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<THE MEETING COMMENCED 
 
MS JANETT MILLIGAN: Well, good afternoon, everybody, and welcome. Before 
we begin, I’d like to acknowledge that I’m speaking to you from Gadigal land and I 
acknowledge the traditional owners of all the lands from which we meet virtually 5 
today, and I pay my respects to their Elders past and present. 
 
So, welcome to the meeting today to discuss the Steel River East Battery Energy 
Storage System state significant development application that’s currently before the 
Commission for determination. The Applicant, Ausgrid, proposes to develop the Steel 10 
River East Battery Energy Storage System, the 200/400-hour battery and associated 
infrastructure approximately 7 kilometres northwest of Newcastle. The site falls within 
the Hunter Central Coast Renewable Energy Zone. 
 
My name is Janett Milligan, I’m the Chair of the Commission panel and I’m joined by 15 
my fellow commissioner, Alex O’Mara. And we’re also joined by Kendall Clydsdale 
from the office of the Independent Planning Commission. 
 
So, in the interests of openness and transparency and to ensure a full capture of the 
information, today’s meeting is being recorded, and a complete transcript will be 20 
produced and made available on the Commission’s website. 
 
This meeting is one part of the Commission’s consideration of this matter and will 
form one of several sources of information upon which the Commission will base its 
determination. 25 
 
It’s important for the commissioners to ask questions of attendees and to clarify issues 
whenever it’s considered appropriate. If you’re asked a question and you’re not in a 
position to answer, you may take the question on notice. And then following the 
meeting, the Commission will advise you in writing of any of those questions that the 30 
Panel considers requires a formal response. Any subsequent response or information 
provided to the Commission will be then published on our website.  
 
So, can I request that all participants here today introduce themselves before speaking 
for the first time, and for all of us to ensure that we don’t speak over the top of each 35 
other, so we can ensure an accurate transcript. 
 
So, with that, let’s begin. And again, welcome, thank you very much for being here to 
talk to us. We have in front of us an agenda just to guide the discussion very roughly. 
But I understand that you have a presentation that you’d just like to run through with 40 
us, just to set the scene for the discussion that will follow. 
 
MR RICHARD MCINTOSH: Yes, thank you very much, and perhaps if the team 
can pop that presentation up and I’ll say a few words and then I’ll hand over to the 
team. 45 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Just identify yourself so the transcript gets you, yes. 
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MR MCINTOSH: We were just about to do that, thank you. So, Richard McIntosh, 
I’m the Head of our Grid Scale Battery Program at Ausgrid, so I’ve been leading this 
team for the last couple of years through this process which is culminating in this 
discussion with the IPC. So, thank you very much for making the time, thank you for 
reviewing our proposal. I’ll say a few words, as I said, and then I’ll hand over to the 5 
team. 
 
So, we’re here as Ausgrid. Ausgrid is the largest electricity distributor on the east coast 
of Australia, serving about 1.8 million customers, I think maybe even more than that 
these days, it’s growing gradually over time. As Ausgrid, we are seeking to accelerate 10 
the energy transition and part of that is our ambition in the battery space at all voltage 
levels and all sizes. We have a strategy to leverage the existing assets of the 
distribution network. We believe that that can deliver better outcomes for customers. 
We believe that that can build assets more rapidly and with least impact. 
 15 
So, we also have the opportunity to leverage the existing capabilities of the group, so 
that’s engineering, environmental, stakeholders, and other capabilities. I think it’s also 
important to note that as Ausgrid, we have a longstanding presence in the community 
and we seek to do the right thing by all of our stakeholders, both the local community, 
local Aboriginal communities, and other key stakeholders, councils and others. 20 
 
We are leveraging the significant experience we have of building major electrical 
infrastructure and we’re putting that to good use in this and other projects in the BESS 
space. So, this particular conversation is about our Steel River East BESS Project, and 
with that, I’m going to hand over to the team, to Chris Doyle who’s our Program 25 
Director, to take us through a few slides. Thanks, Chris. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Thank you. 
 
