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Issues and Conclusions 

Barracks Services 

Living In Accommodation (LIA) 
3.1 Defence’s main submission stated that forty percent of the total project 

budget estimate would be allocated to works associated with living-in 
accommodation and messing.1  The Committee requested further detail on 
the breakdown of number of rooms, both new and refurbished, for LIA. 

3.2 Defence informed the Committee that there are currently 460 LIA rooms 
and 58 day rooms at Canungra.  After redevelopment there would be a 
total of 421 rooms: 415 LIA rooms for trainees and 6 for permanent Other 
Ranks staff.  Of the 421 rooms, 106 would be new and 315 would be 
refurbished.  The area of personal living space of the rooms would range 
from 14 square metres to 18 square metres.2 

Medical Centre 
3.3 Defence proposed the Base Medical Centre would receive minor repairs 

and upgrades, but would not provide in-patient care.3  The Committee 

 

1  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 55 
2  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 

26 July 2005 
3  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 30 
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sought further detail on the medical facilities at Kokoda Barracks, and 
what would happen in the case of medical emergency. 

3.4 Defence explained that the Base Medical Centre at Kokoda Barracks is for 
daytime hours, with a medical officer on duty, and is the first port of call 
for most instances.  In case of medical emergency where the Base Medical 
Centre cannot adequately treat the injury/ailment (or if it is after hours), 
local/military ambulance transfer the patient to Allamanda hospital.  If 
the particular case is not a medical emergency, the patient is transferred to 
the military hospital at Enoggera 2nd Health Support Battalion.4 

Childcare Facilities 
3.5 In its main submission Defence stated that the existing childcare centre at 

Kokoda Barracks has sufficient capacity to accommodate the requirements 
of the staff at the barracks.5  At the public hearing the Committee sought 
further detail in respect of the childcare facility.  Defence informed the 
Committee that there are two components to the childcare facility: 

 a two day kindergarten (or pre-school in Queensland), for three to four 
year olds; and 

 three day (Wednesday to Friday) limited hours care for barracks staff. 

Some families, who live off-base, also make use of the on-base childcare 
centre.6

Sewage Treatment 
3.6 As stated in Defence’s main submission, part of services infrastructure 

work for the project includes construction of a new sewage treatment 
plant.7  The Committee was interested as to the specific reasons Defence 
had opted not to integrate sewage works with the Beaudesert Shire 
Council’s plant, as well as the issue of reuse of water. 

3.7 Defence explained to the Committee that the existing on-base sewage 
treatment plant does not meet current standards and building a new on-
base sewage treatment plant would satisfy Defence ESD principles and be 
more cost-effective.  Connecting to the Beaudesert Shire Council sewage 
treatment system would incur a significant increase in cost, and effluent 

 

4  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 4 
5  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 64 
6  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 10 
7  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 24a 
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from the barracks would be required to be treated off-base, eliminating 
future on-site recycling opportunities.  The new sewage treatment plant 
would upgrade the quality of treatment to a contemporary tertiary 
discharge standard and discharge the effluent into the Coomera River (the 
same discharge point as the existing plant).8 

3.8 Subsequent to the public hearing Defence informed the Committee that 
ESD principles have been applied to the reuse of water at the base as 
follows: 

 Water is taken from the established dam on the Coomera River and 
treated in the Defence water treatment plant (which provides total 
water use requirements for the Cantonment). 

 Stormwater is diverted into the dam via overground channels, thus can 
be harvested or added to the environmental flow in the river. 

 All sewage is treated at the Defence sewage treatment plant and 
discharged below the dam, into the river. 

Other proposals for reuse of water such as, the reusing of sewage effluent 
to irrigate sports fields, is not planned due to high estimated capital costs.9

Power Supply 
3.9 At the public hearing, Defence stated that the project was aiming for a 30 

year design life allowing for a mid-life upgrade after 15 years.10  The 
Committee sought confirmation that the power supply to the barracks 
would be sufficient for the 30 year design life.  Defence responded that 
through continued consultation and correspondence between the Defence 
regional office and the power supplier, they are confident power 
requirements of the barracks will be met.11 

 

8  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 5 
9  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 

26 July 2005 
10  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 6 
11  ibid, page 11 
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Building Design 

Climatic Considerations 
3.10 Defence’s main submission stated that structural design would take 

account of the highly reactive soils and high level of rainfall of the 
Canungra area.12  Conscious of the challenges that arise from such climatic 
conditions, such as the cracking and deteriorating of buildings (as 
observed on the site inspection), the Committee enquired what measures 
Defence were undertaking to deal with these issues. 

3.11 Defence assured the Committee that there are measures incorporated into 
building design to exclude water from getting into soil under buildings 
which can cause cracking and movement.  Some specific measures include 
keeping garden beds away from the edge of buildings and, ensuring the 
foundation system is stiff enough to manage any unpreventable 
movement.  The design principle would be: 

…to have the building move as a whole on effectively a stiff 
foundation rather than let it articulate and cause differential 
movement through the building.13

Roofing 
3.12 Metal roofing appropriate to the environment was another design feature 

mentioned in Defence’s main submission.14  The Committee sought more 
detail on the specific type of roofing material to be used, and the benefits 
of the particular roofing type.  Defence explained that corrugated iron 
roofing would be used with this project as it is consistent with the heritage 
of the base, and is widely used with sound results in the Canungra area.  
The sheeting profile of flatter pitch would be incorporated to allow water 
to run off whilst minimising chances of leaking through the roof.  The 
expected life of the metal roofing is 30 years, consistent with the overall 
life 30 year design life of the redevelopment.15 

 

12  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 72 
13  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 6 
14  Appendix C, Submission No.1, paragraph 72 
15  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 6 



ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS 13 

 

Air-conditioning 
3.13 Whilst acknowledging Defence’s awareness of Legionella Bacillus, as 

outlined in main submission,16 the Committee sought further information 
on the benefits of the air-conditioning systems to be used in the project.  
Defence informed the Committee that air-conditioning systems had been 
chosen specifically for the type of use of the building, citing hours of use 
and levels of personnel occupation as examples of factors that had been 
considered.17 

3.14 Defence listed examples of types of air-conditioning systems to be used in 
buildings as follows: 

 Trainee accommodation: bar heaters, fans and natural ventilation. 

