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<THE MEETING COMMENCED 
 
MR BRIAN GIBSON: Sorry, if I may, Kendall, just introduce ourselves. I’m the 
Section Manager, Brian Gibson. Damian Jaeger is our Principal Planner. We’re just 
waiting on William Wang, our Senior Development Engineer. But if the Panel prefers, 5 
we could talk about other issues whilst we wait for him to join, rather than hold you.  
 
MR CLYDSDALE: I’ll refer to you, Janett. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Yes. Are you comfortable to make a start or … We’re happy to wait 10 
if you’d prefer to have him in the room.  
 
MR GIBSON: No, most of the issues that Damian and I will speak to, is separate to 
the engineering, and we’ll hopefully get him online in time to cover that later. 
 15 
MS MILLIGAN: Alright. Well, let’s get underway. Hello 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 virtually meet 
today, and I pay my respects to their Elders past and present. 
 20 
Welcome to the meeting today to discuss the Steel River East Battery Energy Storage 
System state significant development application which is currently before the 
Commission for determination. The Applicant, Ausgrid, proposes to develop the Steel 
River East Battery Energy Storage System, the 200-megawatt/400-megawatt battery 
and associated infrastructure approximately 7 kilometres northwest of Newcastle. The 25 
site falls within the Hunter Central Coast Renewable Energy Zone. 
 
So, my name is Janet Milligan, hello, and I’m the Chair of the Commission Panel. And 
I’m joined by my fellow commissioner, Alex O’Mara, on screen, and we’re also joined 
by Kendall Clydsdale from the office of the Independent Planning Commission. 30 
 
In the interests of openness and transparency and to ensure the full capture of 
information, today’s meeting is being recorded, and a complete transcript will be 
produced and made available on the Commission’s website. 
 35 
The meeting is just one part of the Commission’s consideration of this matter and will 
form one of several sources of information upon which we will base our determination. 
 
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 40 
position to answer, you may take the question on notice. And following the meeting, 
we’ll advise you in writing of any questions taken on notice that the Panel considers 
requires a formal response. Any subsequent response or information provided to the 
Commission will then be published on our website.  
 45 
So, can I just ask, thank you for introducing the team, but can I just ask all participants 
just to re-introduce yourself before you speak for the first time, in relation to the 
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transcript, and for all members to ensure that we’re not speaking over the top of each 
other, so we get an accurate transcript. 
 
So, let’s begin. So, first of all, thank you very much for being here, we really 
appreciate your time to meet with us. Now, obviously, we have seen the detail of 5 
Council’s submission on this application initially. We also know that there’s been 
consultations over the period and that there was a Response to Submissions and all the 
issues raised by Council were documented in that response, which of course we’ve 
read in great detail. 
 10 
So, really what we wanted to do today was perhaps invite you to go through the issues 
that you raised, and to let us know, I suppose where they’ve landed. We’re obviously 
particularly interested to know of any of the issues that Council did raise that you feel 
outstanding or perhaps not resolved from Council’s point of view, because we know 
this is a state significant development and it’s within the City of Newcastle, so we’re 15 
very interested and very keen to hear what you have to say.  
 
So, are you happy to take it in that way, so Brian and team, if we just ask you to talk to 
the issues that you raised, tell us where they’ve got to, and make us aware of any issues 
that you’d like to discuss further. 20 
 
MR GIBSON: Yes.   
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. So, who’s going to lead us through that in terms of the 
submission you made, and the issues Council had put on the list? 25 
 
MR GIBSON: So, I’ll just do a quick re-introduction. So, again, my name is Brian 
Gibson, I’m the Section Manager in the Development Assessment Team focusing on 
significant development and state significant development. Damian is the Principal 
Planner that’s had coverage for this application. Damian is our Principal Planner and 30 
will give the more detailed presentation So, over to you, Damian. 
 
MR DAMIEN JAEGER: Hi, okay. So, based on the introduction, I won’t introduce 
myself again. Probably there’s two main areas that remain as concern. One is in 
relation to landscaping and the effect on visual appearance. And the second is in regard 35 
to some of the stormwater matters that Will hopefully will be able to join and speak to. 
 
In terms of the landscaping, one of the difficulties that we had with the proposal 
initially was the plan detail included with the design of the battery, the BESS, was very 
limited, there wasn’t proper elevations initially. Notwithstanding that, Council raised 40 
that we had concerns that the design of the proposal and particularly the nature of the 
battery setup wouldn’t be particularly visually attractive.  
 
