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gt February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operaticn of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts lrom the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university's lack of integration with
the local community is highlighted by its willul breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis compietely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinct.]f
allowed to accur, the expansion of the university would represent 2 breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and

convenience.

- Theuniversity's consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to loca) residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undestake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interestin
the preposal enough opportunity te express their views.

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the propesal by ACU.

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that ne reasonable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the propesal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasanable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm that we have made no reportable palitical dopations in the previous two years,

Yours faithfully,

ADDRESS: > AT D
TR B LD
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206 February 2012

Attention: Mark Brown

The Contact Officer

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2135

ear Sir/ Madam

OBJECTION TQ CONCEPT PLAN FOR THE AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY
STRATHFIELD CAMPUS APPLICATION No. MP1G_0231

As residents of Strathfield who will be directly affected by the increased scope, stale and operation
of the Australian Catholic University {ACU) if the above concept plan is approved, we strongly protest

against il and urge that the approving authority refuses this proposal,
Our main reasons for ohjecting 1o the Concept Plan are:

The proposed Plan does not sufficiently address the traffic, parking and ather amenity
impacts on the adjacent and extended neighbourhood. The existing number of ACU students
already negatively impacts on our amenity; this proposal will increase the number of
students thiee-fold and extend the hours of ACU’s aperation, thus significantly exacerhating

the negative impacls.

The impact of an increased ACU needs to be considered in the context of the large number of
existing secondary educational institutions located in Strathfieks which already have alarge
number of affluent Year 11 and 12 students driving to and parking in the streets near their
school. In addition, parents are increasingly dropping students off at these schools in “kiss
and ride zones” creating major waffic congestion twice a day for lacal residents and other

drivers.

The ACU precinct containg a number of priceless heritage buitdings which will be severely
compromised and overshadowed by the size, scale and design of the proposed concept plan.

The mainly single storey houseas surrounding the ACU site will be adversely aflectad by the
number and scale of the three and four storey buildings which will be built on the perimeters
of the ACU site. The overshadowing, noise and intraston on privacy which will he spread

ovar longer hours witl severely affect local amenity.



i
o]
]

BT FELR-1 2 13

The ACU's consultation with the local community has been grossly insdequate and
antagonistic. The three-fold increase in scale of the proposed operatians and their flow-on
affects will impact on the whole residential community of Strathfield. However the ACU anly
provided information to the residents in the immediate vicinity of the ACU, denying the rest

of the community the opportunity to register their views.

We confirm that we have madc no reportable palitical donations in the previous two years. We do
aot want our rames to be made available Proponent, these authorities or on the Department’s

we-lhsile,

Yours sinceeely




JOSEPH P. BAINI

48 BARKER ROAD, STRATHFIELD NSW 2135
PHONE ; (02 ) 9746 7771 FAX; (02 ) 9746 2837 MOBILE ; 0408 389333

27" February 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Senior Planner

NSW Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Email: Mark.Brown@planning.nsw.gov.au

Dear Sir,
Regarding the Concept Plan by the Australian Catholic University (ACU) (MP 10_0231)
This letter serves to advise that I am a very strong ebjector to the above plan for the following

reasons;
a) - Credibility of the ACU, or perhaps I should be saying the lack of credibility.

In 1994 the ACU rececived a DA approval by the Jand and environment court, handed down by the

Honourable Justice R N Talbot, to allow for the ACU

- anumber of students to be enrolled which shall not exceed 1,100 by day and 700 by night. The
number of students in attendance on site at any one time shall not exceed 510 between the hours
of 8.00am and 5.00pm Monday to Friday and 247 between 5.00pm and 9.00pm Monday to Friday. -

-~ The residents have been advised that without any further approvals by Strathfield Council or by
the Land and Environment Court, ACU by its own admission, now has in excess of 900 students
at any one time on site and possibly much more in excess of that number.

- As such there is no respect to the decision handed down by Justice Talbot plus a total disregard
for the amenity of the residents and an arrogant and overbearing attitude towards our local
government, Strathfield Council.

