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MR R. CARTER:   So good morning and welcome.  Before we begin, I would like to 
acknowledge the traditional owners of the land on which we meet, the Gadigal 
people.  I would also like to pay my respects to their elders past and present and to 
the elders from other communities who may be here today.  Welcome to the meeting.  
Allen Price and Scarratts, the applicant, on behalf of Jemalong Mundamia, is seeking 5 
to develop the Mundamia residential subdivision in the Shoalhaven Council area.  
My name is Ross Carter;  I am the chair of this IPC panel.  Joining me is my follow 
commissioner Chris Wilson, as well as David Way and Callum Firth from the 
commission secretariat.   
 10 
In the interests of openness and transparency and to ensure the full capture of 
information, today’s meeting is being recorded, and a full transcript will be produced 
and made available on the commission’s website.  This meeting is one part of the 
commission’s decision-making process.  It is taking place at the preliminary stage of 
this process and will form one of several sources of information upon which the 15 
commission will base its decision.  It is important for the commissioners to ask 
questions of attendees and to clarify issues whenever we consider it appropriate. 
 
If you’re asked a question and are not in a position to answer, please feel free to take 
the question on notice and provide any additional information in writing, which we 20 
will then put up on our website. I request that all members here today introduce 
themselves before speaking for the first time and for all members to ensure that they 
do not speak over the top of each other, to ensure accuracy of the transcript.   
 
We’ll now begin.  So thanks very much for coming.  We did get your email of some 25 
specific conditions that you wanted to – um, to talk about, um, with us as well, but, 
ah, I think you wanted to run through a presentation first, Matt. 
 
MR M. PHILPOTT:   Yeah, just a brief - - -  
 30 
MR CARTER:   So - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep.  So Matt Philpott.  I’m one of the directors of Allen Price 
and Scarratts, being representing Jemalong Mundamia on this – probably on the 
second half of the – the assessment process.  Ah, there was a previous owner earlier.  35 
Um, so just very, very briefly, just, um, in terms of the site, that’s, ah – that pointer 
doesn’t work on the screen.  Look at that.  Um, the – the blue area, Nowra CBD, ah, 
and the site there kind of towards the – the centre of the screen, the Mundamia Urban 
Release Area.  It’s about 2.6 kilometres from the town centre of Nowra, so it’s – it’s 
not very far out.  Ah, the University of Wollongong is located immediately to the 40 
south of – of our site, ah, and George Evans Road, which kind of runs north-south, 
um, and then hits Yalwal Road – it’s hard to point without the pointer working, but 
that’s okay.  So that’s roughly the location of the site. 
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE:   It was working earlier. 45 
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MR PHILPOTT:   Was it on the - - -  
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE:   .....  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Just doesn’t work on the screen. 5 
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE:   Does – that’s interesting. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   So, yeah - - -  
 10 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE:   .....  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   So, yeah, that’s George Evans Road, ah, that runs through there. 
 
MR CARTER:   Yep. 15 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Um, the pink area’s the entire urban release area, ah, and Johnson 
Road runs in along kind of the northern site, and there’s a – a rock-climbing location 
a little bit further out that – that can be a little bit popular, ah, at the right time of year 
when there’s rock climbing.  That’s the site.  Some of it’s E2;  some of it’s R1.  So 20 
just a little bit of the strategic planning history that, ah – that surrounds this site.  It 
was firstly – firstly identified by council in the Nowra-Bomaderry Structure Plan in 
2006.  Ah, that was endorsed by the Department of Planning in 2008 for early 
release.  The Mundamia Master Plan was developed, um, by the owner at the time.  
That was a firm called Malbeck, um, and council adopted that – ah, those master-25 
plan principles in 2008.  Ah, I’ll talk a little bit about those later, and why the urban 
design still complies with that – those master-plan concepts.   
 
The Shoalhaven LEP, ah, first went on exhibition in 2009.  It went on exhibition 
again in 2013 and was then, ah – was then gazetted in 2014.  So that rezoned the site.  30 
Um, the DA process, which I’ll talk about on the next slide, um, kind of overlaps that 
– that part of the process as well.  Council, in 2014, adopted, um, a site-specific, ah, 
DCP chapter, a contributions plan.  Their growth management strategy in 2014 
reinforced the – the – the Nowra-Bomaderry Structure Plan findings and the – and 
the development of this site.  Ah, Department of Planning was involved in – in that 35 
process as well, and then the Department of Planning again issued the Illawarra-
Shoalhaven Regional Plan in 2015, which again reinforces the – the desire to develop 
this area.  So there’s a very good strategic planning framework, ah, and 
understanding behind why this site’s being developed, and the Department of 
Planning’s been involved along that way.   40 
 
Just the history of this DA, um, it was initially lodged, um, as a part 3A for a 
preliminary assessment in June 2008.  The secretary’s requirements were obtained in 
October 2008.  Um, between 2008 and 2013, ah, there was a number of – let’s call it 
pre-submissions with the Department of Planning, um, to – to ensure that we had 45 
addressed all the matters, and then it kind of went on ice for a little while, while they 
– while the department waited for the – ah, the 2013 exhibition of the LEP, um, to 