And in that location, it’s a prominent site, Tourle Street is the main north entry into the 
city and it’s the entry to and from towards the Newcastle Airport. It’s an extremely 45 
busy road and it’s demonstrated by the fact that they duplicated Tourle Street Bridge a 
number of years ago now. 
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Most of the vegetation – 
 
MS MILLIGAN: I’m just interrupting you for two seconds, to say welcome to Will. 
William Wang has just joined us. 
 5 
MR JAEGER: Oh, okay. 
 
MR WILLIAM WANG: Hello. Sorry I’m a bit late. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: That’s fine. So, sorry to interrupt. Keep going.  10 
 
MR JAEGER: Keep going? Yes, so it sits, the site sits on an embankment relative to 
Tourle Street nominally about 3 to 4 metres high. Most of the taller vegetation on the 
east side of the site is on the subject site, and then there’s lower level, possibly even 
weedy vegetation that’s on the embankment that’s within the road reserve.  15 
 
So, it’s largely the eastern and southern elevations that we especially had concerns 
about in terms of the visual appearance because of the relative height and the 
topography. Notwithstanding we didn’t have elevations originally recommended that a 
minimum 3-metre-wide landscape buffer be proposed and expected that with some 20 
reasonable plantings, that could address the concern. And that was notwithstanding the 
site’s actually within the Steel River Estate and it has its own set of design controls 
that the whole 170-hectare estate was ex-BHP land and it came up with quite unique 
custom controls in the day. And under that, land that’s on the outer edge on the estate, 
which the eastern boundary is that would otherwise require a 5-metre heavy landscape 25 
screen.  
 
So, things move forward and we haven’t really to date seen a landscape plan that 
would be of a quality that Council would normally consider could be an approved 
document. The plan that’s referenced in the condition is – B14 – is scant of any real 30 
detail, even to the extent that I would raise concerns that you can’t confirm what the 
width of that landscaped area is.  
 
There is another plan that came in as an amendment plan that we didn’t realise had 
been submitted, but that hasn’t been formally advised/provided to Council. That 35 
landscape plan that came in mid-December to the Department doesn’t add much; it 
creates landscaped areas that are un-dimensioned, although probably you could scale 
from them, and has reference notes to say that native species would be planted subject 
to a landscape architect being involved. But there’s no detail to species, height 
maturity sufficient to deal with visual screening, planting sizes, appropriateness of 40 
species in this area, and likely to address the potentially difficult landscape conditions 
in that location. 
 
The site to the north is the Benedicts Waste Management site. And when Council dealt 
with that, and that also was additional an SSD, there were two approvals there that run 45 
in conjunction. The historic landscaping that’s there has suffered over the decades and 
it’s partly a combination of wind and soil conditions and probably contaminants to a 
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degree, if I’m honest. So, there’s concerns about successful landscaping for the visual 
impact there. 
 
And the Visual Impact Assessment was aligned with the proposal, appears to rely on 
successful landscaping, but, yes, ultimately, we’re concerned that there’s no 5 
landscaping proposed to the eastern boundary, to Tourle Street. It seems to rely on 
vegetation that I don’t believe will have any effect. The changing level and lower-level 
vegetation that’s on the embankment to Tourle Street, which is potentially printed, 
won’t be significantly block any view to the site. To the south, the area is, as I said, it’s 
not detailed actually what we’re getting but it’s somewhat limited.  10 
 
Additionally, the proposed stormwater and engineering plans – 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Can I just stop you. Can we just talk about landscaping for a little 
bit before you … 15 
 
MR JAEGER: Well, sorry, the point about the engineering was to do with 
landscaping. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: I’m sorry. 20 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes, yes, yes. So, where the landscaping could – whether it’s proposed 
on the southern boundary or could possibly be proposed on the eastern boundary, 
almost perfectly aligning those positions is stormwater lines and engineering services. 
So, there’s a real concern that those things would be in conflict.  25 
 
So, ultimately, there’s concern that there’s not sufficient visual screening as a result of 
landscaping. The other adjunct when you look at the condition as opposed, point (c) in 
14B, and the reference, “to be maintained in accordance with the Fire Safety Study 
required by condition B31.”  30 
 
My concern would be, or Council’s concern would be, in our previous experience in 
similar sort of language, into the future we are concerned that even if the development 
was approved with landscaping that it’s nominating, as much as that’s unknown and 
limited, the concern is that the effect of part C in that document would be that the 35 
landscaping will either be lessened by a significant degree or may actually never 
eventuate because of a conflict between fire safety risk concerns and the potential 
landscaping that is proposed. 
 