- The Question is, can this institution be trusted to uphold court decisions and be a responsible
citizen in our neighbourhood? The residents’ reply is an emphatic NO.

b) — Merits of the proposal, none, by residents’ estimations.

- The University is established on a parcel of land comprising in area of 5 Hectares which equates
approximately 40 building blocks in this area. The proponent’s objective of increased numbers to
4800 students on site would be tantamount to a population of about 1000 people per average
bleck of land.

- The existing on campus parking provisions is for about 300 cars. The proposal indicates a further
development of parking provisions for another 250 cars, where do the rest of the students park?
Needless to say our streets become the ACU’s parking lots which are already at full capacity and
that’s before the additional numbers are approved. Let’s not forget the additional volume of
unwelcomed traffic. Altogether creating extremely hazardous conditions for all residents.

- The proposal indicates a conversion of both Barker Road and South Street to 3 lane roads and
according to reports by ACU’s traffic management consultants, they would still retain street
parking. I would suggest that they have not been to inspect these two roads, because that simply is
not possible.

The ACU has submitted that the Streetscape and views would not change. Yet they are proposiag
a 4 storey parking station and Library which in effect would remove most of the established trees



and destroy Mount Royal Park, thus changing completely the streetscape and removing existing
views.

- The Question is, what are the merits of this propoesed development? In the eyes of the local
residents there are none.

¢) - The process by the ACU. What process, ask the residents?

A $55,000,000 (Fifty Five Million dollar) development project needs comprehensive consultation
with the residents. The Strathfield local member of State Parliament, Mr Charles Causecelli’s
office estimates the number of residents affected by this proposal to be about 2,700. The ACU
letter dropped 250 residents.

It would secem that usual consultations for a development of this magnitude, which has such a
heavy impact upon the neighbouring residents, would have necessitated face to face consultations
with all the immediate neighbours.

It would seem that such a development would have been presented with respecilve plans and how
the objectives could be achieved without negatively impacting on the lifestyle of the residents. It
would also seem that the ACU has absolutely no regard for residents, local Council or the Land
and environment court.

- Further more, Information floating in the area tells of the ACU as having g started on
construction of some of the buildings in proposal, before any approvals are granted. Is this a case
of growth by stealth again?

The residents ask, what kind of a citizen do we have in our area? And what can the residents do
to stop this demolition of our local amenity?

Conclusion

'This proposal is submitted by an institution which apparently has

- no respect for the local residents

- no respect for the focal Council

- no respect for the land and environment court

I ask the Department of Planning and Infrastructures or any other authorised body which is
responsible for the decision in this proposal to reject it completely.

Sincerely

Joseph P Baini
A resident
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MP 10_0231 - Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Céncept Plan
| write on behualf of the Crematy Family (of 25 Barker Rd, Strathfield)

We believe it imperative at the outset to address the question of thelactual
legitimacy of the ACU’s proposal. We understand thot, as at the time of
writing, Strathfield Council is seeking legal advice as to whether it ¢ n
successfully launch legal proceedings against the ACU for operating m breach
of the student numbers quotw set in a judgment of the NSW Land and
Environment Court (No.10474) of the 16" December, 1994, Under that

judgment, Order 32 states:

32. The number of students enrolled at the University &t any one|time zhall
not cxceeed 1,100 by day and 700 by nicht and the number of teachers
employed shall not exceed 190, without the prier approval of councxl The
number of students in attondance on the slte at any one time ._.hall not
exceed 510 between the hours of 8.00 am and 5.00 pm Monday to Friday and

247 between 5,00 pm and 9.00 pm Monday teo Friday.
And yet, occording to the ACU’s website, the Strathfield Campus presently
‘hosts 3600 students’. Should legol action proceed it moy well be appropriate to
halt any further consideration of the ACU’s proposal until the matter;is settled
by the courts. And any finding against the ACU may well erode the legitimacy
of its proposal. In the same vein, any DPI approval may well be considered to
condone the ACU’s contempt of the NSW Land and Environment Coulrt’s
Jjudgment.