 

.IPC MEETING 6.8.19 P-4   
©Auscript Australasia Pty Limited Transcript in Confidence  

occur, and then they were able to exhibit the environmental assessment which we 
lodged in 2013.  The preferred project report, um, after exhibition was lodged in 
2015, and it was immediately after that lodgement that, um, the government phased 
out the 3As, and so this project was transitioned from 3A to part 4 as a state-
significant development.   5 
 
Ah, we obtained satisfactory arrangements from the secretary for state infrastructure 
in 2016.  We obtained Rural Fire Service approval, ah, to the proposal in 2016.  Ah, 
we have, since then, been liaising backwards and forwards with the Department of 
Planning over the final, um, layout, the final conditions, um, which has brought us to 10 
where we’re at now, ah, but the biobank – a biobank site was registered in February 
2019.  Um, the – the report that the commission’s got from the Department of 
Planning talks about that still being in, ah – in draft form, still being assessed.  That 
isn’t the case.  Um, we do actually have the – the biobank site registered, and it – and 
I’ll – I’ll talk to the commission about where that’s located on the site shortly.  So it 15 
- - -  
 
MR CARTER:   Sorry. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   It took - - -  20 
 
MR CARTER:   Sorry, Matt.  Just with - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   No, you’re right, Ross. 
 25 
MR CARTER:   It’d be really useful if you’ve got, sort of, updated documentation 
that you wouldn’t mind providing to us. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Absolutely. 
 30 
MR CARTER:   Sort of – we do put it on our website. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Sure.  
 
MR CARTER:   But if – if that’s registered, it’d be great to sort of - - -  35 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Not a problem.  Sure. 
 
MR CARTER:   - - - get the advice on that as well. 
 40 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep. 
 
MR CARTER:   Thank you. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Absolutely.  Um, so the – the layout on the left here, just a little 45 
bit of the history – is – is where we started in 2009.  10 years later, in 2019, we’ve 
got a layout that is different, but it’s very, very similar, and things haven’t really, in 
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any great way, changed at all.  Ah, we’ve teased out a little more detail, but – but 
that’s about it.  So there is a little bit of a frustration from this side of the table that – 
that it’s taken as long as it has, and I understand that that’s not one of the issues that 
the Commission has to, ah – to explore, but still – so just a – a very brief overview of 
the site, ah, and the urban design.  So the Mundamia master plan, which was 5 
developed in, ah, 2008, um, identified a grid pattern, ah, of the streets that was 
desirable.   
 
There’s a very nice outlook to the north, ah, at Cambewarra Mountain, and so a 
number of the streets are – are aligned up to engage with that view.  Um, the east-10 
west roads, because of the – the surrounding bush, were – were also designed to 
allow, you know, a lot of the dwellings and a lot of the roads to see down to the – the 
bushy outlook on the edges of the – of the urban release area.  Ah, the – the DC – 
sorry.  The – the layout is compliant with council’s DCP.  Um, there is a – a 
community hub, which is just off to the left of – of that plan, um, and – and the 15 
department has asked consistently for us to cluster our higher-density living around 
the small commercial centre and open space reserve, um, through there.   
 
So, um, there’s a – there’s a number of aspects of that – of that design that do comply 
with those earlier principles and obviously the DCP as well.  There’s substantial 20 
public reserves that are in our site, of over 6000 square metres, which well and truly 
exceeds council’s five square metres a person.  They used to require 12 square 
metres a person, they now say five.  So we’ve actually got about more than twice as 
much public reserve as what we’d probably need if we were lodging this today.  And 
obviously all the – all the – you know, the perimeter lots do just look out onto that 25 
bushland reserve, with the appropriately designed asset protection zones.   
 
As I said earlier, ah, biobank site BA380, um, has been registered back in – I think it 
was in February of this year.  The – the areas of the site that form the biobank site is 
this strip of the E2 land over on the east, ah, and the same area up in this north-30 
eastern corner.  So they’re areas that’ve been biobanked.  The – the credits, ah, that 
we need to retire, ah, can be obtained, um, on site for first few stages, and then there 
will be some further credit retirement off site, which we’ll have to source down the 
track.  Ah, there – there’s draft conditions there that look at that being – those credits 
being retired in three – three separate stages.   35 
 