 Staff accommodation: chilled air-conditioning (split-units). 

 Office buildings and training facilities: ducted central air-conditioning 
and external air-cooled cooling plants. 

Through the air-conditioning systems chosen, Defence aim to reduce 
energy use and greenhouse emissions.18

3.15 Defence further explained that Building A1 (a training building) would 
utilise a system where, during particular climatic conditions, the building 
would be heated or cooled by breathing as opposed to chilling or heating 
the air. 

Workstation Size 
3.16 Plans for Building B2, included in Defence’s main submission,19 outline 

configuration for workstations.  The Committee wished to know whether 
personnel had been allocated sufficient work space.  Subsequent to the 
hearing, Defence informed the Committee that: 

Individual offices are provided at entitlement, nominally 
12m2…Every staff position identified will be provided with either 
a desk or workstation in an open-plan environment, using a basic 
area entitlement of 6.5m2 per person.20

 

16  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 67 
17  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 6 
18  ibid, page 7 
19  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, Attachments 2 and 3 
20  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 

26 July 2005 
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Personnel who share a position or attend work on a temporary basis, 
would share the workstation provided for that position. 

Removal of Asbestos 

3.17 Defence’s main submission explained that the project includes the removal 
and disposal of about 45 redundant facilities, with all 
removals/demolition complying with cultural heritage requirements and 
ESD criteria.21  The Committee sought further detail on the materials that 
would require removal, and confirmation that any removal would be 
executed in accordance with relevant codes, standards and Queensland 
State legislation. 

3.18 Defence informed the Committee that 22 of the 45 redundant buildings to 
be demolished contain asbestos.  Buildings to be refurbished would be 
surveyed prior to construction to ensure asbestos is identified and 
removed.22 

3.19 Defence responded that asbestos, mostly in the form of sheeting in roofs 
and walls, had been identified as the hazardous material in buildings.  
Furthermore, Defence assured the Committee that the asbestos would be 
removed by qualified, licensed and experienced sub-contractors, taking 
precaution to avoid potentially hazardous situations such as where the 
asbestos may become airborne.  Any removal of asbestos would be 
arranged to occur within a confined building site, separated from other 
operations of the base.23 

Heritage Considerations 

3.20 The high heritage value of Kokoda Barracks was identified in Defence’s 
main submission.24  The Committee sought further detail on how Defence 
intended to manage heritage considerations arising from the project. 

3.21 A number of informal meetings between Defence and the Australian 
Heritage Commission (AHC) were held in 2003, with the AHC writing to 

 

21  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 35 
22  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 

26 July 2005 
23  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 8 
24  Appendix C, Submission No. 1, paragraph 47-48 
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Defence in September 2003 supporting the draft heritage assessment and 
concept plans for museum and visitors centre.  As concept plans had been 
revised, a June 2005 heritage impact statement prepared by Environment 
Resource Management (ERM) addressed the changes and ensured that 
heritage values were not compromised.25 

3.22 Defence reported that an ERM heritage consultant had been contracted to 
provide a methodology for the identification, recording and rating of 
buildings which may present heritage concerns.  Of the buildings to be 
demolished: 

 nine have been identified to have moderate heritage value; 

 three are identified to have little heritage value; and 

 the remaining buildings are below the ‘little heritage value’ 
assessment.26 

Subsequent to the public hearing, Defence informed the Committee that 
the Managing Contractor would source a specialist consultant from the 
Defence Heritage Panel to conduct the heritage recording prior to 
demolition in accordance with the Directorate of Heritage Management 
instruction.  In line with changes to Commonwealth heritage legislation, 
consultation regarding heritage issues is now undertaken with the 
Department of the Environment and Heritage.27

 

Recommendation 1 

 The Committee recommends that Defence continue consultation with 
the Department of Environment and Heritage regarding any heritage 
issues that may arise from the redevelopment of Kokoda Barracks. 

Traffic Management 

3.23 The Committee enquired as to what consultation had taken place in 
respect of the proposed changes to the main entry road to the base, and 
the benefits of changing the entry/exit point to the base.  Subsequent to 

 

25  Appendix D, Official Transcript of Evidence, page 10 
26  ibid 
27  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 

26 July 2005 
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the hearing, Defence responded that the Beaudesert Shire had no 
objections to the submitted design, including changes to the Canungra 
Beachmont Road. 

3.24 Defence continued that: 

The proposed entry/exit and fencing scheme will provide a safe 
entry/exit point to the base, circumventing the problems of the 
past, caused by traffic queuing on the main road to enter the base.  
This design also improves visitors’ access to the proposed visitors’ 
centre and museum building and the nearby memorials.28

 

Recommendation 2 

 The Committee recommends that the proposed redevelopment of 
Kokoda Barracks, Canungra, Queensland, proceed at the estimated cost 
of $86.7 million. 

 

 

 

 

Hon Judi Moylan MP 
Chair 
17 August 2005 

 

28  Letter from Brigadier Peter Hutchinson, Director General, Infrastructure Asset Development, 
26 July 2005 