All of that notwithstanding, we now turn to the ACU’s Plan,

Unfortunately, our overall impression of the Concept Plan is one of
overwhelming disoppointment and we can only surmise that sadly its designers
didn’t take the time to experience and walk the site taking due cognlizance of
the natural beauty and architecturol heritage of both the site and the
surrounding suburb in which we live, Community consultation has been
minimal and essentially confined to just a newsletter (not an actual Iletter
addressed to residents) drop limited to220 households and 2 viewing periods
totalling 3.5 hours over 2 days! Recently the ACU has held o 3" comnfquniry
meeting on the evening of 23" of February — well after the Plan was bf course
was on exhibition and a week before the close of submissions. Surely. authentic
consultation takes place ot the draft stage and not after the final plan has been
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tendered for determination! in any event, the ACU’s 3° so called ’cob'amunity
consultation’ was nothing more than an opportunity for the Chancellor of the
ACU, Professor Craig Craven, to inform us of his omnipotence and threaten and
otherwise intimidate us into seeing things the ACU’s way! The single real issue
that wos beyond debate by any party to the meeting was the overwhelming
rejection of the ACU’s proposal by the residents. Further, Professor Craven’s
attitude towards us made it plain that the ACU really cares little obout the
residents; whilst for our part, we are clearly of the view that the ACU hos
outworn its welcome at Strathfield.

Any concept that aims to create high storey buildings on the boundatries of
Barker Rd and Mount Royal Reserve and present them as a cluttered
assemblage more akin to a congested city setting falls well short of doing
Jjustice to the heritage, open space and beauty of the site and the suburb of
Strathfield. As proposed, the buildings pushed onto Mount Royal Reserve and
Barker Rd are to be 4 storeys high, and they will tower over our homes and
suffocate Mount Royal Reserve when one takes into account such factors as: (i)
these gre to be high-ceiling public style buildings, (i) already elevated sites {as
we have adjacent to Mount Royal Reserve} and (iii) roof-top utilities (air
conditioning, elevator housings, solar panels and roof-top gardens, ete.). In
fact, the Plan effectively subsumes Mount Royal Reserve into the ACU site in
that it uses the Reserve to abrogate any significant landscaping it has to do
along the proposed buildings and roadway that run parallel to and directly on
the border of the Reserve. Clearly the size and positioning of these structures
will compromise residents’ tranquility and enjoyment of the gracious and
spacious environment of the Suburb in which we have made our homes.
Suffocated too will be the beautiful architecture of ACU’s main building and
Spanish Mission Church which will be marginalized through the loss of open
space and landscaping that is due buildings of such architectural merit.

In justifying its case for 4 storey structures, the ACU states “..the scale of the
buildings will be 2-4 storeys, which is generally consistent with the scale of
development within the existing campus, which ranges between 2-3 storeys.”
Our point is that the ACU has no 3 storey structures on its boundaries! And
what gives the ACU the right to deprive residents and patrons of Mount Royal
Reserve of the wonderful views of Mount Royal by erecting a 4 storey structure



on its boundary alongside Mount Royal Reserve! And the ACU has the gall to
write “..there will be no significant loss of view from surrounding properties,
nor will the future development have a significant visual impact to surrounding
properties”, We know that these proposals are largely written with embedded
generic statements, but at the very least planners should get out and walk to
Mount Royal Reserve and take o look at what we see and imagine what we will
not see once a 4 storey structure is built directly in our line of vision.

We all presume the ACU really wants 3 storey structures but, as is
unfortunately the custom in such matters, is seeking approval for 4 storeys $o
that it can then in a gesture of conciliation with the community magnanimously
scale down to 3 storey structures, We and | am sure the DPI will not fall for such
nonsense, and for our part we make it plain we do not want any structures on
the boundaries. Any such structures will diminish the site and our Suburb.

All of which is exacerbated by the added traffic congestion on Borker Rd that is
embedded in the ACU’s proposal traffic management plan that incorporates, 4
gates on Barker Rd, traffic light and bus stop relocations, reduction of part of
Barker Rd to a single carriage way, and loss of parking outside residents’ homes
for a significant part of Barker Rd. The traffic proposal is a nightmare and o
very dangerous one at that. Further, only an additional 328 new parking spaces
are proposed! This of course would barely cater for the present student parking
demand to say nothing of the increased student and staff numbers envisaged
and parking spaces lost in Barker Rd.