Ah, the hydrology was an issue that, you know, took a – took a fair bit of effort and – 
and will probably continue to take a fair bit of effort as we move forward.  Ah, the 
Nowra heath myrtle, which is the green shaded areas on the site, um, is an 
endangered species.  Ah, it – it isn’t groundwater dependent.  It grows both in wet 40 
areas and on the top of a – a rocky – a little rocky outcrop.  Um, we’ve got ecologist 
advice, ah, in that regard.  Um, there’s also a spring tiny greenhood orchid area in the 
area, but it doesn’t exist downstream of our site.  So the department’s put some 
conditions, um, on this, and – and we’re – we’re not challenging those, ah, too much 
at this stage.   45 
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We’re happy to move along with what they – what they are.  But, um, we’re 
protecting species, or trying to protect species with our groundwater system that 
doesn’t actually – that don’t actually exist on the site.  So it’s – it’s a little unusual, 
but, um, that’s our views on that.   
 5 
MR CARTER:   So have you got any additional work from your ecologist or 
anything in that - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah, we do. 
 10 
MR CARTER:   In relation to that. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Um, our – our concern, Ross, to date, has been we – we have 
some concerns, particularly about the – some of the bushfire conditions that we 
wanted to talk to the - - -  15 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   To the Commission about.  Um, we’re concerned – because of the 
timeframes we’re concerned about bogging the process down too much, ah, and so 20 
we – we’ve – we’ve tried to be, and we’ll continue to try to be quite targeted about 
the conditions that we, um – that we, I suppose, raise now.  Um, we’d obviously like 
a consent that works, um, without having modifications – without having to 
challenge some of those conditions.  So we’re – we’re happy to engage with the de – 
with the Commission on that, but it’s – it’s just that – we’re just trading off between 25 
just getting a consent that we can start moving forward with, um, just because we’ve 
been in limbo for so long, um, with this one.   
 
MR CARTER:   So obviously if you’ve got concerns about conditions other than the 
ones you wanted to raise today, if you – if you want to make a written submission 30 
- - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   And – and I’ll – sure. 
 
MR CARTER:   - - - to us and suggest changes, please do. 35 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   That – that’s the – the last line - - -  
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah. 
 40 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - that is kind of what we’ve – we’ve left it as, that we will 
make a written submission on some of those conditions, yep. 
 
MR CARTER:   Okay. 
 45 
MR PHILPOTT:   And, um – and the – the bushfire issues, which throughout the 
entire assessment process weren’t issues until the very end, ah, really, there – there 
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were – there was a little bit of a toing and froing with the Rural Fire Service, um, but 
the – I mean, that’s a – that’s a copy of their approval dated 4 November 2016, ah, 
which, um, we’re relatively comfortable with what they’ve done.  Rod Rose here, 
from Eco Logical Australia, has done a lot of work.  He’s a – he’s a bushfire expert.  
He’s got to the point with the – the Rural Fire Service where they were comfortable 5 
with the – the calculations and – and, ah, justification that Rod had provided and 
issued their approval.   
 
And – and, really, that was the – the last thing we heard of bushfire until, ah, late 
2018.  Um, and the Department of Planning raised concerns in the – it was about 10 
October 2018, ah, that there wasn’t a second evacuation option – that there was the 
single road, ah, leading in and out of this urban release area.  Now, it surprised us 
that it’s take – that it took eight years for that issue to come up, particularly in light 
of the fact that the Department of Planning had been so heavily involved throughout 
the entire process about identifying this as an urban release area, and about, um, 15 
progressing with growth strategies and being an early release area.   
 
So it was, um – it was quite frustrating and – bamboozling, I suppose, that that came 
up at the last minute.  Um, the department engaged their own bushfire expert, who – 
who wrote a report which, um, when we had Rod look at it, he – Rod was just – and 20 
Rod can talk to you himself, but was quite, um, surprised at the approach that the 
Department of Planning’s, ah, bushfire expert took.  Um, Rod came up with this 
best-practice solution that he could talk to you about, about what’s called a 
Neighbourhood Safer Place.  So it’s providing a – a second evacuation location, but 
it’s actually within the site itself.   25 
 
And the site’s big enough to accommodate that, both in stage 1, on the right, when – 
which is our site, and the – the later stages, which are all zoned for residential 
development and we assume will be developed at some stage in the future.  So in 
both of those, um, scenarios, both when we just develop ourselves and when the rest 30 
of the place develops, that Neighbourhood Safer Place, which is on the reserve, with 
a green – with a red cross in it - - -  
 
MR CARTER:   Yep. 
 35 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - um, it’s outside of bushfire-prone land.  We’re proposing to 
deliver that in stage 1, ah, and we’ll – we’ll provide all the perimeter roads around – 
around that and asset protection zones, and all the stuff that we need to provide to 
make that a safe evacuation location on the site, in the event that people don’t 
evacuate, ah, early, ah, and Rod will talk to you about that.  We’ve had some pretty 40 
good conversations with council, because as part of their contributions plan they 
were providing their own community hall on their site to the – a little bit to the west.   
 
