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MACQUARIE UNIVERSITY 
RYDE CAMPUS MASTER PLAN 

SEWERAGE RETICULATION 
 
 
EXISTING SEWERAGE SYSTEM 
 
The main Campus is serviced by two sewer carriers known as the Mars Creek Carrier and the Balaclava 
Road Carrier, both of which are Sydney Water assets.  The accompanying plan shows the location of these 
sewers and their respective catchments. 
 
In addition there is a Sydney Water sewerage system that services the University’s housing villages on the 
north-western side of Culloden Road. 
 
Apart from the Sydney Water sewers shown on the plan, the Campus is serviced by a network of sewerage 
reticulation lines owned and maintained by the University. 
 
 
MASTER PLAN PROPOSALS 
 
1. Commercial Development Sites 
 
In accordance with Sydney Water’s servicing policies, individual points of connection to a sewer main will 
be required for each leasehold parcel of land excised by subdivision.  To comply with these policies, it will 
be necessary to extend Sydney Water’s sewer system to provide a connection point within the boundaries 
of each parcel. 
 
2. Impacts on Sydney Water’s Infrastructure 
a) In early 2008 discussions were held with Sydney Water regarding the proposed expansion of Gross 

Floor Areas (GFA) within precincts Station South and Epping Road West.  At that time it was 
estimated that expansion would proceed in keeping with the following timeframes: 
 

 2007-2012: - 75,000m2 GFA 
 2012-2017: - another 75,000m2 GFA 
 2017-2031: - a further 200, 000m2 GFA 

 
In response, Sydney Water determined that the existing sewer system had sufficient capacity for the 
proposed developments of 2007-2012 and 2012-2017.  However the development planned for 2017-
2031 would require amplification of the Balaclava Road Carrier beneath the M2 Motorway. 
 

b) The extent of mains augmentation based upon the current Master Plan cannot be determined 
accurately without further study.  All the same, a preliminary examination clearly indicates that there 
will be no spare capacity in either sewer Carrier beyond 2017 and as a consequence, upsizing will be 
necessary. 

 
 
 
 
 
Brian Frawley 
MIS Aust 





 

 

 

Meeting Notes 
 
 
MEETING SUBJECT:  Macquarie University, Design Excellence Strategy and Urban Design Guidelines  

LOCATION:  Department of Planning and Environment 

DATE:  18 March 2015   

ATTENDEES: 
Simon Bennett (SB) – Department of Planning and Environment 
Mark Broomfield (MB) – Macquarie University 
Cameron Kline (CK) – Macquarie University 
John Richardson (JR) – Cox Richardson 
Ian Connolly (IC) – Cox Richardson 
Kim Vandenberg (KV) – Cox Richardson 
Kate Tudehope (KT) - JBA 
 

 
 

PROJECT NO:  11230 
 
 
 MB provided background on the Guidelines and the Campus Masterplan, with the Masterplan being 

prepared to guide development on the Campus for the next 50 years.  

 IC explained the approach to the Guidelines, and the desire to create Guidelines for the remainder 
of the Campus (with the exception of the Precinct E, and part of Precinct D which forms part of the 
UAP), rather than continuing on a precinct-by-precinct basis.  

 IC explained the proposed content and approach to the Guidelines, and that the Guidelines for the 
remainder of the Campus are intended to be less detailed than the previously approved Precinct E 
Guidelines.  

 SB noted that DPE would be flexible about the level of detail that goes into the Guidelines, noting 
that a lesser level of detail than what was included for Precinct E would be appropriate.  

 KT noted that there are some discrepancies between the Concept Plan approved precinct 
boundaries, and the boundary alignments under the proposed Guidelines. It was also noted that 
Precinct C has been included in the Guidelines to enable future redevelopment of sporting facilities 
in this precinct.  

 SB said that the Department would consider this, and whether a modification to the Concept Plan 
was required.  

 IC noted that the Guidelines are predicated on Macquarie Drive being pedestrianised. 