All of this congestion and compromise for the sake of maintaining the serenity
of 3 small playing fields located in the north western portion of the ACU's
campus! Presently used by St Patrick’s School, these facilities are readily
available elsewhere in close proximity. Schools such as St Andrew’s Cathedral
School (Town Hall) and Sydney Grammar School {Hyde Park) have no playing
fields whatsoever on their sites.

A more intelligent and creative plan would utilize all or part of these fields to
incorporate all of the building area and car parking that are to be pushed onto
the Barker Rd and Mount Royal Reserve boundaries of the site, A plan along
these lines could readily incorporate underground parking and accommodote
high rise buildings without impasing on the surrounding landscape and
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compromising the beauty and presence of the buildings on the site, Further,
access would necessitate no more than 2 (of the existing) gates on Borker Rd
and thereby eliminate the need for the absurd and dangerous proposed traffic

plan,

It seems opportune to raise two further issues at this point. Firstly, one of the
proposed 4 storey buildings to border Mount Royal Reserve is a library - yet
apparently, no consideration has been given to possibly integrating ACU’s
future needs in this regard with the Catholic Institute of Sydney’s Library a few
hundred metres down Albert Road! Then we come to what we consider to be
the most fundamental consideration to planning any tertiary institution’s
future infrastructure requirements: the great benefits of incorporating a very
significant measure of online or distance education teaching which will see
many students attain their degrees without setting a foot on campus. We trust
the ACU has incorporated this mode of teaching delivery into establishing and
justifving its infrastructure requirements to its Governing Senate,

In conclusion, the ACU’s self-assessment of the environmental impact of its
proposal rings hollow and the faux consultation process and the Chancellor’s
open contempt for the residents and the Suburb of Strathfield leaves us with

but one recommendation: that the Department rejects the ACU’s Concept Plon

in its entirety.

Dr. E Crematy (on beholf of the Crematy Family)
25 Barker Rd
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

26" February, 2012
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2012-02-27 15:09

Re:  Application No. MP 10_0231
Australian Catholic University — Strathfield Campus Concept Plan

1 abject wholeheartedly to the complete Concept Plan as put forward by the Australian Catholic
University.

* The University plans to erect 6 new buildings, three of which will be 4 storey, One of these
4 storey buildings runs the whole length of Mt Royal Reserve and will be 20 mtrs from my
property and the property of my neighbour at the back - 10 mitrs setback from their boundary
and 10 mtrs of portion of Mt Royal Reserve which they are actually using as their buffer

zone,

Anaother of the 4 storey buildings runs along Barker Road from Mt Royal Reserve to the
present University gates.

At the south western end of the campus is a three storey building 10 mtrs from the adjoining
house,

These buildings are not in keeping with the Residential 2A zoning of the local area,
In the University’s submission they state;

The campus adjoins land zoned residential and is therefore subject to a maximum height of 2
storeys.

Why are they, therefore, proposing 3 and 4 storey buildings?

The new development will respond appropriately to the existing built form and character of
the locality,

It is unclear whose locality they are referring to — their campus or the suburb. I don’t
believe it responds to either,

The scale of the development is considered to be compatible with the adjvining residential
properties.

Absolute RUBBISH. The majority of houses in the sarrounding area are single story
(they even adwit that in their concept plan).

Nowhere in the concept plan does it actually state the height of the buildings from ground
level to roof top. They do state the height above sea level and other heights above sea level
around the campus which is totally confusing to a lay person. They say that an average 2
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storey building is 9.5m in height therefore an average 4 storey building would be 19 m in
height but their plan states that plant and air conditioning is not included. These buildings,
however, are not average, they are commercial buildings (library, lecture theatres,
laboratories). A purpose built library on a well known Catholic College reaches the height
of 16.6 mtrs and it is only a three storey building.

We are looking at buildings of approximately 25 mtrs in height (incl, plant & lifts), This is
not acceptable, EVER. The University also sits on a hill and their land is higher than the
houses to the east.