But they’ve now agreed that they’ll make the Neighbourhood Safer Place, which is 
just a – a building, um, and an outdoor area where people can evacuate to that’s – 45 
that’s far enough away from the fire front that it’s – that it’s safe.  Ah, and so 
council’s going to adopt that Neighbourhood Safer Place as the community hall.  
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And we’re in the process now, ah – of – of just working up some concepts of what 
that might look like, um, sitting on the reserve, kind of in the middle of the site, in 
order to start, um, satisfying some of the conditions we’re – we’re expecting that the 
Commission will issue.  So the – there’s, I suppose, five core bushfire issues that we 
really want to focus on.   5 
 
Um, we’re – we’re comfortable enough with the others, that we can satisfy those.  
Um, and – and I probably won’t – I won’t talk in detail about these, because I – I will 
hand over to Rod, who will talk through, ah, these particular conditions.  They’re all 
in A19.  They’re all part of the deferred commencement conditions.  Um, and there’s 10 
five of them that just very much go against, um, everything we’ve worked for for the 
last 10 years, and require, you know, significant changes to, ah, the liveability of the 
place and the design of the layout.  And so we just want to, ah, talk to you in detail 
about those.  Thanks. 
 15 
MR R. ROSE:   Thanks, Matt.  Ah, Rod Rose, I’m the senior principal, bushfire, 
with, ah, Eco Logical Australia.  Um, Planning for Bushfire Protection, which is the 
document to guide develop on bushfire-prone land, um, you’ll be familiar with, um, 
at the very outset says that, um, performance criteria can be satisfied by either 
acceptable solutions or alternate solutions.  Alternate solutions are – have developed 20 
significantly over the last five, 10 years, in terms of quality.  And in my view, 
alternate solutions always require greater accuracy than acceptable solutions.  They 
always require more-detailed site assessment.  They always, ah, require application 
of best practice signs and they achieve a better or equivalent protection than the 
acceptable solutions.  That’s just a given. 25 
 
So it – it hasn’t been an easy pathway, to get these things through RFS.  And – so 
over, you know, 20 years, I’ve seen – that’s how I would sum up alternate solutions.  
They – they actually provide that greater level of, um, design, if you like.  So reliable 
alternate solutions are provided for this proposal, um, for access.  And some of the 30 
Asset Protection Zones, um, use, ah, alternate solutions as well.  Um, others – ah, 
acceptable solutions.  So in terms of the reliability of alternate solutions, you know, 
can we trust that they’re going to be effective?  Well, in this instance, the alternate 
solutions have been prepared by myself.   
 35 
I’m a – a BPAD level 3 accredited bushfire consultant.  Um, there’s an accreditation 
system nationally, um, under the Fire Protection Association.  Um, three levels;  
level 3 is the highest.  And you must hold level 3 to do performance solutions, um, so 
there’s a – a level of science and expertise.  That is tested by, ah, a certification body.  
Our company is also a gold-level member of the Fire Protection Association and – 40 
and, basically, that means we’re – we’re quite – we’re one of the largest in the 
country that does bushfire assessment.   
 
We have inbuilt QA systems that, um, you know, we maintain and, um – so any 
report is reviewed technically and in other manners by someone else independent in 45 
the company.  The alternate solutions that we’ve put forward have also been 
approved by the RFS.  And they have their own bushfire-planning experts.  And 
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where – when you get to, um, alternate solutions being assessed by the RFS, um, if 
they have any doubt, they pass it up to the policy section in – in their head office.   
 
So you get this chain of expertise and a – a team leader hierarchy system, which sign 
off on anything that they issue.  So as Matt indicated, they have signed off on the 5 
alternate solutions that we put forward.  I spent a couple of years ironing out some of 
the performance solution questions that the RFS had.  So, um, you know, we have – I 
have considerable confidence that the solutions – alternate solutions have been tested 
and retested and are – and are sound.  So there’s been, you know, a – a rigorous QA 
process in our company and by RFS.  And, um, the RFS haven’t actually endorsed 10 
the additional conditions that have been put forward. 
 
MR CARTER:   Rod, just in – in relation to the RFS, because, um, you know, I have 
read your report;  it’s very coherent, so thank you for writing something so easy to 
understand.  Um, but, um, ah, if you’ve got any documentation from the RFS that 15 
was, sort of, I suppose, at the conclusion of your discussions, um, that – that you’re 
willing to share with us, that would be useful as well. 
 
MR ROSE:   Okay. 
 20 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  So - - -  
 
MR ROSE:   Look, there was a number of emails where we exchanged and – to co – 
you know, ah, on the pathway through to the conclusions and - - -  
 25 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  To – as you’ve, sort of, indicated, that – alternative solutions 
seem to be a complex matrix of risk mitigations that – that you’ve sort of worked 
through and just seeing what – the RFS’ view of that – that they might have shared 
with you would be really useful. 
 30 
MR ROSE:   Okay. 
 
MR CARTER:   So thank you. 
 
MR ROSE:   Yep.  Will do that.  So the - - -  35 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Just – just on that, I think – I think the 2016 letter was kind of the 
– I mean, by all means, provide that, but it was – the culmination of all that was that 
– that final approval was made. 
 40 
MR ROSE:   Yeah.  It was.  Yep.  Yep.  True. 
 
MR CARTER:   Okay. 
 
MR C. WILSON:   What is that approval?  Just to – what – what are they actually 45 
granting? 
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MR PHILPOTT:   Well, they – they granted - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Or was it just – just a letter to say that, “We’re satisfied”, or there’s 
no - - -  
 5 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep.  Yep.   
 
MR ROSE:   Yep.  Yep. 
 