That’s probably – unless Brian wants to add something, I think that’s the fullness of 40 
the points we can sort of see concerns with landscaping there. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, all right. So, look, let’s have a discussion about that. Because 
we are familiar with the site, so we understand what you’re referring to when you talk 
about the elevation on Tourle Street. 45 
 
I also understand that there was some re-positioning of the batteries to move them 
within that boundary, and we have read the material about the potential constraint on 
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landscaping to keep the site fire safe, to manage the fire risks. So, there is some 
complexity around that. 
 
So, can I just ask you, does the Council – if we’re talking about that eastern view of 
the site, does Council believe that there can be landscape screening on that front? 5 
Because there is a significant elevation, I think you said 2 to 3 metres, and we saw it. 
And then there does need to be a clearance around the site, around the batteries for fire 
protection. So, can you talk to us about how you see it could work or exactly what 
Council would envisage as a solution? 
 10 
MR JAEGER: I think the difficulty arises at the moment the way the design is laid 
out. The separation of the batteries to that eastern boundary, which is nominally the top 
of the bank, the northeastern corner of the site, it does curve around a little bit, but 
nominally the bank, the top of that bank is nominally aligned with the eastern 
boundary. 15 
 
The space between that eastern boundary and the batteries, not that I’ve done the risk 
assessment to the extent that’s proposed, I suspect that that would be the limitation, 
that there’s very limited space to get any landscaping in with the position of the 
batteries. East of the top of the bank is not the subject site, it’ll be outside the 20 
boundary, and it’ll be in the Transport for NSW road reserve.  
 
So, the difficulties you would have are probably multiple levels there. One is it’s not 
the Applicant’s land. Two, for there to be significant suitable landscaping, you then 
would have to negate that change in level. So, because it’s dropping off 2 to 3 metres, 25 
4 metres as you go further along, you’re going to need significantly larger plantings to 
have a real effect, you know, probably in the vicinity of sort of 8-metre plus growing 
trees, on an embankment. And I suspect there would be difficulty in having Transport 
for NSW agree to any of that. There’s also powerlines in that location. So, none of that 
bodes well for a landscape visual outcome.  30 
 
MS ALEX O’MARA: You’re talking about the main road? 
 
MR JAEGER: The main road, Tourle Street, yes, yes. 
 35 
MS O’MARA: Yes. And gas pipelines underneath that as well, isn’t it? 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes, that could be correct, yes, I’m not conscious of that being on the 
north-south orientation. 
 40 
MS MILLIGAN: Yes, so given that, given that scenario, I understand Council’s 
ambition to screen. But I’m just wondering is it a reasonable request to be screened 
with landscaping? Is it possible, I’m wondering. 
 
MR JAEGER: At the high level, yes, it’s possible, but the design would have to have 45 
been different. And the Proponents haven’t changed the design to screen it. 
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MR GIBSON: If I might add to what Damian is talking about there. If you look at 
where the battery is placed relative to the northern boundary, you can see that it’s 
recessed from the boundary at a greater distance than it is from the eastern boundary. 
And I think that’s because the vegetation on the northern site is not under their control, 
so they’re needing to provide that setback. So, they accommodated it at the northern 5 
site.  
 
The landscaping at the southern boundary is reduced and recessed again from the 
batteries. So, our view is that they’ve sought to maximise the development on the site, 
and that’s pushed everything to the extent to the eastern boundary. That’s fine, that’s 10 
what applicants tend to do. But we see that there’s a community impact or a 
detrimental impact on the community. You’ve got a main road along Tourle Street 
between Newcastle and the airport.  
 