MR KENDALL CLYDSDALE: Sorry to interject, Chris, just before you start. 30 
Kendall from the Commission. Chris, I’m understanding today that we’ll share the 
slides on your behalf, so if you just yell out whenever you want slides shifted, I’m 
happy to do so. 
 
MR CHRIS DOYLE: Fantastic. Chris Doyle, Program Director for Ausgrid’s Grid 35 
Scale Battery Program. Kendall, if you can just jump forward on the slides.  
 
MR CLYDSDALE: Are they moving for you? 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes, yes, they just moved forward. So, just an acknowledgement of 40 
country. We’re here on Gadigal land in Sydney and acknowledge Elders past, present 
and emerging. And also acknowledge the Aboriginal communities on which we are 
planning to develop these projects moving forward and looking to ensure that we care 
for the site as they would like us to. 
 45 
So, maybe just skipping over this one, we’ll move through the introductions and 
opening statement. Next slide. So, just an overview of the project itself. As already 
described, it’s in relatively close proximity to the Newcastle CBD and therefore is 
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really central to one of those load centres that’s incredibly important for the New 
South Wales economy. The picture shown here really demonstrates that this project 
does sit within the industrial heartland of Newcastle, within a neighbouring estate and 
with neighbouring industrial operations including recycling plants, concrete plants and 
just a little bit further to the north out of picture, the coal terminal itself.  5 
 
Next slide, please. This is the layout of the proposed battery site. The battery itself is 
adjacent to the current Mayfield West Substation. It is on the eastern edge of the site 
there. The battery units themselves are represented by the blue squares, some 
supporting infrastructure shaded in green, with the connection to the substation on the 10 
western side of the site.  
 
Essentially, the majority of the site footprint will be leveraged, although the site 
footprint that’s not currently leveraged by existing users will be leveraged through 
construction as staging car parking and amenities. Those sections that don’t represent 15 
the final site during operations would be reinstated to their current sort of configuration 
once complete. 
 
It’s a 132 kV connection which is the highest voltage in the distribution network, and 
the power associated with this site could support up to 27,000 homes in the local 20 
Ausgrid area.  
 
Next slide, please. So, some key findings through the state significant planning 
process. This site has some unique characteristics, particularly in terms of its historical 
usage. It is an ex-BHP operation. The site and all its surrounds are encompassed by 25 
that historical operation and there is a capping layer for that contamination that’s 
already in place. That capping layer is understood to be 2 metres or greater below the 
current ground level, and the intent is that our construction works do not need to 
breach that capping layer. And that’s been a major input into the design and 
investigation process that’s followed.  30 
 
As you can see on the screen there, the assessment has been quite thorough in terms of 
hazards, water, transport, visual, heritage, biodiversity, and noise. Some of the key 
highlights there are probably in relation to traffic. We do share an access road with 
some large industrial users that we have needed to ensure that remains active 35 
throughout the construction process. That has been taken into account by some reduced 
traffic volumes on our behalf to ensure that we can commit to current flows to each of 
those sites.  
 
And likewise, the hazardous assessment, which is also always an important aspect of 40 
batteries, the nearest residential receivers are in the order of 450 metres away. The 
nearest sensitive receivers being a childcare centre approximately 350 metres away. 
And represent very low risks. We’ve also looked to make sure we’ve maximised some 
clearances to each of the site boundaries so in the event of a fire or similar, there’s no 
chance of damaging exposures to anyone that happens to be in the area. 45 
 
Next slide, please. And I might pass to Emma to go from here. 
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MS MILLIGAN: Chris, before you actually move on. Would it be useful to have the 
discussion about key findings as we go, or would you prefer to get through the 
presentation and then come back to it? 
 
MR DOYLE: Maybe if we go straight through the presentation and then come back, 5 
just because there’s probably a few there that are more important to you than others, 
and we can take a bit of a targeted approach. 
 