MR WILSON:   Not actually a statutory - - -  10 
 
MR ROSE:   It’s not - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Is it a statutory approval? 
 15 
MR ROSE:   It’s not a bushfire safety authority - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Oh, okay. 
 
MR ROSE:   No.  It’s a letter to plan - - -  20 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep.  That’s right. 
 
MR WILSON:   Okay. 
 25 
MR CARTER:   Yep.  Okay.   
 
MR WILSON:   Thank you. 
 
MR ROSE:   Um, so the alternate solution – the principle of it – of having, um, a 30 
refuge, a – a Neighbourhood Safer Place instead of two alternate egress routes, that 
principle, um, has been agreed to by Planning.  Um, but they’ve, um, also added 
some additional protection measures.  And – and that’s what, you know, I guess, 
we’re drawing into question.  Part of the concern we have is that the assessment of 
the performance solution that was put forward and reviewed by RFS has not been 35 
done by a BPAD level 3 qualified person.   
 
So what I saw in the response, um, that Department of Planning relied upon was 
quite subjective in the assessment of the bushfire risk.  And when you look at the 
proposal that we’ve put forward, we’ve quantified Asset Protection Zone 40 
dimensions, we’ve quantified weather data and radiant heat levels for the 
Neighbourhood Safer Place, and you need to understand the science to understand 
what we put forward.  And our concern is that it – our proposal hasn’t been assessed 
by someone recognised with that skill.  So the access issue is – is, I guess, the – the 
core of this additional work that’s been required. 45 
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There are two options generally for bushfire, um, evacuation, ingress and egress.  
Um, you either leave early, which is the national best practice, to go to a safer place, 
in this case Nowra, or you refuge on site.  Um, refuge on site is the Neighbourhood 
Safer Place and I’ll – and that’s highlighted that, but I’ll – I’ll speak a bit more about 
it.  There are still inherent risks in any option.  If you have two alternate egresses, 5 
um, they can both be cut at the same time by bushfire.  And some of the research that 
I’ve been doing and – and presented in various other forums is that that’s more likely 
than not.   
 
Um, and two alternate egress routes is not a panacea;  in fact, relying on them is quite 10 
problematic.  And the work we’re doing with CSIRO on a 15,000-lot, um, 
subdivision on the ACT/New South Wales border, at, ah, West Belconnen, we are 
bringing in the ha – the Neighbourhood Safer Place as the preferred way of dealing 
with large subdivisions rather than evacuating whole suburbs or townships.  Um, 
evacuation has a whole lot of inherent issues – problems with it.  And best practice, 15 
in my view, is to have early evacuation routes or route, but have on site refuge 
capability, so that it doesn’t matter if a fire comes very rapidly and people don’t have 
time to evacuate, they still have a – a safe place on site. 
 
So the risks associated with leaving early is leaving early really means before – you 20 
know, four hours or so before a fire arrives.  And in four hours, um – you know, a 
fire can come from 20, probably even 30 kilometres away.  That’s a really big 
catchment, um, in that area, out into Morton National Park.  Um, and, you know, the 
– if you do – if you do leave early, so prior to four hours, um – prior – yeah, prior to 
the fire arriving in four hours time, there is zero fire overrun potential.  The fire’s 25 
four hours away.  Um, you make a decision.  RFS and Emergency Services guide 
people on whether it’s too late to evacuate or not. 
 
They send those messages out by text these days, um, but if you – if it’s still a green 
light to evacuate early, there is no fire nearby.  Um, so, you know, the – the report 30 
that’s been presented says that people will be overrun on the egress route.  It just 
won’t happen.  Evacuation won’t be happening, um, if it’s early – ah – ah, sorry.  It 
won’t be happening if the fire’s nearby.  With regard to the – the Neighbourhood 
Safer Place, it is a reliable strategy.  There’s nationally established standards for 
Neighbourhood Safer Places.  We’ve, um, designed this Neighbourhood Safer Place 35 
to meet that standard, and I’ll – I’ll show you that as well, and, because you’re not 
evacuating, you’re not leaving by any road, there is, again, zero fire overrun 
potential.   
 
So there was some significance made that people were going to die on the road.  40 
Well, if they leave early and the fire’s four hours away, that’s not going to happen.  
If they stay put, it’s not going to happen.  So these are the principles behind where 
you put the Neighbourhood Safer Place, from a bushfire perspective.  So you can see 
various coloured lines paralleling the – the boundary of the site.  Um, the – the – the 
two most significant lines are the, um – the light-blue-coloured one, which is, um, a 45 
radiant heat level which is called 10 kilowatts.  It’s measured in from the boundary 
based upon the slope and the vegetation that adjoins the boundary.  The national 
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standards require that Neighbourhood Safer Place be located within an area that has 
that, ah, radiant heat level – so within that blue line.  So you can see the – the, um, 
mark that I’ve put in the middle there.   
 