The coal loader and those facilities have sought to provide landscaping buffers and 15 
that’s improved over the years, in my own experience of driving to and from the 
airport for 25 years. This is a fairly prominent site on the decline from the top of the 
intersection down towards the bridge, so any vegetation that they are able to achieve 
on the southern boundary, our view is it’s not going to be mid or upper stratum, and 
they’re relying on the vegetation on the eastern boundary outside their site.  20 
 
So, we can’t really express anything more than identifying that they’ve sought to 
maximise their footprint, they’ve had to reduce their footprint from the northern 
boundary relative to vegetation out their site that they have no control over. It would 
be a consideration, with all respect to your Panel, that you need to judge whether the 25 
visual concerns that we raise is counterbalanced with the layout that they’ve provided.   
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. And you’ve clearly discussed this with the Applicant, and 
you feel as though those discussions went to their logical conclusion? 
 30 
MR GIBSON: We’ve had discussions with the Department, not direct with the 
Applicant. And the Department officers identified that they weren’t able to provide 
landscaping of the eastern boundary because of concerns with the slope. And then as 
Damian and Will will talk to, you look at the infrastructure, that’s an impact there. And 
we’re also making the judgement that it’s more or less a fire safety setback from the 35 
batteries to that eastern boundary, so there’s not likely to be any vegetation there. 
That’s our understanding. But no, no direct discussion with Ausgrid. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right, okay, thank you. Anything else you’d like to say on that 
topic of the landscaping and screening, particularly on the east? 40 
 
MR JAEGER: Probably just that the other two comments about the reason were not 
of it, is, you know, similar requirements would be imposed on any private applicant in 
the same instances, it’s very consistent at Steel River. And as I said, we could have 
under our controls asked for 5 metres, we didn’t even pursue that in this instance.  45 
 
After the first round of raising this as a concern, the initial response by Ausgrid was 
attempting to plant outside the site on the southern and eastern boundary. And then 
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included on the southern side, showing landscaping actually being built in Council’s 
cycleway, which we pressed back quite obviously strongly, saying it’s not their land to 
control. And there is no actual physical land you could plant in other than ripping up 
concrete cycleway. So, it is problematic in that respect. Yes. 
 5 
MS O’MARA: Can I just test that. So, you’re saying – I’m just looking at the RFS, the 
RFI3, the sort of response on planting outside the site. 
 
MR JAEGER: Mm-hm. 
 10 
MS O’MARA: So, your position is, is the area where they were proposing to plant 
outside the site, is that fully covered by the cycleway or is there any opportunity …? 
 
MR JAEGER: There would have been nominally 250–500 mils of land between their 
boundary and the cycleway. There would be no opportunity to of literally planted 15 
where they were showing it. Their boundary curves at the southeastern corner. Maybe 
there would be some in that location, but it would have not very much effect. 
 
But the details that have been provided were basically showing landscaping on what 
was a concrete cycleway, and we were somewhat concerned about that, as you might 20 
imagine.  
 
MS O’MARA: Can I just – sorry – ask one clarifying question? So, is the issue that 
you’d prefer them not to plant at all outside the site boundary? Or is it that you don’t 
want them to do it because it’s in a cycleway? 25 
 
MR GIBSON: Our position would be it’s outside their property boundaries. It then 
cost shifts or pushes the responsibility onto Transport for NSW for Tourle Street and 
into the cycleway onto Council. Agreements over maintenance and long-term 
management, it becomes a particularly messy issue, and we’ve always required 30 
applicants to provide fire setbacks, landscaping, all the requirements, on their site 
boundaries.  
 
MS O’MARA: Yes. 
 35 
MR GIBSON: Within their site boundaries, sorry. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. Thank you. Thank you for that issue. If we’ve exhausted the 
conversation on that topic, do you want to lead us onto the second issue – stormwater? 
 40 
MR JAEGER: Before – just one small thing, which I won’t say is an issue, but I think 
it’s worthwhile clarifying. In reading the Department’s report, it wasn’t 100% clear the 
extent to which the application’s been reviewed by the Department’s Major Hazards 
Branch. It’s implied that it is. But I couldn’t tell the extent of assessment. And we 
haven’t objected in that regard or raised any submissions in that regard, but I’ve 45 
always been led to believe that that was being assessed in depth and that sign off or 
acceptance of that area was given. But it just concerned me that it wasn’t particularly 
clear, the depth of that assessment, and that’s not a small issue.  
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But the documentation that came with the application indicate the risk is acceptable, 
but usually even when I’ve had similar proposals, we will be relying on that branch to 
be satisfied and demonstrate, because councils typically don’t have the resources and 
expertise to assess down to that level. And yes, there would be significant risk with 5 
these types of proposal. 
 