MS EMMA FORBES: Thanks, Chris. Emma Forbes, Planning Engagement and 
Communications Manager for Ausgrid’s Grid Scale BESS Team.  10 
 
So, as outlined in the Department’s Assessment Report, through an in-depth 
consultation campaign, we found generalised low levels of interest in the local 
community. How did we come to this conclusion? We distributed more than 17,000 
project newsletters across four intervals to local homes, the industrial estate, 15 
community centres, and registered interested parties. We received roughly 13 
responses to our online survey throughout this time period and found we had very few 
enquiries via our email inbox and 1800 number.  
 
Over almost 18 months, we held four community pop-up sessions attended by 40 20 
people in total. These were advertised in the newsletters we distributed. And we ended 
up cancelling a planned online webinar due to a lack of registrations.  
 
Alongside our community engagement, we also had ongoing dialogue with City of 
Newcastle Council, both state and federal MPs, as well as businesses within the Steel 25 
River Industrial Estate. Alongside these timed engagements, all stakeholder groups 
were also notified as the planning application progressed or as we had any major 
findings come to light via the email distribution lists we’ve built throughout the 
process. 
 30 
Regarding the social and economic assessment, construction of a Steel River East 
BESS is expected to create roughly 100 FTEs, the majority being local workers. 
Considering Ausgrid’s long history that Richard touched on in the area, our local 
procurement strategies, an additional 69 FTEs are also forecast and expected to be 
generated by local purchases of goods and services during construction as well. 35 
 
With a direct spend anticipated of roughly $43 million within the New South Wales 
economy, alongside the agreed VPA with Council of $936,000, and this will be paid 
prior to construction commencing, with the rationale being the impact to the 
surrounding receivers is most likely to be construction, not during operation. 40 
 
Again, the assessment concluded that construction impacts are largely restricted to the 
immediate vicinity of the project. And we anticipate being able to carefully manage 
these and mitigate them with minimal impact on an ongoing basis once operational. 
 45 
Next slide, please. So, a quick summary of the Submissions Report. The Steel River 
East BESS received 64 unique submissions, with the closest objector living 
90 kilometres from the site while the closest supporters were between 7 and 
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40 kilometres from site. A summary of the concerns raised in the submissions is 
outlined on this slide, which did generate further assessment across visual, 
biodiversity, PHA, hydrology and noise. But in conclusion, we note the project is 
appropriately located and will be undertaken in a manner that wouldn’t result in any 
significant ongoing impact to the community or environment. 5 
 
Next slide, Kendall, please. So, a summary of the Department’s Assessment Report 
can be found here. However, in conclusion, we’d like to note in relation to the state 
significant development application for Steel River East BESS that we agree with the 
content of the Assessment Report as well as the draft conditions outlined and provided 10 
to the Commission. 
 
That actually concludes our presentation. We wanted to keep it short and sweet, so I’d 
like to hand it back to the Panel for further follow-up questions related to the agenda 
you provided. 15 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, thank you very much. Thank you, thank you very much. So, 
let’s just jump into a couple of issues. We met earlier today with Council and of course 
we’d seen the original submission, and we know that there’s good work being done 
with the parties and the Response to Submissions. 20 
 
There are a couple of issues that they still talked to us about as feeling unresolved. Can 
I just talk about landscaping. And we did understand the complexity around this issue. 
But the Council talked to us about visual screening of the project on the eastern side. 
And you might want to talk to us about some of your thinking and about where you’ve 25 
landed. I notice on that second-last slide where you’ve got some just renders of the 
project, it does show a green planting along that eastern edge on Tourle Road. And I 
think that that’s probably the focus of the discussion that we had with Council. 
 
So, basically, they’re saying that this is a key site, a key site visually in terms of that 30 
gateway into Newcastle. They want, ideally, landscaped screening of the project. We 
do understand some of the issues and constraints, but can you talk to us about that. 
 
