part of the preparation of the site for 
construction. Building Technology File 19 (BTF 19) deals with these 
problems. 

Erosion
All soils are prone to erosion, but sandy soil is particularly susceptible 
to being washed away. Even clay with a sand component of say 10% 
or more can suffer from erosion. 

Saturation
This is particularly a problem in clay soils. Saturation creates a bog- 
like suspension of the soil that causes it to lose virtually all of its 
bearing capacity. To a lesser degree, sand is affected by saturation 
because saturated sand may undergo a reduction in volume, 
particularly imported sand fill for bedding and blinding layers. 
However, this usually occurs as immediate settlement and should 
normally be the province of the builder. 

Seasonal swelling and shrinkage of soil 
All clays react to the presence of water by slowly absorbing it, making 
the soil increase in volume (see table below). The degree of increase 
varies considerably between different clays, as does the degree of 
decrease during the subsequent drying out caused by fair weather 
periods. Because of the low absorption and expulsion rate, this 
phenomenon will not usually be noticeable unless there are 
prolonged rainy or dry periods, usually of weeks or months, 
depending on the land and soil characteristics. 
The swelling of soil creates an upward force on the footings of the 
building, and shrinkage creates subsidence that takes away the 
support needed by the footing to retain equilibrium. 

Shear failure 
This phenomenon occurs when the foundation soil does not have 
sufficient strength to support the weight of the footing. There are 
two major post-construction causes: 

• Significant load increase. 
• Reduction of lateral support of the soil under the footing due to 

erosion or excavation. 

In clay soil, shear failure can be caused by saturation of the soil 
adjacent to or under the footing. 

GENERAL DEFINITIONS OF SITE CLASSES

Class Foundation

A Most sand and rock sites with little or no ground movement from moisture changes

S Slightly reactive clay sites, which may experience only slight ground movement from moisture changes

M Moderately reactive clay or silt sites, which may experience moderate ground movement from moisture changes

H1 Highly reactive clay sites, which may experience high ground movement from moisture changes

H2 Highly reactive clay sites, which may experience very high ground movement from moisture changes

E Extremely reactive sites, which may experience extreme ground movement from moisture changes
Notes
1. Where controlled fill has been used, the site may be classified A to E according to the type of fill used.
2. Filled sites. Class P is used for sites which include soft fills, such as clay or silt or loose sands; landslip; mine subsidence; collapsing soils; soil subject to erosion; 

reactive sites subject to abnormal moisture conditions or sites which cannot be classified otherwise.
3. Where deep-seated moisture changes exist on sites at depths of 3 m or greater, further classification is needed for Classes M to E (M-D, H1-D, H2-D and E-D).

BTF 18-2011
replaces  

Information  
Sheet 10/91
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Tree root growth
Trees and shrubs that are allowed to grow in the vicinity of footings 
can cause foundation soil movement in two ways: 
• Roots that grow under footings may increase in cross-sectional 

size, exerting upward pressure on footings. 
• Roots in the vicinity of footings will absorb much of the moisture 

in the foundation soil, causing shrinkage or subsidence. 

Unevenness of Movement
The types of ground movement described above usually occur 
unevenly throughout the building’s foundation soil. Settlement due 
to construction tends to be uneven because of: 
• Differing compaction of foundation soil prior to construction. 
• Differing moisture content of foundation soil prior to 

construction. 

Movement due to non-construction causes is usually more uneven 
still. Erosion can undermine a footing that traverses the flow or can 
create the conditions for shear failure by eroding soil adjacent to a 
footing that runs in the same direction as the flow. 
Saturation of clay foundation soil may occur where subfloor walls create 
a dam that makes water pond. It can also occur wherever there is a 
source of water near footings in clay soil. This leads to a severe 
reduction in the strength of the soil which may create local shear failure. 
Seasonal swelling and shrinkage of clay soil affects the perimeter of 
the building first, then gradually spreads to the interior. The swelling 
process will usually begin at the uphill extreme of the building, or on 
the weather side where the land is flat. Swelling gradually reaches the 
interior soil as absorption continues. Shrinkage usually begins where 
the sun’s heat is greatest. 

Effects of Uneven Soil Movement on Structures 

Erosion and saturation 
Erosion removes the support from under footings, tending to create 
subsidence of the part of the structure under which it occurs. 
Brickwork walls will resist the stress created by this removal of 
support by bridging the gap or cantilevering until the bricks or the 
mortar bedding fail. Older masonry has little resistance. Evidence of 
failure varies according to circumstances and symptoms may include: 
• Step cracking in the mortar beds in the body of the wall or above/

below openings such as doors or windows. 
• Vertical cracking in the bricks (usually but not necessarily in line 

with the vertical beds or perpends). 

Isolated piers affected by erosion or saturation of foundations will 
eventually lose contact with the bearers they support and may tilt or 
fall over. The floors that have lost this support will become bouncy, 
sometimes rattling ornaments etc. 

Seasonal swelling/shrinkage in clay 
Swelling foundation soil due to rainy periods first lifts the most exposed 
extremities of the footing system, then the remainder of the perimeter 
footings while gradually permeating inside the building footprint to lift 
internal footings. This swelling first tends to create a dish effect, 
because the external footings are pushed higher than the internal ones. 
The first noticeable symptom may be that the floor appears slightly 
dished. This is often accompanied by some doors binding on the 
floor or the door head, together with some cracking of cornice 
mitres. In buildings with timber flooring supported by bearers and 
joists, the floor can be bouncy. Externally there may be visible 
dishing of the hip or ridge lines. 
As the moisture absorption process completes its journey to the 
innermost areas of the building, the internal footings will rise. If the 
spread of moisture is roughly even, it may be that the symptoms will 
temporarily disappear, but it is more likely that swelling will be 
uneven, creating a difference rather than a disappearance in 
symptoms. In buildings with timber flooring supported by bearers 
and joists, the isolated piers will rise more easily than the strip 
footings or piers under walls, creating noticeable doming of flooring. 
As the weather pattern changes and the soil begins to dry out, the 
external footings will be first affected, beginning with the locations 
where the sun’s effect is strongest. This has the effect of lowering the 

external footings. The doming is accentuated and cracking reduces 
or disappears where it occurred because of dishing, but other cracks 
open up. The roof lines may become convex. 
Doming and dishing are also affected by weather in other ways. In 
areas where warm, wet summers and cooler dry winters prevail, water 
migration tends to be toward the interior and doming will be 
accentuated, whereas where summers are dry and winters are cold 
and wet, migration tends to be toward the exterior and the 
underlying propensity is toward dishing. 

Movement caused by tree roots 
In general, growing roots will exert an upward pressure on footings, 
whereas soil subject to drying because of tree or shrub roots will tend 
to remove support from under footings by inducing shrinkage. 

Complications caused by the structure itself 
Most forces that the soil causes to be exerted on structures are 
vertical – i.e. either up or down. However, because these forces are 
seldom spread evenly around the footings, and because the building 
resists uneven movement because of its rigidity, forces are exerted 
from one part of the building to another. The net result of all these 
forces is usually rotational. This resultant force often complicates the 
diagnosis because the visible symptoms do not simply reflect the 
original cause. A common symptom is binding of doors on the 
vertical member of the frame. 