So, it’s an observation more than anything else, but I was just concerned that I couldn’t 
tell, and I’ve been on the other side of writing those reports, I couldn’t tell from that 
report the depth of assessment there. So, I’ve missed it, I apologise, but it just was 10 
something that I would think would be important in the assessment’s proposal. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: So, the Panel had the same question, and we met with the 
Department this morning and we asked them, had the Hazards Team – to what extent 
the Hazards Team had looked at it and had they looked at it closely. And the answer 15 
was, yes, they had done their sort of deep-dive assessment. 
 
MR JAEGER: Very good. That’s all I want to be … Historically, I’ve done two of 
these proposals at the opposite end of this estate and I’ve dealt with the same officers. 
So, I just wanted to be – it’s for the Department to be sure of, but I was a bit surprised 20 
reading that report that I couldn’t tell. So, anyway. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Same. And we did clarify it formally. And the transcript of our 
meeting with the Department earlier today will be on our website, so if you want to 
just go back and check that wording. But the answer is yes. 25 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. So, shall we talk about stormwater? 
 30 
MR JAEGER: So, Will will speak to the detail, but one of the things that’s come 
looking at the final details that were submitted, that there is a head wall discharging as 
an overland flow path down the embankment to Tourle Street rather than actually 
connecting to the drainage system. So, that remains a concern.  
 35 
And then just there’s, I suppose, concerns that the result of the conditions that we 
recommended versus the conditions that the Department have chosen to impose.  
 
Will, did you want to speak in detail to both of those? 
 40 
MR WANG: Yes. So, this is in some of the later plans that were submitted, so 
basically the cut-and-fill plan prepared by Beyond Electrical Engineering. Ostensibly, 
it’s a cut-and-fill plan but it’s really the only plan that we have that shows detail of the 
stormwater management system that they’re proposing. 
 45 
Up until then, we’d only had the Water Cycle Management Plan that they submitted 
which covered strategy but didn’t really give us a lot of detail to look at. So, yes, a 
quick perusal, it was generally consistent with the strategy although I noted there was a 
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head wall discharge proposed on the southeast corner of the site. It’s unknown exactly 
where they would go if that would just roll over the hill. But I think it might be a 
simple matter to resolve, as they can simply connect those overflow, those discharge 
outlets to existing curbing that fits in Tourle Street, subject to approval from Transport, 
of course. 5 
 
And beyond that, in relation to stormwater, I have provided some comments to Damian 
and suggested some additional wording in condition B26(d), just providing a bit more 
detail. I know it says in there that the Stormwater Management Plan should be 
developed in consultation with Council, but I just wanted to provide a bit more detail 10 
as to what Council’s expectations were. Those were in our original recommended 
conditions and we just want them to know what we expect before they kind of come to 
us in the first instance with a plan. 
 
So, that lays out the three points that we expect from them, and that’s generally 15 
consistent with what we would generally do when we assessment something under the 
DCP. So, yes, the objectives are all laid out there. I understand that the project’s 
probably still in a bit of an early phase of planning. We’ve dealt with this before in the 
Beresfield BESS site where we didn’t really have too much to look at, so we had to 
condition a lot of our requirements and just trust that it be resolved at a later date. So, 20 
yes, that’s kind of what I’m trying to do there. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: I understand. Let me just, well, let me make sure I have understood. 
So, we’re looking at 26(d) where the stormwater management design needs to be 
developed in consultation with Council. You’ve got particular expectations and 25 
requirements and objectives in such a piece of work. Can I just ask you, do you see any 
impediment to Council’s objectives being met in the design. 
 
MR WANG: No. It’s a fairly large site and they have the benefit of, yes, having all the 
flexibility they need to achieve our requirements. It’s just the requirements are really 30 
just there so that they can try and get it right in the first – on go one, so they don’t have 
to go back and change too much at the site. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Yes, I understand. And did you say that you’d provided your 
expectations or objectives to someone – did you provide those to the Department as 35 
part of the discussions? 
 
MR WANG: Yes. These are, well, these items are taken directly from our 
recommended conditions that we would have provided to the Department. I’ve also 
just reiterated these in my latest review that I’ve sent to Damian.  40 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. 
 