MR DOYLE: So, yes, they’re definitely … We have endeavoured to minimise that 
visual impact and the strategy has changed over time as we’ve become more familiar 35 
with the constraints of the site. Specifically on that eastern Tourle Street side of the 
footprint, there’s a significant level change between the battery site and the road, 
particularly on the northern side of the site but progressively reduces to the south. 
 
Currently, that area is retained by a concrete shotcrete batter. Now, the suitability of 40 
that batter in terms of remaining in place for the future loadings of the site is going to 
be a subject of investigation. But some kind of retaining structure in that area would 
need to be reinstated. And given the very narrow gap between the roadway and the site 
and that level change, once you account for the structural work that needs to either 
remain in place or be reinforced, there’s not a lot of scope for plantings of any scale. 45 
 
There’s also considerations for keeping strong separation from the battery units 
themselves to any vegetation for fire management reasons. So, to the extent visual 



STEEL RIVER EAST BATTERY ENERGY STORAGE SYSTEM (SSD-77450458) [04/03/2026] P-7 

amenity is going to be retained through that final design, it’s likely not going to be able 
to be in the form of vegetation because the clearances to that side and those structural 
requirements for that retained section just don’t really allow for plantings. The 
majority of the vegetation that’s currently on site is on Ausgrid side and is impacted by 
the proposed footprint of the battery itself. In terms of what’s left on Council land, 5 
there’s actually no gap between – it’s essentially road, footpath, retaining batter. 
There’s not a lot of room for vegetation either in the public area or on the battery site. 
 
In taking that into account, we have looked for opportunities to either maintain or 
reinstate vegetation as a visual barrier, and you can see to the south of the site where 10 
we do have more clearance from the battery to the public thoroughfare and less of a 
level change, we have proposed some plantings and vegetation there along that bike 
path/pedestrian path.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: So, just come back to the eastern edge. So, are you saying that 15 
there’s no possibility for screening? Or are you saying there’s no possibility for 
vegetative screening? Or what’s your position? 
 
MR DOYLE: Again, we need to investigate the current retaining situation, the current 
concrete shotcrete wall, there’s no engineering detail on its construction. However, if it 20 
was to retain – if it was to stay in place, there’s no deep soil section there that could 
support vegetation. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Right. And if it doesn’t stay in place, you’re saying that you would 
have to build a retaining wall? 25 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes, so if the solution there was to change, there may be opportunity … 
So, essentially, if we were to move from a batter solution to a retaining wall solution, 
you take up less footprint. There may be opportunities to introduce some visual 
screening that we haven’t accounted for yet.  30 
 
But until that detailed design work is done, we couldn’t commit to any planting there 
specifically, just because of the uncertainty associated with that structural assessment 
that needs to happen – and can’t happen until we clear the vegetation from the top of 
the site and give ourselves access to that section of land. 35 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Council talked to us about their general expectation that visual 
screening would be on the development site. So, can you talk to us about what you 
considered there? 
 40 
MR DOYLE: So, the consideration … We did a detailed visual assessment from that 
side and given that the change in levels and point of view of motorists on Tourle Street 
specifically, we identified that there was very little/marginal visual impact from the 
proposed development as it was. There is fencing securing the whole site, which also 
acts to obstruct from the battery units themselves and provide some visual barrier. But 45 
other than that, there’s nothing else proposed on that eastern side of the site.  
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MS MILLIGAN: Okay. I might get you to describe the nature of that fencing. But I 
guess if I can ask specifically, what consideration did you give to planting a visual 
screen within the site? 
 