The view analysis demonstrates that there will be no significant loss of views from
surrounding properties, nor will the future development have a significant visual impact to
surrounding propertics.

If I was to place a four storey concrete and glass building between you and another object,
then that object would no longer be visible, Their statement is a complete falsehood.

They are building along the boundaries of the campus, effectively alicnating themselves
from the surrounding properties by a barrier of masonary and steel, THE “VISUAL
IMPACT” WILL BE AS SUBTLE AS A SLEDGEHAMMER IS TO A TACK.

Below 1s a picture of the current view from Mt Royal Reserve which will cease to exist,

I OBJECT to all new buildings as proposed in the concept plan.

s The new buildings require new entrances to the underground car parks, In the end there will
be 4 entrances on Barker Road.
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In the south castern boundary where two 4 storey buildings meet, they propose to create a
major intersection to allow entry into and out of the car parks. To do this they are prepared
1o completely alter the traffic flow in Barker Road and South Street - move traffic lights,
reduce traffic in one direction to one lane by eliminating parking whilst having three lanes
the other way.

They also plan to appropriate a portion of Mt Royal Reserve to allow for this — I don’t think
Council has approved of this. In fact, we received a letter from the University about the
moving of the lights and the new entrance and they stated that the success of moving the
lights would maintain the viability of Mt Royal Reserve as a recreational space. | guess
what they are saying is that if the lights aren’t moved and they have to provide an entrance
off the existing pedestrian lights on Barker Road, then it can only go one way, straight
through Mt Royal Reserve.

In the south western boundary there is to be an entrance to the underground car park beneath
the building to be built there and the proposed parking under one of the playing fields owned
by the University, Over 400 cars will be using this one entrance.

I OBJECT to the cannibalization of Barker Road to suit the University’s necds and
totally ignore the needs of the local residents.

* The University already has a profound effect on the availability of residents to park outside
their own homes. The University states that most residents have ample off street parking in
their homes, s¢ can’t see a problem. How arrogant is that. [ have a single garage which is
not on Barker Road, it is accessed via a right of way through Mt Royal Reserve, so we or our
visitors have no option but to park in front of our house in Barker Road. In fact, when I am
not at work, my car is parked there all the time, when I can get parking,

Whilst other residents will have increased parking because of the concept plan or be forced
to put up with timed parking, my house will lose all parking whatsoever on Barker Road as
in its cannibalization of this ares, the concept plan moves the bus stop currently in front of
the University down to in front of my property.

I OBJECT to the appropriation of eur strcets by the University students for their
parking and te any changes proposed by the concept plan to nullify the effects of their
over-expansion of the sitc by altering the amenities of the residents,

e Nowlet’s get down to the question of student numbers. It is because the University
currently has over 3,000 students that they want to expand. They had a campus at Castle
Hill which they closed because the council knocked back their development application for
expansion there, obviously a good number of those students would have relocated to
Strathfield,
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They are desperate as they have students coming out of their ears and are planning to
increase to 4,600 by 2016 which is ouly 4 years into their 10 year plan for the University.
How many will they have at the end of the 10 years?

They should not have the current number of students and should not be allowed to increase
any more as they were limited in the number of students they could have on site at any one
time by the Land and Environment Court back in the 1990°s, They have continued to enroll
students and Strathfield Council is currently getting legal advice on this breach of the Land
and Environment Court’s ruling.

If they are in breach, and it is highly likely, how can any concept plan from them even be
considered by State Planning?

I OBJECT to the current number of students at the University and fo any increase in
the future.

» Why is this still a 3A development when Premier O’Farrell ditched this when he came to
office? Do you think it is of such state significant that only the Minister can make a decision

on it7?

If it is of such state significance, then let’s see the Minister and Premier thinking laterally
and solving a state problem at the same time. That problem is the white elephant Sydney
Olympic site. I can’t think of a better site for a University!

Grant the Australian Catholic University a greenfield’s site at Sydney Olympic Park, They
could build as high as they like in a brand new purpose-build University — make it a
showpiece for architecture.

The other alternative is for ACU to consolidate itself solely to its North Sydney campus
where they recently purchased a 22 storey building.