Effects on full masonry structures 
Brickwork will resist cracking where it can. It will attempt to span 
areas that lose support because of subsided foundations or raised 
points. It is therefore usual to see cracking at weak points, such as 
openings for windows or doors. 
In the event of construction settlement, cracking will usually remain 
unchanged after the process of settlement has ceased. 
With local shear or erosion, cracking will usually continue to develop 
until the original cause has been remedied, or until the subsidence 
has completely neutralised the affected portion of footing and the 
structure has stabilised on other footings that remain effective. 
In the case of swell/shrink effects, the brickwork will in some cases 
return to its original position after completion of a cycle, however it 
is more likely that the rotational effect will not be exactly reversed, 
and it is also usual that brickwork will settle in its new position and 
will resist the forces trying to return it to its original position. This 
means that in a case where swelling takes place after construction 
and cracking occurs, the cracking is likely to at least partly remain 
after the shrink segment of the cycle is complete. Thus, each time the 
cycle is repeated, the likelihood is that the cracking will become 
wider until the sections of brickwork become virtually independent. 
With repeated cycles, once the cracking is established, if there is no 
other complication, it is normal for the incidence of cracking to 
stabilise, as the building has the articulation it needs to cope with the 
problem. This is by no means always the case, however, and monitoring 
of cracks in walls and floors should always be treated seriously. 
Upheaval caused by growth of tree roots under footings is not a 
simple vertical shear stress. There is a tendency for the root to also 
exert lateral forces that attempt to separate sections of brickwork 
after initial cracking has occurred. 

Trees can cause shrinkage and damage

Wall cracking
due to uneven
looting settlement
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The normal structural arrangement is that the inner leaf of 
brickwork in the external walls and at least some of the internal walls 
(depending on the roof type) comprise the load-bearing structure on 
which any upper floors, ceilings and the roof are supported. In these 
cases, it is internally visible cracking that should be the main focus of 
attention, however there are a few examples of dwellings whose 
external leaf of masonry plays some supporting role, so this should be 
checked if there is any doubt. In any case, externally visible cracking 
is important as a guide to stresses on the structure generally, and it 
should also be remembered that the external walls must be capable of 
supporting themselves. 

Effects on framed structures 
Timber or steel framed buildings are less likely to exhibit cracking due 
to swell/shrink than masonry buildings because of their flexibility. 
Also, the doming/dishing effects tend to be lower because of the 
lighter weight of walls. The main risks to framed buildings are 
encountered because of the isolated pier footings used under walls. 
Where erosion or saturation causes a footing to fall away, this can 
double the span which a wall must bridge. This additional stress can 
create cracking in wall linings, particularly where there is a weak 
point in the structure caused by a door or window opening. It is, 
however, unlikely that framed structures will be so stressed as to suffer 
serious damage without first exhibiting some or all of the above 
symptoms for a considerable period. The same warning period should 
apply in the case of upheaval. It should be noted, however, that where 
framed buildings are supported by strip footings there is only one leaf 
of brickwork and therefore the externally visible walls are the 
supporting structure for the building. In this case, the subfloor 
masonry walls can be expected to behave as full brickwork walls. 

Effects on brick veneer structures 
Because the load-bearing structure of a brick veneer building is the 
frame that makes up the interior leaf of the external walls plus 
perhaps the internal walls, depending on the type of roof, the 
building can be expected to behave as a framed structure, except that 
the external masonry will behave in a similar way to the external leaf 
of a full masonry structure. 

Water Service and Drainage 
Where a water service pipe, a sewer or stormwater drainage pipe is in 
the vicinity of a building, a water leak can cause erosion, swelling or 
saturation of susceptible soil. Even a minuscule leak can be enough to 
saturate a clay foundation. A leaking tap near a building can have the 
same effect. In addition, trenches containing pipes can become 
watercourses even though backfilled, particularly where broken 
rubble is used as fill. Water that runs along these trenches can be 
responsible for serious erosion, interstrata seepage into subfloor areas 
and saturation. 
Pipe leakage and trench water flows also encourage tree and shrub 
roots to the source of water, complicating and exacerbating the 
problem. Poor roof plumbing can result in large volumes of rainwater 
being concentrated in a small area of soil: 
• Incorrect falls in roof guttering may result in overflows, as may 

gutters blocked with leaves etc. 

• Corroded guttering or downpipes can spill water to ground. 
• Downpipes not positively connected to a proper stormwater 

collection system will direct a concentration of water to soil that is 
directly adjacent to footings, sometimes causing large-scale 
problems such as erosion, saturation and migration of water under 
the building. 

Seriousness of Cracking 
In general, most cracking found in masonry walls is a cosmetic 
nuisance only and can be kept in repair or even ignored. The table 
below is a reproduction of Table C1 of AS 2870-2011. 
AS 2870-2011 also publishes figures relating to cracking in concrete 
floors, however because wall cracking will usually reach the critical 
point significantly earlier than cracking in slabs, this table is not 
reproduced here. 

Prevention/Cure 

Plumbing
Where building movement is caused by water service, roof 
plumbing, sewer or stormwater failure, the remedy is to repair the 
problem. It is prudent, however, to consider also rerouting pipes 
away from the building where possible, and relocating taps to 
positions where any leakage will not direct water to the building 
vicinity. Even where gully traps are present, there is sometimes 
sufficient spill to create erosion or saturation, particularly in modern 
installations using smaller diameter PVC fixtures. Indeed, some 
gully traps are not situated directly under the taps that are installed 
to charge them, with the result that water from the tap may enter 
the backfilled trench that houses the sewer piping. If the trench has 
been poorly backfilled, the water will either pond or f low along the 
bottom of the trench. As these trenches usually run alongside the 
footings and can be at a similar depth, it is not hard to see how any 
water that is thus directed into a trench can easily affect the 
foundation’s ability to support footings or even gain entry to the 
subfloor area. 

Ground drainage 
In all soils there is the capacity for water to travel on the surface and 
below it. Surface water flows can be established by inspection during 
and after heavy or prolonged rain. If necessary, a grated drain system 
connected to the stormwater collection system is usually an easy 
solution. 
It is, however, sometimes necessary when attempting to prevent water 
migration that testing be carried out to establish watertable height 
and subsoil water flows. This subject is referred to in BTF 19 and 
may properly be regarded as an area for an expert consultant. 

Protection of the building perimeter 
It is essential to remember that the soil that affects footings extends 
well beyond the actual building line. Watering of garden plants, 
shrubs and trees causes some of the most serious water problems. 
For this reason, particularly where problems exist or are likely to 
occur, it is recommended that an apron of paving be installed around 
as much of the building perimeter as necessary. This paving should 

CLASSIFICATION OF DAMAGE WITH REFERENCE TO WALLS

Description of typical damage and required repair
Approximate crack width  

limit (see Note 3)
Damage 
category

Hairline cracks <0.1 mm 0

Fine cracks which do not need repair <1 mm 1

Cracks noticeable but easily filled. Doors and windows stick slightly. <5 mm 2

Cracks can be repaired and possibly a small amount of wall will need to be 
replaced. Doors and windows stick. Service pipes can fracture. Weathertightness 
often impaired.