MR DOYLE: We considered visual screening within the sites. However, it was not 5 
possible given the constraints of the hazard impact assessments and the clearances we 
would have needed to vegetation. The footprint as it currently stands doesn’t support 
vegetation within the site, given those lack of clearances. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: And did you sort of consider a different footprint? 10 
 
MR DOYLE: We have considered multiple footprints. I believe that the Panel has 
seen earlier iterations of this site. To achieve a battery of this size, this was the only 
footprint that allowed for those other factors to be met. There were footprints that 
involved different orientations of these battery packs, none of which allowed us to 15 
comply with that preliminary hazard assessment piece which drove lots of these design 
decisions. Given the very tight nature of this site compared to most other battery sites, 
there’s just not many ways that these jigsaw puzzles can fit.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. And can you clarify the planned visual screening at the 20 
southern end. Council talked to us about the indication of landscaped planting there 
being on the bike path, and so they thought that that probably wasn’t a realistic sort of 
plan for planting too. Have you moved past that, or can you clarify that issue for us? 
Do you know what I’m asking – are you familiar with this issue? 
 25 
MR DOYLE: I’m not necessarily familiar with their exact issue, but for clarity, so all 
the planting is on the Ausgrid property, not on the bike path. So, we’re not proposing 
any planting on Council property. This is going to be planting between the security 
fence to the site and the property line that separates our site from the bike path. 
 30 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, all right, that clarifies that. Maybe they were talking about an 
earlier iteration. So, thank you for that. Okay. I’m just going to pause for a minute and 
ask Alex if she would like to enter the discussion. 
 
MS ALEX O’MARA: Yes, thanks for that, Christopher. My question is really just, if 35 
it’s not possible to plant vegetation, could there be other ways or have you considered 
other ways to screen, if the fence is going to be retained? If the Council’s key issue is 
visual impact, so for example, could you have like a green, like a green wall 
effectively, like turn the fence into a green wall or other kinds of visual screening that 
don’t involve vegetation? If their concern is around, you know, the sort of gateway 40 
into Newcastle. 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes, there’s definitely other forms of visual screening. We haven’t 
considered in detail what they may look like on this site. An example we have 
investigated on other sites is essentially patterned concrete walls. For example, 45 
something that you might see on the edge of a freeway or what not, so not the austere 
blank tilt slab walls, but something that is decorated. That’s definitely a solution; it 
meets those fire risks.  
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The challenge here will be that the specific implementation on this location with that 
retained section would need some detailed investigation. Because other than – so, I 
think it was hinted at in earlier conversation that the style of this fencing is high 
security fencing, substation fencing. If you’ve seen other substations, this is going to 5 
be very similar to that. So, to replace that with a concrete solution, you’re looking at 
very heavy concrete panels in their stead, which aren’t universally applicable. But a 
detailed piece of work would need to be undertaken. And it’s not – it’s by no means a 
green wall, so it definitely depends on that gateway to Newcastle and what they’re 
looking for. But that may or may not … 10 
 
MS O’MARA: And can I just ask, with the – and I understand you can’t do that work 
until the vegetation is removed, that’s the issue, that that sort of investigation about the 
wall can’t happen until … 
 15 
MR DOYLE: Yes, so the geotech we did on the site, we tried to be sensitive to the 
existing vegetation, given that the planning approval proposal was underway. We do 
have detailed information for the site that’s accessible, however, the heavily vegetated 
sections of the site, which is worst or heaviest on that eastern boundary, is an area that 
we haven’t had access to from a geotech point of view yet. 20 
 
MS O’MARA: Yes. Can I just ask one final just clarification question. So, I 
understand you need to do that work and there may be, you know, you may retain the 
current arrangement, or you might do something else. The risk around vegetation, is 
that to do with any vegetation within close proximity to the batteries? So, for example, 25 
say you could green the fence or green the wall, is that … Is the risk around having any 
vegetation at all or … 
 
MR DOYLE: It’s a flammability, so flammable – that’s the – it’s the fire and the 
propagation of the fire in the event it occurs from a battery to anything in the area. 30 
 
MS O’MARA: Okay. Thank you. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. Good. I think we probably said what we needed to say 
about the visual screening and landscaping. Can we talk a little bit about stormwater 35 
management, that was another point of discussion with the Council. And I think that 
their issues are perhaps quite specific.  
 