 MB noted that there is already 60% modal split for public transport within the Campus.  

 IC acknowledged that there will be some height sensitivity in Precinct B, where it has interfaces 
with residential properties.  

 MB confirmed the intention to consult with Ryde Council, noting the Concept Plan conditions do 
not require Council to formally approve the Guidelines.  

 SB noted that DPE would provide MQU with comment on the Guidelines.  



 

 

 

Meeting Notes 
 
 
MEETING SUBJECT:  Macquarie University, Design Excellence Strategy and Urban Design Guidelines  

LOCATION:  City of Ryde Council 

DATE:  16 April 2015   

ATTENDEES: 
Dominic Johnson (DJ) – City of Ryde Council 
Lexie Macdonald (LM) – City of Ryde Council 
Meryl Bishop (MBi) – City of Ryde Council 
Mark Broomfield (MBr) – Macquarie University 
Cameron Kline (CK) – Macquarie University 
John Richardson (JR) – Cox Richardson 
Kim Vandenberg (KV) – Cox Richardson 
Kate Tudehope (KT) - JBA 
  

 
 

PROJECT NO:  11230 
 
 
 LM said that Council appreciated the energy and rigour that MQU and Cox had put into developing 

Guidelines for its own Campus.  

 MBr questioned the progress on the gazettal of the UAP.  

 DJ noted that the UAP is now being considered more rigorously given the issues being experienced 
at the North Ryde Station site. 

 DJ questioned the implications of the heritage item on the site, and noted that this was being 
addressed by the Vice Chancellor’s committee on the State-wide basis.  

 MBr provided background on the Guidelines and the Campus Masterplan. MBr also noted that the 
University is now developing its own land, and the reduced level of detail in the proposed 
Guidelines reflects this. It was noted that the Guidelines cover the whole of the Campus (with the 
exception of Precinct E, and the part of Precinct D which is within the UAP). These areas would be 
incorporated into the Guidelines when the UAP is gazetted.  

 LM noted that this provides Council with greater comfort about the absence of controls for 
Precinct E, which presents some interface concerns. 

 DJ questioned whether the University intends the Guidelines to override Council’s DCP, particularly 
in the context of the Draft DCP which has recently gone on public exhibition. 

 KT noted that this was the case – the Guidelines are required by the Part 3A Concept Plan, and so 
override any local LEP or DCP. Further, any SSD DA would not need to consider Council’s DCP. 

 Council questioned how this would work in practice, and what Council officers would assess future 
development applications against.  

 MBr noted that the Guidelines will provide DCP-level controls for development within the Campus, 
and that MQU is happy to work with Council to provide the necessary level of detail. 
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Notwithstanding this, if Council continue to enforce the DCP over the Campus, it will not hold any 
statutory weight. 

 LM questioned regional cycling and pedestrian navigation. 

 IR noted that the Guidelines have been designed to improve navigability into the Macquarie Centre 
and Macquarie Park.  

 MBi noted that the Draft DCP seeks to reduce residential parking rates.  

 KT noted that parking rates are determined by the Concept Plan, and that this was not a concern or 
MQU. 

 IR noted that the intention of the Masterplan and Guidelines is to move parking to the extremities, 
and pedestrianise internal parts of the Campus.  

 MBr noted that the University’s intention is to move towards street addresses.  

 LM noted that Council’s key concerns were: 

- Built interfaces at all campus boundaries.  

- Pedestrian and vehicular access.  

- Street setbacks.  

- WSUD.  

 MBi noted that Council does not want to surrender the DCP in areas with interfaces, for example 
where the B4 zone adjoins the R2 zone, where there are steps down in scale etc. 

 JR said that more detailed controls could be developed for the Campus interfaces.  

 MBr noted that Macquarie Drive was being converted into Macquarie Walk.  

 DJ questioned the University’s upcoming development plans, and the impetus for completing the 
Guidelines.  

 CK noted that a DA will soon be lodged for Buildings E7A and E7B, which has triggered the 
requirements for the Guidelines. Council has confirmed that no Urban Design review is required for 
this DA. 