The University could then hand the existing buildings (as they are today) to St Patrick’s
College which itself must feel somewhat threatened by its expanding neighbor as whilst this
current concept plan is to satisfying the needs of the University for the next 10 years, what
happens after that period, do we get another concept plan?

I OBJECT to the Australian Catholic University remaining in Strathfield.
Suzanne Crematy

25 Barker Road, Strathfield
27 February 2012



Ms oroczky & Ms A Boroczky
11 Elwin St
S/L(athﬁeid, NSW 2135

26 February 2012

Mr Mark Brown
22-33 Bridge Street,
Sydney, NSW

Fax: 9228 6455

Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Concept Plan
Application number MP 14 _0231

Dear Mr Mark Brown,

We are writing to express aur objection to the concept plan for the Australian Catholic University MP
10_0231. We gbject ta:
1. The increased traffic congestion for surrounding residential areas in the vicinity of the
Austratian Cathalic University, Strathfield
7. The increased demand for on-street parking around the vicinity of the Australian Catholic
Universily, Strathfield.
3. Longer hours of opening for the Australian Catholic University, Strathfield.

We already experience difficulty in visiting immediate family in the area. With increasing student
numbers and longer teaching hours, | am concerned that we will also experience greatey difficulty in
accessing our residence.

Yours sincerely,

5. \@L@:&J‘ﬁ;f,\&i i

Wirs Susan Boroczky Ms Anna Boroczky

pd 9e2er9L620 Buly dsgis0 2L ded L2



TO: Mr Mark Brown

FAX: 5228 6455

Ematl: plan_comment@planning. nsw.gov.an
Bate: 28 Feb 2012

Fromu Ka Yin Lam & Lawrence Wong

24 Howard Streel
Suathfield NSW 2133

RE: Application Mumber (M10_0231)
Aunstralian Catholig University:Concept Plans

Dear Mr Brown

We write fo object the Development Plan for the Australian Catholic University’s
Strathfield campus as referred above Application Number MP10_0231.

Currently there are 1100 students at the ACU. The traftic around the University at Barker
Road, South Street, Wallis Avenue, Chalimers Roud and Todman Place is already hectic.

Student parking is also causing problems o nearby residents. Though parking restrictions
apply Tor certain part of Barker Road around the ACU, this has not solved the problem, it
only passes the problems to residents at nearby South Street, Newton Road and Wallis
Avenue where there are no restrictions. Should there be mose students intake, residents at
other nearby streets will be affected too.

The ACHT calls for increase intake of students 10 4800. They should build a new campus
at other suburbs with sufficient parking facilities to. cater for the increased intake.

Current students should also be encouraged to-use Train and buses instead of driving,
Perhaps free shuttle buses by ACU between Strathfield or Lidcombe station to campus
-should be provided.

We have been living in Strathfield since 1997.and we Jove this suburb with its unique
character, The proposed introduction of multi-storey buildings in the University will aiso
affect the visual appearance of theaarea.

We have.gone through Knock-down-and ~rebuild and the relevant DA process for
approval where nearby neighbours were consulied sufficiently for ail building work. The
ACU project Applieation Number (MP10_0231), now causing outrage in the arca,
should NOT he allowed 1o go ahead on similar grounds.

Yours sincerely
, fo 2 Aot
Ka Yin Lam and Lavwrence Wong % T

1. O



o]

H7/HED D90 1E UHY Haines Nortom

L&/ H

A8 Febuary, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure,

GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Anstralian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does notaddress sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university’s lack of integration with
the Jocal community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The propesal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet. If
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and

convenience.

- Theuniversity's censultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interest in

the proposal enough oppertunity to express their views,
Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACU,

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the propesal, the errors and deficieneies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal, These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and

substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal,

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previeus two years.

Yours faithfully, 7 /

NAME: prTbNiPr G PruruZZ |
ABDRESS: 6%  NEWTHV ﬂ@ﬂ_“’b
SRATHEAD Nsi 235
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Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and [nfrastructure,
GP0O Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam, A
Ty

RE. AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

\‘-\
We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
ubject to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

= The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parkin:g, .
tratfic and other amenity impacts on the neiphbourhond. The university’s lack of integration witl
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an i ncorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers, This flaw inthe analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinct, If
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and
convenience.