5–15 mm (or a number of cracks 
3 mm or more in one group)

3

Extensive repair work involving breaking-out and replacing sections of walls, 
especially over doors and windows. Window and door frames distort. Walls lean 
or bulge noticeably, some loss of bearing in beams. Service pipes disrupted.

15–25 mm but also depends on 
number of cracks

4
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extend outwards a minimum of 900 mm (more in highly reactive 
soil) and should have a minimum fall away from the building of 
1:60. The finished paving should be no less than 100 mm below 
brick vent bases. 
It is prudent to relocate drainage pipes away from this paving, if 
possible, to avoid complications from future leakage. If this is not 
practical, earthenware pipes should be replaced by PVC and 
backfilling should be of the same soil type as the surrounding soil 
and compacted to the same density. 
Except in areas where freezing of water is an issue, it is wise to 
remove taps in the building area and relocate them well away from 
the building – preferably not uphill from it (see BTF 19). 
It may be desirable to install a grated drain at the outside edge of the 
paving on the uphill side of the building. If subsoil drainage is 
needed this can be installed under the surface drain. 

Condensation
In buildings with a subfloor void such as where bearers and joists 
support flooring, insufficient ventilation creates ideal conditions for 
condensation, particularly where there is little clearance between the 
floor and the ground. Condensation adds to the moisture already 
present in the subfloor and significantly slows the process of drying 
out. Installation of an adequate subfloor ventilation system, either 
natural or mechanical, is desirable. 
Warning: Although this Building Technology File deals with 
cracking in buildings, it should be said that subfloor moisture can 
result in the development of other problems, notably: 

• Water that is transmitted into masonry, metal or timber building 
elements causes damage and/or decay to those elements. 

• High subfloor humidity and moisture content create an ideal 
environment for various pests, including termites and spiders. 

• Where high moisture levels are transmitted to the flooring and 
walls, an increase in the dust mite count can ensue within the 
living areas. Dust mites, as well as dampness in general, can be a 
health hazard to inhabitants, particularly those who are 
abnormally susceptible to respiratory ailments. 

The garden
The ideal vegetation layout is to have lawn or plants that require only 
light watering immediately adjacent to the drainage or paving edge, 
then more demanding plants, shrubs and trees spread out in that order. 
Overwatering due to misuse of automatic watering systems is a 
common cause of saturation and water migration under footings. If it 
is necessary to use these systems, it is important to remove garden 
beds to a completely safe distance from buildings. 

Existing trees 
Where a tree is causing a problem of soil drying or there is the 
existence or threat of upheaval of footings, if the offending roots are 
subsidiary and their removal will not significantly damage the tree, 
they should be severed and a concrete or metal barrier placed 
vertically in the soil to prevent future root growth in the direction of 
the building. If it is not possible to remove the relevant roots without 
damage to the tree, an application to remove the tree should be made 
to the local authority. A prudent plan is to transplant likely offenders 
before they become a problem. 

Information on trees, plants and shrubs 
State departments overseeing agriculture can give information 
regarding root patterns, volume of water needed and safe distance 
from buildings of most species. Botanic gardens are also sources of 
information. For information on plant roots and drains, see Building 
Technology File 17. 

Excavation
Excavation around footings must be properly engineered. Soil 
supporting footings can only be safely excavated at an angle that 
allows the soil under the footing to remain stable. This angle is called 
the angle of repose (or friction) and varies significantly between soil 
types and conditions. Removal of soil within the angle of repose will 
cause subsidence. 

Remediation
Where erosion has occurred that has washed away soil adjacent to 
footings, soil of the same classification should be introduced and 
compacted to the same density. Where footings have been 
undermined, augmentation or other specialist work may be required. 
Remediation of footings and foundations is generally the realm of a 
specialist consultant. 
Where isolated footings rise and fall because of swell/shrink effect, 
the homeowner may be tempted to alleviate floor bounce by filling 
the gap that has appeared between the bearer and the pier with 
blocking. The danger here is that when the next swell segment of the 
cycle occurs, the extra blocking will push the floor up into an 
accentuated dome and may also cause local shear failure in the soil. If 
it is necessary to use blocking, it should be by a pair of fine wedges 
and monitoring should be carried out fortnightly. 
This BTF was prepared by John Lewer FAIB, MIAMA, Partner, 
Construction Diagnosis.

The information in this and other issues in the series was derived from various sources and was believed to be correct when published.

The information is advisory. It is provided in good faith and not claimed to be an exhaustive treatment of the relevant subject.

Further professional advice needs to be obtained before taking any action based on the information provided.

Distributed by

CSIRO PUBLISHING PO Box 1139, Collingwood 3066, Australia
Tel (03) 9662 7666   Fax (03) 9662 7555   www.publish.csiro.au

Email: publishing.sales@csiro.au

© CSIRO 2003. Unauthorised copying of this Building Technology File is prohibited
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Data

River Region

Division South East Coast (NSW)

River Number 10

River Name Hunter River

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v1

ARF Parameters

Zone a b c d e f g h i

SE Coast 0.06 0.361 0.0 0.317 8.11e-05 0.651 0.0 0.0 0.0

Short Duration ARF

ARF = Min{1, [1 − a (Areab − clog10Duration)Duration−d

+ eAreafDurationg (0.3 + log10AEP)

+ h10iArea (0.3 + log10AEP)]}
Duration

1440

ARF = Min [1, 1 − 0.287 (Area0.265 − 0.439log10(Duration)) .Duration−0.36

+ 2.26 x 10−3 x Area0.226.Duration0.125 (0.3 + log10(AEP))

+ 0.0141 x Area0.213 x 10−0.021 (0.3 + log10(AEP))]
(Duration−180)2

1440

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v1

Leaflet (http://leafletjs.com) | Map data © OpenStreetMap (https://www.openstreetmap.org/) contributors, CC-BY-SA
(https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/), Imagery © Mapbox (https://www.mapbox.com/)

http://leafletjs.com/
https://www.openstreetmap.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-sa/2.0/
https://www.mapbox.com/
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Storm Losses
Note: Burst Loss = Storm Loss - Preburst

Note: These losses are only for rural use and are NOT FOR DIRECT USE in urban areas

Note: As this point is in NSW the advice provided on losses and pre-burst on the NSW Specific Tab of the ARR Data Hub
(./nsw_specific) is to be considered. In NSW losses are derived considering a hierarchy of approaches depending on the
available loss information. The continuing storm loss information from the ARR Datahub provided below should only be
used where relevant under the loss hierarchy (level 5) and where used is to be multiplied by the factor of 0.4.