MR JAEGER: It’s the same condition. It’s the same condition we originally sent. 
 45 
MS MILLIGAN: So, sorry, I’m – just help me understand that. Are you asking for the 
wording of the condition to be changed or are you just alerting us to the fact that there 
is sort of a next line of text below that about meeting Council’s objectives? 
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MR WANG: Changed in that further sub-items be applied under 26(d), just as dot-
points, potentially, if that’s possible.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: I see. 5 
 
MR WANG: And yes, that would just go a long way to informing the Applicant what 
we expect. Because right now, it just says, yes, they should consult Council, and I can 
imagine that they’ll come to Council, they’ll give us a plan and then we’d have to give 
them feedback on it. Well, it might be a bit more productive that we have those 10 
expectations in the first run. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. I understand. Thank you. Okay. And then the first point you 
raised is the overland flow at the southeast corner. You raised that as a particular issue 
but then went on to sort of describe how it could be addressed. Is there any residual 15 
issue with that, or any additional conditioning you feel needs to be spelt out in relation 
to the issue? 
 
MR WANG: Yes. Well, that leads into a condition that I think is missing. But 
basically, I don’t think resolving that would lead to too many more issues. They’re 20 
simply just connecting to an existing pit. Of course, they’d be subject to whatever 
requirements that Transport would have, it’s their road reserve. But I can see that 
potentially being a solution. I can’t see why they would have to have that discharge 
there as head walls rather than a connection to an existing system. 
 25 
But yes, it’s kind of we’re limited by the detail that’s being provided really, and there’s 
no clear justification why it needs to be what it is right now, so we’re not sure what 
consequences that might have. But at first glance, it seems like they can just tie that 
into Transport’s stormwater system and avoid having those sort of potential erosion 
issues for using it to discharge over land. 30 
 
MS MILLIGAN: I understand. Thank you, Will.  
 
MR JAEGER: Sorry. Just to underline that. The discharge is up on the embankment, 
so the water would be discharging down that embankment, so it’s potentially an 35 
erosion risk. Quite unusual to have a discharge at the point where it is. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Right. 
 
MR JAEGER: It’s not discharging into a table drain or something like that, is what 40 
I’m saying, it’s halfway up that embankment to Tourle Street.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: I’m just trying to envisage the elevation at that point. Can you help 
me – approximately how high is the elevation at that point? 
 45 
MR JAEGER: A metre-and-a-half, Will? 
 



STEEL RIVER EAST BATTERY ENERGY STORAGE SYSTEM (SSD-77450458) [04/03/2026] P-12 

MR WANG: Oh, yes, potentially. There wasn’t too much detail on that plan, I’m 
afraid. Of course, it’s all confounded a little bit by all the proposed fill that they’ve got 
across the site.  
 
MS MILLIGAN: There’s also some retention planned, so we’ll go away and have a 5 
look at that, see what the treatment at that elevation is.  
 
MR JAEGER: It’s actually probably about 3 metres. It’s nearly the top of the bank. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, all right. Thank you.  10 
 
MR JAEGER: You wouldn’t normally allow that as an approach. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: You normally wouldn’t allow just the overland flow down an 
embankment that was 3 metres, is that what you just said? 15 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes, yes. They’d either have to – you’d normally require them to 
connect directly to a system. It’s a much better engineering outcome; you don’t have 
soil erosion control issues, that sort of thing. 
 20 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. Thank you for that.  
 
MR JAEGER: Plus, it’s discharging onto Transport for NSW land, so they may have 
their own issues as the asset owner. 
 25 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay. Thank you. So, when I asked you to talk about the issues that 
you wanted to talk about and the ones that you felt were perhaps not completely 
resolved, you listed those two. Is there anything else on the list that you’d like to talk 
to us about? 
 30 
MR WANG: I think there may need to be some requirement addressing potential flood 
risks at the site. So, the Water Impact Assessment by GHD was fairly comprehensive, 
and then there was an addendum by Engeny, I believe, and that’s about as far as flood 
assessment went. 
 35 
It seemed a bit inconsistent across the plans, but it seemed to me that what is certain is 
the site is still, after development, still affected by the 1% annual exceedance 
probability flood event to some extent. So, that being the planning flood, we’d want 
them to give some consideration as to how the battery storage and infrastructure would 
need to be made, well, the flood risk to property would need to be managed for that 40 
infrastructure. 
 