The Neighbourhood Safer Place is right in the centre or pretty much well inside that 5 
boundary.  The green broken line – ah, the next line in – is a line that, um, shows two 
kilowatts per metre, or the radiant heat level at which a person can stand in the open 
with the – with a fire coming under extreme.  So these are catastrophic weather 
conditions that the models have been based upon, um, and you could still stand 
within that green broken line and meet the national standards, and, I mean, it’d be 10 
uncomfortable, obviously, with smoke and those sorts of things and concerns 
generally, but, again, if you look where the, um – the blue line is – sorry, the – 
actually, have I chosen the right – I haven’t got my glasses on. 
 
UNIDENTIFIED MALE:   Yes, you have. 15 
 
MR ROSE:   That – yeah.  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   .....  
 20 
MR ROSE:   Yeah.  No, the two kilowatts – sorry – is the brown line, yeah, which is 
– do you want to point that out, Matt, or - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah.  So the orange and brown - - -  
 25 
MR ROSE:   Yeah.  Yeah. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - that’s two kilowatts.  So that’s 10 kilowatts, two kilowatts. 
 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 30 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   The green is the land that won’t – the green land inside of that – 
sorry.  The land inside the green dotted line won’t be bushfire prone. 
 
MR ROSE:   So I’ll just take back what I’ve said.  So this area within here is where 35 
you can stand, um, and, yeah, not be exposed to a radiant heat level that, ah, would 
be intolerable, but the plan is to get people inside the building, which is well inside 
the 10-kilowatt line, and any overflow would be in the two-kilowatt area.  So these 
are some of the conditions that we have concerns with that, um, I think you’ve 
suggested be removed.  Um, so condition 9(a)(i), um, basically says Asset Protection 40 
Zones need to be of a size that meets table A2.4 in Planning for Bush Fire Protection.   
 
Table A2.4 is basically – or is a – the acceptable solution requirements for Asset 
Protection Zones.  Um, as I mentioned earlier, we went through a number of – couple 
of years at least with RFS, um, negotiating, discussing, validating the performance 45 
solution, and they have signed off on that.  So I can’t see any justification whatsoever 
to go back to table A2.4, except if – the only thing I can think of is people don’t – the 
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people who have assessed don’t understand performance solutions, so they’ve just 
gone back to the acceptable solutions, but the - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Can you just explain the consequences of that condition, then? 
 5 
MR ROSE:   Um, it increases the size of the Asset Protection Zone.  So a fairly 
significant redesign of, um, the - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   I think it’s principally in the south-eastern corner - - -  
 10 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - where there are some – some quite steep slopes - - -  
 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 15 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - ah, like cliff lines, ah, off the edge of the site, and when you 
look at an average slope, it looks like there is – like it’s quite step, but - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Yeah. 20 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - because it’s flat, cliff, flat, principally, it changes the – the 
bushfire dynamics there, and Rod’s been able to justify to the depart – to the Rural 
Fire Service that the APZs don’t need to be as large in that location.  I’m not sure if 
there’s other areas too.   25 
 
MR WILSON:   Does - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Is there? 
 30 
MR WILSON:   And that decreases your yield, does it? 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah.  Well, it will.  It’ll push the – it’ll push the Asset Protection 
Zone further into the site, which means you can’t build there. 
 35 
MR ROSE:   So RFS, um, in their letter that we referred to, um, agreed that the 
performance criteria were met by all the models that we used, and they didn’t rely on 
table 2.4, um, and the RFS approved all the APZs put forward except for the ones in 
this top corner here, um, where, um – related to the perimeter lots in – in that area, 
but, um, if we apply what the RFS are asking in that corner, the Asset Protection 40 
Zone needs to be increased by five metres, and we have that capacity in that corner. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   It can be accommodated in the front set-back of the lot, so we 
don’t have a problem with that. 
 45 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 
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MR CARTER:   So – so the performance – like, my – the table 2.4 goes back, if you 
like, to the prescriptive standard. 
 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 
 5 
MR PHILPOTT:   It’s like the deemed-to-comply.  
 
MR CARTER:   And you’ve gone through an exercise of – of saying, “Well, here’s, 
um, a lot more detail that justifies an alternative solution.” 
 10 
MR ROSE:   Yeah. 
 
MR CARTER:   And then a condition, if you like, is pulling you back to - - -  
 
MR ROSE:   Yes. 15 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah. 
 
MR ROSE:   Yeah.  So - - -  
 20 
MR PHILPOTT:   Doesn’t apply.   
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  Okay. 
 
MR ROSE:   So one of the simple things in the – you know, in the table 2.4, as an 25 
example of the difference, all the slopes are in classes, so from zero to five, and five 
to 10.  And the asset protection zone is based upon five degrees.  But if the slope is 
only one degree, then it overstates the size of the asset protection zone required.  So 
one of the simple parts of the model is you get more accurate slope.  So we’ve used 
surveyor information.  We’ve got one and two-metre contour interval.  And as Matt 30 
said, we look very closely at the rock platforms and cliffs and things, and – and 
discuss that in detail with RFS.  You know, we – we need to be conservative about 
those things and – and we have been.  So the next condition, ah, 9(a)(ii), um, is the 
requirement for a temporary 100-metre APZ in stage 1.  
 35 
So I’ve highlighted – highlighted that stage 1 area with that red broken line.  You see 
it’s bounded by that magenta-coloured line.  Basically, that’s – that – that’s not 
required, that APZ.  The – the yellow and green lines on – on the western side of the 
boundary there, inside that red circle, um, is the asset protection zone, um, calculated 
in the required manner endorsed by the RFS.  It – it doesn’t assume any vegetation 40 
manage – it – it assumes there’s no vegetation management to the west.  So the 
buildings proposed on the lots within that stage 1 will comply with Planning for 
Bush Fire Protection.  So there is no need to, um, have additional APZ.   
 