ID 10938.0

Storm Initial Losses (mm) 27.0

Storm Continuing Losses (mm/h) 2.9

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v1

Temporal Patterns | Download (.zip) (static/temporal_patterns/TP/ECsouth.zip)

code ECsouth

Label East Coast South

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v2

Areal Temporal Patterns | Download (.zip)
(./static/temporal_patterns/Areal/Areal_ECsouth.zip)

code ECsouth

arealabel East Coast South

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v2

BOM IFDs
Click here (http://www.bom.gov.au/water/designRainfalls/revised-ifd/?
year=2016&coordinate_type=dd&latitude=-32.7219&longitude=151.495237&sdmin=true&sdhr=true&sdday=true&user_label=)
to obtain the IFD depths for catchment centroid from the BoM website

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

http://data.arr-software.org/nsw_specific
http://data.arr-software.org/static/temporal_patterns/TP/ECsouth.zip
http://data.arr-software.org/static/temporal_patterns/Areal/Areal_ECsouth.zip
http://www.bom.gov.au/water/designRainfalls/revised-ifd/?year=2016&coordinate_type=dd&latitude=-32.7219&longitude=151.495237&sdmin=true&sdhr=true&sdday=true&user_label=
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Median Preburst Depths and Ratios
Values are of the format depth (ratio) with depth in mm

min (h)\AEP(%) 50 20 10 5 2 1

60 (1.0) 0.8  
(0.030)

1.3  
(0.034)

1.6  
(0.036)

1.9  
(0.036)

1.6  
(0.025)

1.4  
(0.019)

90 (1.5) 0.3  
(0.010)

1.1  
(0.026)

1.6  
(0.032)

2.1  
(0.036)

1.6  
(0.022)

1.2  
(0.014)

120 (2.0) 0.4  
(0.013)

1.7  
(0.036)

2.5  
(0.045)

3.3  
(0.051)

3.3  
(0.042)

3.4  
(0.037)

180 (3.0) 1.0  
(0.027)

1.2  
(0.022)

1.2  
(0.019)

1.3  
(0.017)

2.1  
(0.023)

2.7  
(0.026)

360 (6.0) 1.9  
(0.039)

3.9  
(0.058)

5.3  
(0.064)

6.6  
(0.067)

7.8  
(0.065)

8.7  
(0.064)

720 (12.0) 1.9  
(0.031)

5.6  
(0.063)

8.1  
(0.074)

10.5  
(0.080)

14.7  
(0.092)

17.9  
(0.096)

1080 (18.0) 1.9  
(0.027)

4.7  
(0.044)

6.4  
(0.050)

8.2  
(0.052)

12.7  
(0.066)

16.2  
(0.073)

1440 (24.0) 0.5  
(0.007)

4.3  
(0.036)

6.8  
(0.046)

9.2  
(0.052)

11.0  
(0.050)

12.3  
(0.049)

2160 (36.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

2.2  
(0.016)

3.7  
(0.021)

5.1  
(0.024)

5.1  
(0.020)

5.2  
(0.017)

2880 (48.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.8  
(0.003)

1.5  
(0.005)

4320 (72.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1

Note Preburst interpolation methods for catchment wide preburst has been slightly altered. Point values
remain unchanged.
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10% Preburst Depths
Values are of the format depth (ratio) with depth in mm

min (h)\AEP(%) 50 20 10 5 2 1

60 (1.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

90 (1.5) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

120 (2.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

180 (3.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

360 (6.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

720 (12.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

1080 (18.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

1440 (24.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

2160 (36.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

2880 (48.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

4320 (72.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1

Note Preburst interpolation methods for catchment wide preburst has been slightly altered. Point values
remain unchanged.
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25% Preburst Depths
Values are of the format depth (ratio) with depth in mm

min (h)\AEP(%) 50 20 10 5 2 1

60 (1.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

90 (1.5) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

120 (2.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

180 (3.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

360 (6.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

720 (12.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

1080 (18.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

1440 (24.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

2160 (36.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

2880 (48.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

4320 (72.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

0.0  
(0.000)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1

Note Preburst interpolation methods for catchment wide preburst has been slightly altered. Point values
remain unchanged.
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75% Preburst Depths
Values are of the format depth (ratio) with depth in mm

min (h)\AEP(%) 50 20 10 5 2 1

60 (1.0) 12.5  
(0.469)

13.8  
(0.370)

14.6  
(0.326)

15.4  
(0.292)

18.6  
(0.291)

20.9  
(0.288)

90 (1.5) 18.3  
(0.603)

21.1  
(0.498)

22.9  
(0.449)

24.7  
(0.411)

24.2  
(0.334)

23.8  
(0.289)

120 (2.0) 9.5  
(0.286)

19.5  
(0.420)

26.1  
(0.466)

32.4  
(0.493)

34.4  
(0.433)

35.9  
(0.397)

180 (3.0) 19.9  
(0.523)

21.2  
(0.398)

22.0  
(0.344)

22.8  
(0.303)

35.2  
(0.386)

44.5  
(0.428)

360 (6.0) 21.6  
(0.448)

35.5  
(0.521)

44.7  
(0.541)

53.5  
(0.548)

64.5  
(0.543)

72.8  
(0.534)

720 (12.0) 25.1  
(0.401)

33.6  
(0.375)

39.2  
(0.358)

44.6  
(0.342)

52.5  
(0.327)

58.3  
(0.315)

1080 (18.0) 26.1  
(0.357)

34.3  
(0.325)

39.7  
(0.306)

44.9  
(0.288)

60.3  
(0.314)

71.8  
(0.322)

1440 (24.0) 14.5  
(0.178)

22.6  
(0.191)

27.9  
(0.191)

33.1  
(0.188)

40.1  
(0.184)

45.4  
(0.180)

2160 (36.0) 7.6  
(0.080)

15.1  
(0.109)

20.1  
(0.117)

24.8  
(0.120)

33.9  
(0.132)

40.7  
(0.137)

2880 (48.0) 6.2  
(0.059)

6.6  
(0.044)

6.9  
(0.037)

7.3  
(0.032)

18.0  
(0.064)

26.1  
(0.080)

4320 (72.0) 0.0  
(0.000)

2.8  
(0.017)

4.7  
(0.022)

6.5  
(0.025)

9.7  
(0.031)

12.1  
(0.033)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1

Note Preburst interpolation methods for catchment wide preburst has been slightly altered. Point values
remain unchanged.
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90% Preburst Depths
Values are of the format depth (ratio) with depth in mm

min (h)\AEP(%) 50 20 10 5 2 1

60 (1.0) 59.5  
(2.228)

54.2  
(1.458)

50.7  
(1.131)

47.3  
(0.898)

77.9  
(1.222)

100.9  
(1.386)

90 (1.5) 54.2  
(1.781)

72.3  
(1.707)

84.3  
(1.652)

95.8  
(1.598)

91.8  
(1.266)

88.7  
(1.075)

120 (2.0) 49.4  
(1.480)

63.2  
(1.360)

72.4  
(1.293)

81.2  
(1.234)

105.8  
(1.332)