They talked to us about the southeastern corner of the site, the one that sort of is 
curved off. And they talked about overland stormwater flow to that corner, and the fact 40 
that they were concerned about an erosion risk at that point and talked about, ideally, 
stormwater from that point going into a pit. Can you talk me through that one? Have I 
described the issue clearly enough? 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes. So, I might … Radha, do you want to talk specifically? I can talk 45 
generically to the stormwater strategy which does have sort of an eastern and western 
catchment with – 
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MS MILLIGAN: Well, why don’t you start with that, and we’ll come back for the 
specifics? 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes. So, I’m not sure about specifically Council’s concerns. But the site 
is designed in such a way that the stormwater flow is divided between the east and 5 
west of the site.  
 
So, the eastern catchment, which is the largest catchment, is diverted to the – sorry, the 
western catchment, which is the largest catchment heading towards the substation, is 
pushed towards PopPop Lake and there’s a bunch of infrastructure as well as treatment 10 
measures to move that stormwater in that direction. As we saw on site, it tees into the 
existing stormwater strategy for the substation itself and reinforces that existing swale 
with some direct piped solutions to make sure that the existing infrastructure is not 
impacted.  
 15 
The smaller catchment on the site is to the east and it’s likely the one that Council’s 
more concerned with. Similar to the one moving west, there’s a system including a 
gross pollutant trap to manage that stormwater quality. But my understanding is there’s 
no proposed overland flows and we do tee into the existing stormwater infrastructure. 
 20 
Radha, are you in a position to refine further? 
 
MS RADHA ROCKWOOD: Yes. Radha Rockwood, Environmental Engineer and 
project managing the EIS for the Grid Scale BESS Program. To answer your question 
about the stormwater, there are two stormwater discharge points, as Chris pointed out.  25 
 
So, the main majority of the stormwater is running around through the back of the 
substation out through a pit and via a gross pollutant trap. And as part of the 
stormwater program that we’ve proposed, we’ve also got pit baskets in there which 
will help with suspended solids settling out before it discharges. And the one the 30 
Council are concerned about, we are proposing and we’re still refining the discharge 
for that point there. We have got another gross pollutant trap to discharge into existing 
stormwater drainage off to Tourle Street and off site. The connection for that 
stormwater discharge point is what we’re still refining with our design team. So, yes. 
 35 
MS MILLIGAN: Yes, that’s exactly the issue. And certainly in terms of the 
stormwater that flows west, we had a really good orientation to that on site and we 
followed it through and went around to PopPop Lake, so that’s all very clear. In terms 
of it is Council’s concern, I think perhaps just the lack of clarity about the stormwater 
that flows to the east, and I think that you’re exactly right in identifying the issue. 40 
 
They expressed some concern that they weren’t clear about the treatment, particularly 
at the southeast corner, and so they envisaged that if there wasn’t, I guess, an 
appropriate response, which they thought was into the pit, if that didn’t happen, there 
was an erosion risk at that point. So, you’re obviously aware of that issue.  45 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: Yes, that’s – I think it wouldn’t be an erosion because it’s 
connecting into the stormwater infrastructure, so there wouldn’t be any overland flow. 
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But we can take that on notice and if the Council want more clarification on our 
stormwater connection on that eastern/southeastern part, we can work with them on 
that. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. So, maybe I might just get you to say a bit more, because you 5 
may well have answered the question. We understood from Council this morning that 
there was overland flow at that embankment point. But you’re just saying in fact it’s 
linking into the stormwater system and there is no overland flow. 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: Correct, yes, our site won’t have any overland flow. We can’t, 10 
under the water impact assessment that we’ve proposed, all the water will be captured 
by a pit-and-pipe network into a gross pollutant trap, filtered, treated and then 
discharged via the stormwater network. So, there won’t be any overland flow. 
 