The next condition, 9(b)(v), requires, um, there to be no parking on both sides of the 45 
perimeter road – so right round the development footprint – and road one south of 
road 9, and the road one of south road 9 is highlighted there, um, that’s also a 
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perimeter.  So, in essence, they’re saying no parking on both sides of the roads, but 
Planning for Bush Fire Protection on page 21 states: 
 

For public roads between 6.5 metres and eight metres wide there’s to be no 
parking on one side.   5 

 
So you’re allowed to have parking on one side.  We don’t understand why the 
additional requirement for parking, um, being absent from both sides would be 
added. 
 10 
MR PHILPOTT:   That that – I mean, when I – I mentioned earlier about the 
liveability of a place.  What that means is you can’t park out the front of your house.  
Where do your visitors park?  They might have to park, you know, around the corner 
50 metres away.  Um, when we comply with Planning for Bush Fire Protection it just 
doesn’t seem to make sense to require these additional measures.   15 
 
MR WILSON:   And that affects how much?  Is it – is - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   It’s – you know, there’s a fairly lengthy perimeter. 
 20 
MR WILSON:   Yep.  Yeah. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   All of the lots right around the outside, Chris. 
 
MR WILSON:   Okay. 25 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah. 
 
MR WILSON:   Yep.   
 30 
MR ROSE:   And, you know, if you put forward these above-standard conditions 
they should be justified, and they should be justified by a detailed analysis by a 
qualified person.  These, to me, have just been ideas thrown in, which don’t have 
justification.  The next one is 9(d), um, which requires the provision of alternate 
internal access roads to the Neighbourhood Safer Place.  So I’ve put a red dot on that 35 
image where the Neighbourhood Safer Place is.  And, you know, if you look at all 
the roads, there is no lot, um, no future occupant that won’t have two different routes 
they could take to get to the Neighbourhood Safer Place.  Um, so there is – there is 
no need to create three or four alternate ways to get to the Neighbourhood Safer 
Place.  Um, two alternate options are – is best practice.   40 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   So, you know, our understanding of that draft condition is, like in 
that – in the south-western corner, where there’s – um, there’s a rear laneway to a 
number of dwellings that will front the main entry road.  That condition is requiring 
rear laneways to all perimeter lots, which is a substantial redesign of the – the entire 45 
estate.  Um, I – I think the intention is you can pull back from the fire, instead of just 
being able to go left and right.  If you’ve got a fire on your front you can go out your 
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back gate into a laneway.  But just from an urban design point of view, it’s a 
completely different outcome that just doesn’t work very well, um, at that scale 
across the entire perimeter.  Ah, and, again, it’s one of these measures that’s just 
been dreamt up.   
 5 
MR ROSE:   And the final one, amendment condition A19(e), requires relocation of 
the medium-density lots greater than 100 metres from the boundary of the site, um, 
but the current location of the medium-density lots fully comply with Planning for 
Bush Fire Protection.  Um, they will, in the future, have buildings that are designed 
and – and are capable of being designed to meet the Bushfire Attack Level that is 10 
predicted for each of those lots, and there is no performance justification that has – 
that exists or has been provided for this idea of shifting things back another 100 
metres.  Um, nor has it been designed or evaluated by a – someone qualified to do 
that:  a BPAD level 3 person.  So it’s basically an unnecessary restriction.   
 15 
So, you know, in – in conclusion, my view is that there have been some conditions 
that have been put forward to increase, um, a perceived limitation in the safety level, 
but the safety – the bushfire safety achieved by the design has – um, meets the 
Planning for Bush Fire Protection performance criteria, been reviewed by the RFS, 
agreed to by them, and there hasn’t been any justification put forward, ah, for these 20 
additional, ah, protection measures, um, and they – and, yeah, look, it’s disappointing 
that the performance elements, the science that has been put forward in, um, the 
bushfire work, um, has not been adequately considered, hasn’t been considered by a 
qualified person.   
 25 
MR CARTER:   So, Rod, your – your view would be that those conditions are – are 
unnecessary and are requiring things that – that don’t materially affect the – the, ah, 
if you like, mitigation frame - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Risk profile. 30 
 
MR CARTER:   - - - that you’ve already developed. 
 