124.3  
(1.373)

180 (3.0) 44.9  
(1.181)

62.3  
(1.173)

73.9  
(1.153)

84.9  
(1.127)

98.1  
(1.076)

108.0  
(1.038)

360 (6.0) 48.8  
(1.011)

67.1  
(0.985)

79.2  
(0.959)

90.8  
(0.930)

115.5  
(0.972)

134.1  
(0.983)

720 (12.0) 51.1  
(0.817)

76.3  
(0.853)

93.0  
(0.849)

109.0  
(0.835)

115.7  
(0.721)

120.8  
(0.652)

1080 (18.0) 56.5  
(0.774)

71.5  
(0.678)

81.4  
(0.627)

90.9  
(0.584)

120.9  
(0.629)

143.3  
(0.643)

1440 (24.0) 49.3  
(0.605)

55.5  
(0.469)

59.7  
(0.408)

63.6  
(0.361)

79.5  
(0.365)

91.4  
(0.362)

2160 (36.0) 32.6  
(0.345)

43.3  
(0.314)

50.5  
(0.294)

57.3  
(0.276)

73.7  
(0.288)

86.1  
(0.290)

2880 (48.0) 19.2  
(0.185)

31.4  
(0.206)

39.5  
(0.208)

47.2  
(0.205)

68.1  
(0.240)

83.7  
(0.256)

4320 (72.0) 7.0  
(0.060)

21.3  
(0.124)

30.8  
(0.144)

39.8  
(0.154)

38.8  
(0.122)

38.0  
(0.104)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1

Note Preburst interpolation methods for catchment wide preburst has been slightly altered. Point values
remain unchanged.
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Interim Climate Change Factors

RCP 4.5 RCP6 RCP 8.5

2030 0.869 (4.3%) 0.783 (3.9%) 0.983 (4.9%)

2040 1.057 (5.3%) 1.014 (5.1%) 1.349 (6.8%)

2050 1.272 (6.4%) 1.236 (6.2%) 1.773 (9.0%)

2060 1.488 (7.5%) 1.458 (7.4%) 2.237 (11.5%)

2070 1.676 (8.5%) 1.691 (8.6%) 2.722 (14.2%)

2080 1.810 (9.2%) 1.944 (9.9%) 3.209 (16.9%)

2090 1.862 (9.5%) 2.227 (11.5%) 3.679 (19.7%)

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2019_v1

Note ARR recommends the use of RCP4.5 and RCP 8.5 values. These have been updated to the values that
can be found on the climate change in Australia website.

Probability Neutral Burst Initial Loss

min (h)\AEP(%) 50.0 20.0 10.0 5.0 2.0 1.0

60 (1.0) 8.4 6.6 6.7 6.8 6.8 3.7

90 (1.5) 7.9 6.5 6.7 6.4 6.7 3.7

120 (2.0) 8.8 6.6 6.6 5.7 6.4 2.2

180 (3.0) 8.0 7.0 7.2 6.0 6.6 2.1

360 (6.0) 8.2 6.0 6.5 5.1 6.8 2.2

720 (12.0) 8.7 6.2 6.8 5.0 6.0 3.1

1080 (18.0) 9.1 6.6 7.1 5.9 6.9 3.3

1440 (24.0) 10.4 7.2 7.1 6.3 7.9 3.8

2160 (36.0) 11.7 8.6 8.3 6.4 9.2 4.4

2880 (48.0) 12.6 10.6 11.2 10.4 10.2 5.6

4320 (72.0) 14.9 12.4 11.3 11.5 11.4 6.1

Layer Info

Time
Accessed

17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2018_v1
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Note As this point is in NSW the advice provided on losses and pre-burst on the NSW Specific Tab of the ARR
Data Hub (./nsw_specific) is to be considered. In NSW losses are derived considering a hierarchy of
approaches depending on the available loss information. Probability neutral burst initial loss values for
NSW are to be used in place of the standard initial loss and pre-burst as per the losses hierarchy.

Baseflow Factors

Downstream 9811

Area (km2) 18056.3513454

Catchment Number 9739

Volume Factor 0.156654

Peak Factor 0.034763

Layer Info

Time Accessed 17 February 2022 10:07AM

Version 2016_v1

Download TXT (downloads/2430071a-3bce-45d7-805d-c63bb4838204.txt)

Download JSON (downloads/31dd73c5-2940-40bd-869a-b1a64c112e89.json)

Generating PDF... (downloads/22fe8fae-9ea7-4ab5-be9e-c739004b1db9.pdf)

http://data.arr-software.org/nsw_specific
http://data.arr-software.org/downloads/2430071a-3bce-45d7-805d-c63bb4838204.txt
http://data.arr-software.org/downloads/31dd73c5-2940-40bd-869a-b1a64c112e89.json
http://data.arr-software.org/downloads/22fe8fae-9ea7-4ab5-be9e-c739004b1db9.pdf
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 DRAINS Modelling 

 



DRAINS PREDEVELOPED SCHEMATICS 

 



 



 

 



 

 

  



DRAINS POST DEVELOPED (WITHOUT DETENTION) SCHEMATICS 

 

 



 



 



 

 

  



DRAINS POST DEVELOPED (WITH DETENTION) SCHEMATICS 
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MUSIC REPORT 

Source nodes 

Location,West Catchment (existing creek/landscape) 1940 m2,Site 

area,Roof,Undetained Site area 

ID,1,2,3,10 

Node 

Type,UrbanSourceNode,UrbanSourceNode,UrbanSourceNode,UrbanSourceNode 

Zoning Surface Type,Ruralresidential,Industrial,Roof,Industrial 

Total Area (ha),0.194,1.307,0.706,0.123 

Area Impervious (ha),0,1.21502231343284,0.706,0.0615 

Area Pervious (ha),0.194,0.0919776865671644,0,0.0615 

Field Capacity (mm),85,85,85,85 

Pervious Area Infiltration Capacity coefficient - a,150,150,150,150 

Pervious Area Infiltration Capacity exponent - b,3.5,3.5,3.5,3.5 

Impervious Area Rainfall Threshold (mm/day),1.4,1.4,1.4,1.4 

Pervious Area Soil Storage Capacity (mm),120,120,120,120 

Pervious Area Soil Initial Storage (% of Capacity),30,30,30,30 

Groundwater Initial Depth (mm),10,10,10,10 

Groundwater Daily Recharge Rate (%),25,25,25,25 

Groundwater Daily Baseflow Rate (%),5,5,5,5 

Groundwater Daily Deep Seepage Rate (%),0,0,0,0 

Stormflow Total Suspended Solids Mean (log mg/L),1.95,2.15,1.3,2.15 

Stormflow Total Suspended Solids Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.32,0.32,0.32,0.32 

Stormflow Total Suspended Solids Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Stormflow Total Suspended Solids Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 

Stormflow Total Phosphorus Mean (log mg/L),-0.66,-0.6,-0.89,-0.6 

Stormflow Total Phosphorus Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.25,0.25,0.25,0.25 