Currently, the site does have overland flow because there is nothing on site – that 15 
picture we had before, it’s just open land, so the stormwater currently does just sheet 
flow off and results where it flows. But with our project, we’re implementing a proper 
stormwater network so there won’t be any overland flow. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. That’s a really clear answer and that addresses the issue 20 
they raised with us this morning, so thank you very much for that. Okay, Alex, 
anything from you on that issue of stormwater? 
 
MS O’MARA: No, thanks, that’s really helpful.  
 25 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. All right-y. So, maybe we can just go back to your key 
findings and pick up any of the others that we thought were worth talking about. In 
terms of hazards, the fire hazard is always worth hearing more about. We have heard a 
lot about that, we actually looked about that and understood some of the details when 
we were on site. But can you just run us through that once more in terms of mitigation 30 
around fire risk. 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes, definitely. So, the very first mitigation in place with the fire risk is 
ensuring we are working with reliable and proven suppliers and that the data and the 
testing that they have done as well as the performance of their products is reflective of 35 
a very low fire risk. So, we think we’ve done that with Tesla.  
 
In terms of specifically on the site, and beyond the battery boxes themselves and the 
fire mitigations within those boxes, the key mitigant is spacing and fire protection, 
which is largely achieved via separation. So, all the separations in place between the 40 
Megapacks themselves as well as the Megapacks to the adjacent equipment, like the 
MV transformers. And then the transformers and the Megapacks to any buildings or 
structures is all in excess of the minimum requirements, and is proven based on the 
modelling to date, not to allow for propagation of any fire in the event it does occur. 
 45 
Part of that, as we’ve already hinted on, is vegetation clearances as well, given they 
represent very flammable objects, we’ve needed to ensure that the vegetation 
clearances are in place, particularly from the northern boundary where some of that 
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existing vegetation isn’t on our site, it’s on our neighbour’s property, so the clearances 
to that were an important consideration the whole way through. 
 
We’ve added additional clearances in, and this goes to that re-orientation of the site to 
the southern boundary, that southern boundary was identified as a publicly accessible 5 
spot. So, looking to maximise the clearance from that bike path/pedestrian path 
through to the batteries themselves was another key aspect of finalising the layout to 
minimise that risk.  
 
Above and beyond the physical spacing strategies to avoid fire and fire propagation, 10 
there’s also hydrant coverage of the site. We’re working with Fire and Rescue now on 
the fire safety study which will resolve this to a greater level of detail. But that hydrant 
coverage is intended not for fire fighting but for adjacent equipment cooling to further 
remove the risk of fire propagating from a single battery fire into any other areas. 
 15 
That’s probably the high-level summary of the fire impact. There’s also very detailed 
modelling of scenarios in the event of the fire, including the plume modelling 
associated with, so there’s the fire risk in terms of the heat, but there’s also the gases 
and making sure that nothing dangerous would be – sensitive receivers or any receivers 
would be exposed to any dangerous levels of gases in the event of a fire, and we’ve 20 
been able to demonstrate that through the preliminary hazard assessment as well. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Thank you for that. One more from me before I pass to Alex to see 
what she has. Contamination and construction, and you’ve talked to that in your 
presentation. So, we understand the site and we understand the capping and we 25 
understand the depth of site that you have to deal with above the capping. 
 
And you said to us in the presentation that you don’t expect that any of that 
construction will require a depth of more than 2 metres, which is what you think you 
have above the capping. So, you might just want to say a couple of words about that. 30 
 
I guess it’s about the risk that the cap may need to be breached – that’s what I’m 
asking about. 
 
MR DOYLE: Yes. So, and I might defer … So, from a design and project perspective, 35 
that constraint has been core to a lot of decisions we’ve made to ensure that we 
minimise the chances of breaching the cap. I might defer to Radha in terms of the Site 
Management Plan as part of that BHP remediation program is quite specific in terms of 
how you would deal with the breach of a cap. So, there is a scenario in place that has 
also been worked through in the event that occurs. 40 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Thanks. Thanks, Radha. 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: Yes. So, just to clarify, we did do a fair bit of investigation to 
determine the levels of our capping layer depth. We worked closely with our 45 
contamination consultant and with our design engineers, built 3D models to understand 
where our pits and cable ducts were going to be running, and then how deep, then 
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playing around with the design to make sure we were not going anywhere near 
breaching that capping layer. 
 