 DJ confirmed that the DA could be lodged ahead of the Guidelines being finalised, however said 
finalisation of the Guidelines would likely be subject to conditions. 

 MBi questioned whether MQU would be making a submission on the Draft DCP, and requested 
that the submission address key issues with the Draft DCP, and discrepancies between the Draft 
DCP and proposed Guidelines.  

 KT confirmed that MQU will be making a submission on the Draft DCP, and that key issues and 
discrepancies will be identified.  



 

 

 

Meeting Notes 
 
 
MEETING SUBJECT:  Macquarie University, Design Excellence Strategy and Urban Design Guidelines  

LOCATION:  City of Ryde Council 

DATE:  29 May 2015   

ATTENDEES: 
Lexie Macdonald (LM) – City of Ryde Council 
Meryl Bishop (MB) – City of Ryde Council 
Cameron Kline (CK) – Macquarie University 
Ian Connolly (IC) – Cox Richardson 
Kate Tudehope (KT)  - JBA 
 

 
 

PROJECT NO:  11230 
 
 
 Following receipt of MQU’s submission on the Draft DCP, LM noted Council’s intention to take 

MQU out of the DCP. LM noted that this view had to be confirmed with Dominic Johnson.  

 Council was comfortable that Guidelines for Precincts E and D will be detailed after gazettal of the 
UAP, and noted that the a detailed response would be required at this interface.  

 LM was very pleased with the level of detail, and the vision / principles which support the 
Guidelines around pedestrianisation, moving vehicles and bikes to the edge etc.  

 LM noted that Council has concerns about accessibility between the student housing precinct and 
Macquarie Square.  

 IC noted that the University is very cognisant of student safety, and this is a key priority. However, 
the intention of the pedestrian network is to bring people into the centre of the Campus, and not to 
provide a direct route to the shops. 

 LM liked the approach to the public domain, noting that it completed Council’s public domain 
requirements.  

 LM noted that there are no clear controls about setbacks, asking how a planner would assess a 
proposed development against the Guidelines.  

 LM suggested that that a new section be added before the lot controls to address setbacks and 
active frontages (similar to the Gladesville DCP). 

 LM questioned how the varying setbacks eg. along Wally’s Walk, align with CPTED principles.  

 LM noted that ‘active frontages’ means more than just retail spaces. This can include entries, retail, 
windows etc. and said that the Guidelines might benefit from a broader definition of ‘active 
frontages’. 

 LM requested that the Guidelines nominate a minimum quantum of open space to be maintained. 
LM added that the increased densities associated with the UAP were dependent on MQU retaining 
open space.  
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 CK noted that the open space on the MQU is privately owned. Whilst MQU is happy for the public 
to use the space, it should not form part of Council’s open space calculations for the Herring Road 
precinct.  

 MB agreed with this position, and said it was unreasonable to require a certain amount of open 
space to be retained. However, MB said that it would be good for the Guidelines to contain text 
about the intention / principle to retaining open space on the Campus. 

 MB noted that last year, OEH undertook additional vegetation mapping which affect the site.  

 CK noted that MQU does not do any tree removal without offsets.  

 IC noted that there is a commitment to retaining the significant vegetation on the site, and 
developing consistent with the guiding principles for the Campus, including the grid structure and 
areas of significant vegetation and open space.  

 LM was supportive of the overshadowing controls. 

 LM / MB noted that there should be scope / flexibility to vary the Guidelines, and that MQU should 
be able to do this as the landowner. This process for updating the Guidelines should be 
documented as part of the Guidelines.  

 LM / MB also suggested that the hierarchy of documents (including the DCP’s position below the 
Concept Plan approval and Urban Design Guidelines) should be documented in the Guidelines.  

 LM / MB noted that there is a need for more detailed controls at all of the Campus’ interfaces, with 
Council requiring greater comfort around how these interfaces will work, and any amenity impacts. 