Now, we don’t really have any clear requirements at this stage because we’re not 
entirely sure what the flood planning level is for the site, but it would be good to have 
a requirement in there, potentially maybe under condition B25, as an item requiring 45 
that they look into this. 
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MS MILLIGAN: So, you’re talking about look into the protection of infrastructure 
from minor flood risk.  
 
MR WANG: Yes, yes. 
 5 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. Thank you for that.  
 
MR WANG: And the remaining one is there seems to be a missing requirement for the 
Applicant to basically obtain consent from the relevant roads authority for any works 
in the road reserve. So, that ties back into our original – that first issue of the head 10 
walls, because if they need to connect into Transport for NSW’s systems, of course 
they need consent.  
 
But on top of that, it seemed, based on that cut-and-fill plan, it seemed that there was 
some fill being proposed. Sorry, let me just double-check that. No, there was some cut 15 
proposed extending into McIntosh Drive. So, being Council’s road reserve, yes, we’d 
need to give consent for that work. I’m not entirely sure what that would end up 
looking like, I mean the cut, but yes, it seems they have shown that on the plan. So, 
yes, that would involve works in Council’s road reserve. 
 20 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. Thank you. 
 
MR WANG: But yes, that’s it from me, thank you. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. Thanks, Will. I don’t think we have any other specific 25 
questions, but just a question of curiosity, I guess. I suppose our observation is Port of 
Newcastle is not all that far from the site, did Council have any views on the fact that 
the port is reasonably close to the site – are there any issues that that would raise in 
your minds? 
 30 
MR JAEGER: How do you mean, sorry? In what context? 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Well, we actually don’t have a specific question. But I guess it’s an 
observation that the port is reasonably nearby. Is this site likely to have any impact on 
their activities or vice versa – does it come into play, I guess, we’re asking Council, as, 35 
you know, the local authority – does it come into play? Would you have expected to 
see any mention of port operations in the assessment? That’s our question. And it’s 
fine if the answer is no, I just wanted … 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes, I think in a broad sense, no. There’s a lot of – from Tighes Hill all 40 
the way to Mayfield West, north of Industrial Drive including the old BHP lands which 
are now splintered so many different ways after the de-investment and the Steel River 
site. There is a myriad of industrial and quasi-industrial-type businesses, with the 
expectation of still supporting the industrial bases and the Port of Newcastle broadly. 
The extent to which a lot of them now directly support is probably lesser, but the intent 45 
is still there.  
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East of the site, so the other side of Tourle Street all the way back to Tighes Hill, 
Carrington, that is all still state environmental planning policy transport and 
infrastructure now, but it’s the Three Ports lands. So, it’s considered essential 
industrial lands, but Steel River was in Three Ports at one point, but it got taken back 
out as being seen as not necessarily appropriate to being the prime supporting lands, 5 
and it was being somewhat restrictive. But the concept’s still there. 
 
MS MILLIGAN: Okay, that’s really helpful. Thank you. 
 
MR JAEGER: Yes. Broadly, the concept of a BESS in this location, I think is, you 10 
know, it’s a good idea, and subject to the risks, and that would be anywhere you put 
them in the state, yes, it’s a good idea. I don’t think it disadvantages the port. It 
probably in a very indirect way supports Newcastle industrial operations and the like. 
Yes. 
 15 
MS MILLIGAN: All right. Thank you, that’s helpful context. Okay. I think we might 
have come to the end of the things we wanted to talk about, but let me finish with you 
– is there anything else you wanted to say to us as we determine this one – any last 
comments? 
 20 
MR JAEGER: I suppose, just concerned again about the visual impact and the 
landscaping. It is something that has historically been hard to chase with industrial-
type developments. But that is something we still persistently pursue in these sites. 
And it would be disappointing particularly in this instance to have a site that sticks out 
like a sore thumb in such a prominent location, and particularly a location that’s going 25 
to become easy as the Newcastle Airport attracts more custom. There’s only been a 
recent multi-million-dollar extension there and it’s now open to starting international 
travel, and that’s likely to increase as the decades go ahead. So, it is a really prime site 
in that respect, and it’ll be a concern. 
 30 
MS MILLIGAN: Thank you. We’ve heard your concerns about that, thank you for 
articulating them. All right. So, thank you, really, for giving us time this morning, it’s 
been extremely helpful to have the discussion. Thank you and goodbye. 
 
MR GIBSON: Thank you. 35 
 
MR JAEGER: Okay. Thank you. 

 
>THE MEETING CONCLUDED 
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