MR ROSE:   Exactly.  I mean, even if you started drilling into some of these 
additional conditions, the likelihood that they’re going to increase safety, you know, 35 
is, in some cases, just non-existent, um, and, you know, some of them just require 
major costs and redesign, and – but we’re meeting Planning for Bush Fire Protection, 
and, you know, that is the – the standard we’re – we’re to meet first up. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Ah, there – there’s one other condition that – that – that I just have 40 
an issue with, and it’s a relatively small thing.  Um, it’s condition F26(e)(vi).  It 
requires six-millimetre glazing on all the windows to every dwelling.  Now, we – we 
went to the expense of a noise report, which requires no noise controls.  Um, I – I 
don’t understand where that requirement’s come from.  I’ve raised that with the 
Department of Planning on, I think, four occasions.  Um, it just stays in there.  Um 45 
- - -  
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MR WILSON:   It’s nothing to do – doesn’t relate to the airport? 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Well, I don’t – I don’t know.  I honestly don’t know because our 
noise report says nothing required.  I mean, the airport’s four or five kilometres 
away, probably, at a guess.  Um - - -  5 
 
MR CARTER:   So, you know, I mean, it specifically says it’s to manage aircraft 
noise associated with the operation of HMAS Albatross. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah, but I – I don’t know what technical information the 10 
department’s relying on to come that conclusion because our noise report, which is 
the only – only noise report we’ve got for our side, um, requires no controls.  It 
assessed the airport noise - - -  
 
MR CARTER:   Right. 15 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - and – and road noise from that main collector road and – and 
came up with no requirements.  So we’re – you know, we’re just – you know, in a – 
in a world where we’re trying to deliver affordable housing as much as we can, it just 
adds thousands of dollars to the cost of a – of a dwelling.  There are various other 20 
conditions that are scattered throughout the recommended instrument, and we will 
confirm these in a written submission.  I think that’s probably the easiest thing to do. 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah. 
 25 
MR PHILPOTT:   The - - -  
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  So I mean, when – when you’re, sort of, drawing our 
attention to that condition, if you can cross-reference back to the – the part of your 
acoustic report - - -  30 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Absolutely. 
 
MR CARTER:   - - - that – that says, “Well, we’ve assessed aircraft noise issues” 
- - -  35 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Sure. 
 
MR CARTER:   - - - um, yeah, that would be good. 
 40 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep.  Not a problem.  So in – in conclusion, um, you know, our – 
our request of the – of the Commission is to determine the application by way of 
approval, um, but rely on the advice from the RFS, ah, from 2016, for the necessary 
bushfire controls.  Ah, and obviously Rod’s expert advice in – in assisting the RFS 
coming to that, ah, requirement, ah, delete those bushfire conditions that we’ve – 45 
we’ve talked about, delete condition F26(e) and – and consider the other issues that 
we’ll – we’ll put in our written submission.  So that is it.  Thank you. 
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MR CARTER:   Okay.  Thanks very much, Matt.  Did you have any questions, 
Chris? 
 
MR WILSON:   No.  That’s fine.  Thanks. 
 5 
MR CARTER:   Well, that – yeah.  I don’t have any additional questions now.  I 
think we’re, um, doing a site visit next week. 
 
MR D. WAY:   Yeah. 
 10 
MR CARTER:   So - - -  
 
MR WAY:   So we’ve set aside some on the – kind of the late morning of the 13th.  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep. 15 
 
MR WAY:   Well, the timing to be firmed up, I think, after today’s meeting. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep. 
 20 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.   
 
MR WAY:   So – yep. 
 
MR CARTER:   So we may have some questions on site, which we’d normally, um, 25 
record and put on our website as well, of course. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep. 
 
MR CARTER:   But - - -  30 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Sure. 
 
MR WILSON:   And we’re meeting with council as well. 
 35 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yep. 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  Yeah.  We’ll try and meet with the council at the same time.  
Okay. 
 40 
MR WILSON:   Just on that – on the submission, when you – you’re going to make a 
submission in relation to the noise, but can you do the same for the fire as well, in 
terms of - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Sure. 45 
 
MR WILSON:   - - - the substantiation - - -  
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MR PHILPOTT:   Sure. 
 
MR WILSON:   Yeah.  It’d be good;  useful. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah. 5 
 
MR WILSON:   Thank you. 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah. 
 10 
MR PHILPOTT:   I mean, I think Rod’s – Rod’s done the nuts of that report or - - -  
 
MR WILSON:   Yes.  We – we’ve – we’re - - -  
 
MR PHILPOTT:   - - - you know, the guts of that report, but we will target it more at 15 
the conditions down more than the – the concepts. 
 
MR WILSON:   Yep. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Yeah. 20 
 
MR CARTER:   Yeah.  Okay.  Well, thank you very much.  I’ll, um, draw the 
meeting to a close at that point, then, and, ah, we’ll probably see all or some of you 
next week at the site, I guess. 
 25 
MR PHILPOTT:   Thank you.   
 
MR ROSE:   Yep. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Thank you. 30 
 
MR CARTER:   Cool.  Thank you. 
 
MR PHILPOTT:   Thank you. 
 35 
 
RECORDING CONCLUDED [12.14 pm] 