Stormflow Total Phosphorus Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Stormflow Total Phosphorus Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 

Stormflow Total Nitrogen Mean (log mg/L),0.3,0.3,0.3,0.3 

Stormflow Total Nitrogen Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.19,0.19,0.19,0.19 

Stormflow Total Nitrogen Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Stormflow Total Nitrogen Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 

Baseflow Total Suspended Solids Mean (log mg/L),1.15,1.2,1.1,1.2 

Baseflow Total Suspended Solids Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.17,0.17,0.17,0.17 

Baseflow Total Suspended Solids Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Baseflow Total Suspended Solids Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 

Baseflow Total Phosphorus Mean (log mg/L),-1.22,-0.85,-0.82,-0.85 

Baseflow Total Phosphorus Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.19,0.19,0.19,0.19 

Baseflow Total Phosphorus Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Baseflow Total Phosphorus Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 

Baseflow Total Nitrogen Mean (log mg/L),-0.05,0.11,0.32,0.11 

Baseflow Total Nitrogen Standard Deviation (log 

mg/L),0.12,0.12,0.12,0.12 

Baseflow Total Nitrogen Estimation 

Method,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic,Stochastic 

Baseflow Total Nitrogen Serial Correlation,0,0,0,0 



Flow based constituent generation - enabled,Off,Off,Off,Off 

Flow based constituent generation - flow file, , , ,  

Flow based constituent generation - base flow column, , , ,  

Flow based constituent generation - pervious flow column, , , ,  

Flow based constituent generation - impervious flow column, , , ,  

Flow based constituent generation - unit, , , ,  

OUT - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),0.850,15.1,8.52,1.01 

OUT - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),84.1,2.81E3,219,176 

OUT - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),0.191,4.46,1.30,0.297 

OUT - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.70,32.9,18.6,2.17 

OUT - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),0.00,358,199,25.0 

Rain In (ML/yr),2.61964,17.6488,9.53333,1.66091 

ET Loss (ML/yr),1.77171,2.58035,1.01343,0.649927 

Deep Seepage Loss (ML/yr),0,0,0,0 

Baseflow Out (ML/yr),0.14605,0.0688769,0,0.0462994 

Imp. Stormflow Out (ML/yr),0,14.6686,8.51991,0.742174 

Perv. Stormflow Out (ML/yr),0.704382,0.332185,0,0.223296 

Total Stormflow Out (ML/yr),0.704382,15.0008,8.51991,0.96547 

Total Outflow (ML/yr),0.850432,15.0697,8.51991,1.01177 

Change in Soil Storage (ML/yr),-0.0024911,-0.0011748,0,-0.0007897 

TSS Baseflow Out (kg/yr),2.22301,1.17594,0,0.790914 

TSS Total Stormflow Out (kg/yr),81.8978,2812.31,219.478,175.508 

TSS Total Outflow (kg/yr),84.1208,2813.48,219.478,176.299 

TP Baseflow Out (kg/yr),0.0096689,0.010701,0,0.0071879 

TP Total Stormflow Out (kg/yr),0.181162,4.44683,1.30107,0.289545 

TP Total Outflow (kg/yr),0.19083,4.45753,1.30107,0.296733 

TN Baseflow Out (kg/yr),0.135141,0.092142,0,0.0620322 

TN Total Stormflow Out (kg/yr),1.56253,32.8287,18.6405,2.11116 

TN Total Outflow (kg/yr),1.69767,32.9209,18.6405,2.17319 

GP Total Outflow (kg/yr),0,357.768,199.237,25.12 

 

No Imported Data Source nodes 

 

USTM treatment nodes 

Location,SF Chamber,Filterra Bioretention- 70_m² 

ID,8,9 

Node Type,SedimentationBasinNode,BioRetentionNodeV4 

Lo-flow bypass rate (cum/sec),0,0 

Hi-flow bypass rate (cum/sec),100,100 

Inlet pond volume,0,  

Area (sqm),35.8,70 

Initial Volume (m^3),0,  

Extended detention depth (m),0.77,0.15 

Number of Rainwater tanks, ,  

Permanent Pool Volume (cubic metres),0,  

Proportion vegetated,0,  

Equivalent Pipe Diameter (mm),210,  

Overflow weir width (m),2,2 

Notional Detention Time (hrs),84.9E-3,  

Orifice Discharge Coefficient,0.6,  

Weir Coefficient,1.7,1.7 

Number of CSTR Cells,1,3 

Total Suspended Solids - k (m/yr),1,8000 

Total Suspended Solids - C* (mg/L),20,20 

Total Suspended Solids - C** (mg/L),20,  

Total Phosphorus - k (m/yr),1,6000 

Total Phosphorus - C* (mg/L),0.13,0.13 

Total Phosphorus - C** (mg/L),0.13,  



Total Nitrogen - k (m/yr),1,500 

Total Nitrogen - C* (mg/L),1.4,1.4 

Total Nitrogen - C** (mg/L),1.4,  

Threshold Hydraulic Loading for C** (m/yr),3500,  

Horizontal Flow Coefficient, ,3 

Reuse Enabled,Off,Off 

Max drawdown height (m), ,  

Annual Demand Enabled,Off,Off 

Annual Demand Value (ML/year), ,  

Annual Demand Distribution, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Jan, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Feb, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Mar, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Apr, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: May, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Jun, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Jul, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Aug, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Sep, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Oct, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Nov, ,  

