
 

 

  

 

 

 

Friday, 14 July 2017   

    

 

Attention:  

Planning for Bush Fire Protection Review  

C/O Manager Development Planning & Policy 

NSW RFS Headquarters  

Locked Mail Bag 17  

Granville, NSW 2142 

PBPDraft@rfs.nsw.gov.au 

 

Re: Submission to Planning for Bushfire Protection 2017 Review 

 

 

To whom it may concern, 

I have recently become aware that the NSW Rural Fire Service (NSW RFS) is currently consulting on 

the Draft Planning for Bush Fire Protection (PBP) 2017 document. This document would be a revision 

to the Planning for Bush Fire Protection 2006 document which is currently in force.  

In my role as registered architect and licensed builder, I have designed and built many properties in 

areas which would now be regarded as bush fire-prone land, including in BAL-FZ conditions. I have 

had the opportunity to see the bush fire regulations change over many years. I am concerned that the 

NSW approach to bush fire regulation is a piecemeal approach which has been irreversibly tainted by 

political concerns rather than solid technical grounding and a risk based approach. Further, the lack of 

a holistic approach has resulted in a situation where the bush fire construction requirements are in 

active conflict with the need to provide amenity and avoid damp and condensation issues.  

I am dismayed to see that the proposed changes to the PBP document are not accompanied by a 

Better Regulation Statement or Regulatory Impact Statement as per the NSW Finance Services and 

Innovation’s Better Regulation Guidance. This is particularly concerning given that in recent years the 

NSW RFS has something of a track record of introducing ill-conceived and poorly drafted policy 

measures with significant impact on planning and construction in bush fire areas with limited 

consultation or notice. This includes the controversial 10-50 vegetation clearing code, which was so 

poorly drafted and targeted that it had to be revised after 12 months due to widespread abuse.  

More recently (June 2017), the NSW RFS released a Fact Sheet on Combustible Construction in Bush 

Fire-Prone Areas which was framed as a “clarification” of permitted construction, but was in fact 

effectively a change in stringency. The previously acceptable combination of a non-combustible 

shutter and BAL-40 rated window as an appropriate construction solution in BAL-FZ is no longer 

endorsed by the NSW RFS. As a result of this change, there are only three window suppliers who are 



 

 

able to provide products that meet the stringency now required. This decision has increased the cost 

of door and window construction in BAL-FZ buildings to a point where most homes are cost 

prohibitive, a ‘re-zoning by stealth’. The change was made with limited consultation, no publicly 

available justification and had immediate effect. 

In light of this history, the clause on page 16, 2.2 of the PBP that “… the Commissioner may make 

direct changes to a bush fire prone land map at any time” is regarded with concern. This clause gives 

the Commissioner a high level of individual discretion in the regulatory system without a 

correspondingly high requirement that for accountability and transparency.  

I am further concerned that the PBP document seeks to extend the bush fire construction 

requirements to buildings in areas mapped as prone to grassland fires. Without appropriate mapping 

of the grassland areas it is impossible to accurately assess the appropriateness and impact of this 

proposed regulatory change. The suggested “catch all” provisions to designate affected buildings in 

grassland areas as requiring BAL FZ or BAL-12.5 construction appears to have been developed as a 

regulatory convenience rather than on sound technical grounds. 

While I recognise it may be outside the scope of the draft paper, I note that the PBP draft continues to 

refer to ‘qualified’ consultants.  

“In order for a consultant to be recognised by the NSW RFS as being suitably qualified, 

they must demonstrate a number of requirements as part of an accreditation scheme.” 

The ‘accreditation scheme’ referred is not clarified in any way. My understanding is that the 

accreditation scheme is currently run by the Fire Protection Association Australia (FPAA), a peak 

industry body. In my experience, the training and competency demonstrated by accredited Bushfire 

planning and designers required ranges from attendance at a short course to many years of 

experience in the sector with a firm understanding of fire behavior. I strongly believe that an issue as 

critical and important as the credentialing of practitioners with a life-safety remit should be subject to 

more rigorous oversight. I believe this is congruent with the findings of the Lambert Review.  

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

Clinton Cole B.Arch, BSc.Arch 

Director 

CplusC Architectural Workshop 
clinton@cplusc.com.au 

0416 079 174 

Qualified Supervisor License 31624s 

 