So, the capping layer does vary in depth. It is quite deep, sometimes up to 4.5 metres in 
some sections, and then 2 metres in others. So, we’ve modified our design and 5 
particularly our utilities which is the one that goes the lowest, to make sure we don’t 
breach that capping layer. 
 
We’ve also got the Site Management Plan which is in place for our contractor. So, in 
the unusual off-chance that we are doing excavating on site, and even though we’ve 10 
designed to ensure we’re not breaching it, there could be instances where this happens, 
and then how we manage that. So, there’s a really strict process in place which I know 
a lot of the other facilities under that Site Management Plan follow as well if they’re 
doing contamination. 
 15 
But our contractor will follow that if that does happen. So, there’ll be separate 
stockpiling. There’ll be sampling and all that process that needs to be followed. And 
that will be part of all our contractors documentation, that’s been fed into them, they’re 
fully across it, and our management plans will be addressing that as well. 
 20 
MS MILLIGAN: Thank you for that. Alex, I’m throwing to you to see if you have 
any last questions before we wrap up. 
 
MS O’MARA: No, nothing else from me. 
 25 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. All right. Look, thank you. The conversation’s been really 
useful, and we note, I suppose, in closing that you have no further comment on the 
conditions the Department is recommending be applied if the application is approved. 
So, thank you for that clarity. And I’m going to ask you if you have any last comments 
or anything you’d like to say to us before we finish? 30 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: I just want to add one comment quickly. Just about the 
landscaping on the eastern boundary, just to clarify. There is like a fair bit of visual 
assessment that we did on that. So, with the viewpoints that are currently the receivers, 
that they can see, there is existing vegetation on Tourle Street which is within the road 35 
reserve which we won’t be touching. So, that vegetation is the predominant vegetation 
that you’ll still see.  
 
It’s the vegetation within our site boundary which will be impacted, and as Chris 
pointed out, it is really tight through there, and we just have to be careful with 40 
proposing things like screens and things like that, because our acoustic model, noise 
does bounce around quite a lot. So, by proposing something like a screen, it might 
actually cause other noise impacts, which we need to then assess and model. So, right 
now, the proposal is, yes, exactly, so you can see in that, there’s the vegetation on 
Tourle Street is not being touched, so that road reserve battery is what we’ve proposed 45 
is retained. And it’s just on the other side. 
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I mean, we can work with our engineers to see what the retaining wall solution would 
be, but I just have to clarify that things like screens and stuff would probably cause 
other acoustic impacts which we’d need to look at. Yes. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. Thank you for adding that. And if you need to do a retaining 5 
wall, so if the batter doesn’t work and you have to retain, do you have to remove all 
that vegetation? 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: The vegetation would still be removed right up to our property 
boundary on that eastern side, unfortunately yes, but we’ll definitely propose to do the 10 
planting on the southern boundary, and all that Tourle Street vegetation on the eastern 
boundary will still be retained. 
 
So, in terms of the visual receivers and their viewpoints, it wasn’t deemed something 
that they would be able to see much of because they are so low down on the ground, 15 
like when they’re driving along, that vegetation on Tourle Street is still going to be 
retained.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: Can I just – I think I haven’t asked a clear question. If you have to 
build a retaining wall on Tourle Street, does that road reserve vegetation come out so 20 
you can do that? 
 
MS ROCKWOOD: No, we won’t touch the road reserve. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, thank you. I’ve got it. All right. Look, I think that’s it. Again, 25 
thank you very much for being here and for answering those other questions that we 
had. It’s been really useful. Thank you very much. 
 
MR MCINTOSH: Thank you, all, much appreciated. 
 30 
MS ROCKWOOD: Thank you. 

 
>THE MEETING CONCLUDED 
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