Annual Demand Monthly Distribution: Dec, ,  

Daily Demand Enabled,Off,Off 

Daily Demand Value (ML/day), ,  

Custom Demand Enabled,Off,Off 

Custom Demand Time Series File, ,  

Custom Demand Time Series Units, ,  

Filter area (sqm), ,70 

Filter perimeter (m), ,0.01 

Filter depth (m), ,0.53 

Filter Median Particle Diameter (mm), ,  

Saturated Hydraulic Conductivity (mm/hr), ,3550 

Infiltration Media Porosity, ,0.35 

Length (m), ,  

Bed slope, ,  

Base Width (m), ,  

Top width (m), ,  

Vegetation height (m), ,  

Vegetation Type, ,Vegetated with Effective Nutrient Removal Plants 

Total Nitrogen Content in Filter (mg/kg), ,500 

Orthophosphate Content in Filter (mg/kg), ,1 

Is Base Lined?, ,Yes 

Is Underdrain Present?, ,Yes 

Is Submerged Zone Present?, ,No 

Submerged Zone Depth (m), ,  

B for Media Soil Texture,-9999,13 

Proportion of upstream impervious area treated, ,  

Exfiltration Rate (mm/hr),0,0 

Evaporative Loss as % of PET,0,100 

Depth in metres below the drain pipe, ,  

TSS A Coefficient, ,  

TSS B Coefficient, ,  

TP A Coefficient, ,  

TP B Coefficient, ,  

TN A Coefficient, ,  

TN B Coefficient, ,  

Sfc, ,0.61 

S*, ,0.37 



Sw, ,0.11 

Sh, ,0.05 

Emax (m/day), ,0.008 

Ew (m/day), ,0.001 

IN - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),23.6,23.6 

IN - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.35E3,1.34E3 

IN - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),4.39,4.36 

IN - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),51.6,51.4 

IN - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),55.6,0.00 

OUT - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),23.6,23.4 

OUT - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.34E3,298 

OUT - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),4.36,0.945 

OUT - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),51.4,19.7 

OUT - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),0.00,0.00 

Flow In (ML/yr),23.5495,23.5593 

ET Loss (ML/yr),0,0.165743 

Infiltration Loss (ML/yr),0,0 

Low Flow Bypass Out (ML/yr),0,0 

High Flow Bypass Out (ML/yr),0,0 

Orifice / Filter Out (ML/yr),20.4099,20.9215 

Weir Out (ML/yr),3.15431,2.47305 

Transfer Function Out (ML/yr),0,0 

Reuse Supplied (ML/yr),0,0 

Reuse Requested (ML/yr),0,0 

% Reuse Demand Met,0,0 

% Load Reduction,-0.0624642,0.699053 

TSS Flow In (kg/yr),1353.7,1336.24 

TSS ET Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),1015.85,64.6605 

TSS Weir Out (kg/yr),320.804,233.706 

TSS Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0,0 

TSS % Reuse Demand Met,0,0 

TSS % Load Reduction,1.25922,77.6712 

TP Flow In (kg/yr),4.39054,4.36018 

TP ET Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TP Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TP Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TP High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TP Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),3.67026,0.418379 

TP Weir Out (kg/yr),0.693979,0.52597 

TP Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TP Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0,0 

TP Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0,0 

TP % Reuse Demand Met,0,0 

TP % Load Reduction,0.599038,78.3415 

TN Flow In (kg/yr),51.5613,51.3764 

TN ET Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TN Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

TN Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TN High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

TN Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),44.6113,14.3717 

TN Weir Out (kg/yr),6.81018,5.29839 

TN Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),0,0 



TN Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0,0 

TN Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0,0 

TN % Reuse Demand Met,0,0 

TN % Load Reduction,0.271172,61.7137 

GP Flow In (kg/yr),55.5506,0 

GP ET Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

GP High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Weir Out (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0,0 

GP Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0,0 

GP % Reuse Demand Met,0,0 

GP % Load Reduction,100,100 

PET Scaling Factor, ,2.1 

 

Generic treatment nodes 

Location,OceanSave 0809 

ID,7 

Node Type,GenericNode 

Lo-flow bypass rate (cum/sec),0 

Hi-flow bypass rate (cum/sec),0.068 

Flow Transfer Function 

Input (cum/sec),0 

Output (cum/sec),0 

Input (cum/sec),10 

Output (cum/sec),10 

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Input (cum/sec),  

Output (cum/sec),  

Gross Pollutant Transfer Function 

Enabled,True 

Input (kg/ML),0 

Output (kg/ML),0 

Input (kg/ML),100 

Output (kg/ML),0 

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  



Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Input (kg/ML),  

Output (kg/ML),  

Total Nitrogen Transfer Function 

Enabled,True 

Input (mg/L),0 

Output (mg/L),0 

Input (mg/L),100 

Output (mg/L),100 

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Total Phosphorus Transfer Function 

Enabled,True 

Input (mg/L),0 

Output (mg/L),0 

Input (mg/L),100 

Output (mg/L),70 

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Total Suspended Solids Transfer Function 

Enabled,True 

Input (mg/L),0 

Output (mg/L),0 

Input (mg/L),1000 



Output (mg/L),300 

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

Input (mg/L),  

Output (mg/L),  

TSS Flow based Efficiency Enabled,Off 

TSS Flow based Efficiency,  

TP Flow based Efficiency Enabled,Off 

TP Flow based Efficiency,  

TN Flow based Efficiency Enabled,Off 

TN Flow based Efficiency,  

GP Flow based Efficiency Enabled,Off 

GP Flow based Efficiency,  

IN - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),23.6 

IN - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),3.03E3 

IN - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),5.76 

IN - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),51.6 

IN - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),557 

OUT - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),23.6 

OUT - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.35E3 

OUT - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),4.39 

OUT - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),51.6 

OUT - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),55.6 

Flow In (ML/yr),23.5496 

ET Loss (ML/yr),0 

Infiltration Loss (ML/yr),0 

Low Flow Bypass Out (ML/yr),0 

High Flow Bypass Out (ML/yr),4.88586 

Orifice / Filter Out (ML/yr),0 

Weir Out (ML/yr),0 

Transfer Function Out (ML/yr),18.6692 

Reuse Supplied (ML/yr),0 

Reuse Requested (ML/yr),0 

% Reuse Demand Met,0 

% Load Reduction,-0.0235656 

TSS Flow In (kg/yr),3031.96 

TSS ET Loss (kg/yr),0 

TSS Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0 

TSS Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0 

TSS High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),634.009 

TSS Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),0 

TSS Weir Out (kg/yr),0 

TSS Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),719.395 

TSS Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0 

TSS Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0 

TSS % Reuse Demand Met,0 



TSS % Load Reduction,55.3621 

TP Flow In (kg/yr),5.75251 

TP ET Loss (kg/yr),0 

TP Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0 

TP Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0 

TP High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),1.19843 

TP Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),0 

TP Weir Out (kg/yr),0 

TP Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),3.18834 

TP Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0 

TP Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0 

TP % Reuse Demand Met,0 

TP % Load Reduction,23.7416 

TN Flow In (kg/yr),51.5084 

TN ET Loss (kg/yr),0 

TN Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0 

TN Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0 

TN High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),10.6222 

TN Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),0 

TN Weir Out (kg/yr),0 

TN Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),40.8901 

TN Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0 

TN Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0 

TN % Reuse Demand Met,0 

TN % Load Reduction,-0.0077467 

GP Flow In (kg/yr),556.811 

GP ET Loss (kg/yr),0 

GP Infiltration Loss (kg/yr),0 

GP Low Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),0 

GP High Flow Bypass Out (kg/yr),55.5506 

GP Orifice / Filter Out (kg/yr),0 

GP Weir Out (kg/yr),0 

GP Transfer Function Out (kg/yr),0 

GP Reuse Supplied (kg/yr),0 

GP Reuse Requested (kg/yr),0 

GP % Reuse Demand Met,0 

GP % Load Reduction,90.0234 

 

Other nodes 

Location,Receiving Node,Junction ,Post Site 

ID,4,5,6 

Node Type,ReceivingNode,JunctionNode,JunctionNode 

IN - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),25.3,23.6,24.4 

IN - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),559,3.03E3,475 

IN - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.43,5.76,1.24 

IN - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),23.6,51.6,21.9 

IN - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),25.0,557,25.0 

OUT - Mean Annual Flow (ML/yr),25.3,23.6,24.4 

OUT - TSS Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),559,3.03E3,475 

OUT - TP Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),1.43,5.76,1.24 

OUT - TN Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),23.6,51.6,21.9 

OUT - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load (kg/yr),25.0,557,25.0 

% Load Reduction,0.649,42.1E-12,0.672 

TSS % Load Reduction,83.0,165E-15,85.2 

TN % Load Reduction,57.5,1.45E-12,59.3 

TP % Load Reduction,77.1,-1.02E-12,79.5 

GP % Load Reduction,95.7,-3.04E-12,95.7 

 



Links 

Location,Drainage Link,Drainage Link,Drainage Link,Drainage 

Link,Drainage Link,Drainage Link,Drainage Link,Drainage Link,Drainage 

Link 

Source node ID,1,3,2,6,5,7,8,9,10 

Target node ID,4,5,5,4,7,8,9,6,6 

Muskingum-Cunge Routing,Not Routed,Not Routed,Not Routed,Not Routed,Not 

Routed,Not Routed,Not Routed,Not Routed,Not Routed 

Muskingum K, , , , , , , , ,  

Muskingum theta, , , , , , , , ,  

IN - Mean Annual Flow 

(ML/yr),0.850,8.52,15.1,24.4,23.6,23.6,23.6,23.4,1.01 

IN - TSS Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),84.1,219,2.81E3,475,3.03E3,1.35E3,1.34E3,298,176 

IN - TP Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),0.191,1.30,4.46,1.24,5.76,4.39,4.36,0.945,0.297 

IN - TN Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),1.70,18.6,32.9,21.9,51.6,51.6,51.4,19.7,2.17 

IN - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),0.00,199,358,25.0,557,55.6,0.00,0.00,25.0 

OUT - Mean Annual Flow 

(ML/yr),0.850,8.52,15.1,24.4,23.6,23.6,23.6,23.4,1.01 

OUT - TSS Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),84.1,219,2.81E3,475,3.03E3,1.35E3,1.34E3,298,176 

OUT - TP Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),0.191,1.30,4.46,1.24,5.76,4.39,4.36,0.945,0.297 

OUT - TN Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),1.70,18.6,32.9,21.9,51.6,51.6,51.4,19.7,2.17 

OUT - Gross Pollutant Mean Annual Load 

(kg/yr),0.00,199,358,25.0,557,55.6,0.00,0.00,25.0 

 

Catchment Details 

Catchment Name,NSW212100_0000_MUSIC_UK_DP_030322 

Timestep,6 Minutes 

Start Date,1/01/1998 

End Date,31/12/2007 11:54:00 PM 

Rainfall Station, WILLIAMTOWN RAAF - Station 061078 - Zone D 

ET Station,User-defined monthly PET 

Mean Annual Rainfall (mm), 1351 

Mean Annual ET (mm), 1394 

MUSIC-link Area, Seaham 

MUSIC-link Scenario, Default Catchment - Clay soils 

 

 



OceanSaveTM

Full capture, high-capacity gross pollutant trap 

The OceanSaveTM is a full capture, high-capacity gross pollutant trap designed to remove particles greater than 1mm. It 
combines the proven sediment removal capabilities of vortex separation with indirect screening to separate and trap litter, 

sediment, and hydrocarbons. The innovative screen design and specially designed internal configuration allows for higher 

flows than other similar technologies whilst ensuring floatables, settleable solids and neutrally buoyant pollutants are 

retained without screen blinding.

How does it work?
• One or more inlet pipes within a 130deg range of the outlet

pipe direct stormwater flow through a chute to the treatment

chamber.

• The specially designed inlet initiates a vortex at a higher flows

than other similar sized vortex separators.

• The specially designed screen in conjunction with swirling

flow ensures screen blinding is eliminated unlike other direct

screening devices.

• The forces created by the vortex allow for pollutants to

concentrate in the centre where they can either settle into the

sump or remain floating within the screening area. Neutrally

buoyant material will also be trapped and retained.

• A hydrocarbon baffle ensures that free hydrocarbons and oils

are retained and prevented from escaping

• Flows that exceed the treatable flow rate are diverted to the

outlet via an internal weir.

• Treated and bypass flows exit via the outlet pipe.



Ocean Protect ESK

• Vortex separator

• Easy to remove sectional screen panels

• Large separate storage sump

• Internal bypass and optional additional external bypass via a
diversion box or pits

• Multiple pipe inlets

Features 

Configurations 

1300 354 722 enquiries@oceanprotect.com.au www.oceanprotect.com.au

Maintenance 
OceanSave provides unobstructed access to the stored pollutants, making it easy to maintain. Maintenance is a simple 
process using a vacuum truck, with no requirement to enter the unit.

The OceanSave range covers most applications and needs. The fully trafficable precast concrete system can be arranged both 
online or offline with low flow diversion. A range of diameters ensures your treatable flow rate requirement will be satisfied. This 
design flexibility makes the system ideal for a wide range of applications such as:

• Commercial, Industrial and Residential development, infill and redevelopment and stormwater quality retrofit applications

• Special projects: Highways, airports, seaports and military installations

• Pre-treatment for Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD), infiltration and rainwater harvesting and reuse systems

• Superior pollutant removal

• Eliminates blinding and clogging

• No scour or resuspension of previously captured pollutants

• Flexibility in design

• Accepted technology

Benefits 



Filterra® 
Stormwater Bio-retention Filtration System

The Filterra® System is a high-flow bio-filtration/retention technology. It has been optimised for high volume/flow treatment and 
high pollutant removal. Its small footprint allows it to be used on highly developed sites such as landscaped areas, parking lots 
and streetscapes.

How does it work?
Stormwater runoff enters the Filterra system through a kerb-inlet 
opening or pipe and flows through a specially designed filter media 
mixture contained in a landscaped concrete container. The filter 
media captures and immobilises pollutants; those pollutants are 
then decomposed, volatilised and incorporated into the biomass of 
the Filterra system’s micro/macro flora and fauna. Stormwater 
runoff flows through the media and into an underdrain system at 
the bottom of the container, where the treated water is discharged.



Ocean Protect ESK

• High media flow rate (up to 3550mm/hr)

• Filterra offers the most cost-effective stormwater
treatment system featuring low cost, easy installation
and simple maintenance

• Landscaping enhances the appearance of your site,
making it more attractive while removing pollutants

• Available in multiple configurations and sizes

• No confined space access and the first year of
maintenance is included with the purchase of every
system

Features 

1300 354 722 enquiries@oceanprotect.com.au www.oceanprotect.com.au

• Reduced footprint compared with traditional
bioretention

• Value

• Adds aesthetic appeal to your site

• Flexibility to meet site-specific needs

• Simple and easy maintenance

Benefits 

Configurations and Applications 
• Inline

• Offline

• Filterra Bioscape

• Custom Configurations

• WSUD, Green Infrastructure and Environmental Site
Design

• High pollutant removal requirements

• New construction and urban retrofits

• Pretreatment for above-ground or shallow below-
ground storage

• Shallow, decentralised treatment

Maintenance 
• Vegetation selection guidance based on your climate zone

• On-site planting and activation included with every system

• The first year of maintenance is included with the purchase of every system

• Ongoing maintenance is simple (clean biofiltration bay with simple landscape tools (rake and shovel))

• No confined space entry required (everything can be accessed from the surface)
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