- The university’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to Jocal residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interest in
the proposal enough opportunity to express their views,

Due to these and other reasans, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACU,

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make 4
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal,

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfu%ly.

e L amal  [SAslh Bhatt
sooress: G oo oo
Sledin e |d NAN 22




- Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
PO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE:_AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfeld directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic Universit;j/
objectto this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detracts frorn the character of the surrounding residential precinet and dimfnishes
the privacy of local residents by fncluding new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university’s lack of integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals,

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants, The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residentig) precinct. If
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and
corvenience,

- The university’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to loca] residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minerity of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will net provide those with an interestin
the proposal enough opportnnity to express their views,

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the propasal by ACU,

Should the Minister ot be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal, These errors and deficiencies would need to he remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be inade of the propasal.

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years,

Yours faithfully,

NAME: l' Kgén @A/I#—
avvress: S Rpber LA IW/%/O/ NS W 2135




LYNETTE JUDGE and BRUCE GREEN RFD

TEL - HOME: (02) 97460047
TEL - MOBILE {a418) 201 557

The Proper Officer

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Also by Email - PDF

Dear Sir/Madam,

TWALSON STREET
STRATHFIELD NSW
235

28 February 2012

Re: Concept Plan For ACU Strathfield - Application Number MP 40-023 1

We are residents of Strathfield and live in Wilson Street, Strathficld just over one block south

of the proposcd redevelopment site. We are in our early fiftiecs. We own cur home which we

built here seventeen years ago. Prior to building our current residence we lived in & home

owned by us in the same street for approximately four years, We have raised two children in

the area.

We make the following submissions in strong opposition to the proposed redevelopment of

the Australian Catholic University.

1. The proposal to expand the campus through a proposed car park expansion from 346

to 674 spaces and the erecting of six buildings of up to four storeys purportedly in

order to cater for an anticipated 30% increase in sfudent numbers over the next

decade will change the character of the area permanently and for the worse,

2. It would be plain to any reasonable person applying simple mathematics that the

proposed extra 300 plus car spaces allegedly to cater for a 30% growih in overall

studeni numbers, which will in fact be far in excess of 300 students, will mean that

PAGE 10F 4
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LYNETTE JUDGE and BRUCE GREEN RFD

there will be increased parking in our local streets and increased fraffic flow. The
increase in traffic in our strect (which leads to the proposed car park entry) will

exceed that which could ever have been anticipated when buying into the area,

The Catholic Church owns land all over Sydney and regional NSW which it could
utilise lo develop satellite campuses for additional students thereby saving them the
need to commute, The Central Coast for example is crying out for universily places.
Al of the major universities in NSW have satellite campuses. The University of

Sydney Faculty of Health Sciences is at Lidcombe.

The development of large university precinet is out of keeping with the expectation of
local residents who moved into a quict, mainly residential area and who have been
accepting of small scale, low tevel school and seminary development that had existed

there for some years and some reasonable recent small scale university development.

The ACU in its current form is a relatively recent development, H literally sprang up
overnight and with virtually no community consultation. H could not have been
anticipated by locals that the area would be developed as a much larger university
involving, as it inevitably will, a much larger munber of students and their motor

vehicles entering the area on & daily basis.

The current proposed expansion is completely out of keeping with the amenity of the
surrounding area. The streels are already 1o our observation 50% busier than they
were five years ago, While some change mus! always be anticipated with growing

population, this new development will change the character of the area completely.

Currently, during term time students park daily in the surrounding streets in disregard
of driveway boundaries and “No Parking™ areas (such as next to the Post Box in

Newton Road).

It is unrealistic to expect that te expansion of a car park will resolve street parking

issues, particularly with the number of students increasing at the same time. 1f

PAGE 2 OF 4 T HAE Wit



LYNETTE JUDGE and BRUCE GREEN RrFD

students are able to park they will not use public transport. The ACU bus which can
be seen driving between Strathfield Station and the ACU Campus (and should be a

wonderfisl resource for students) is very much underatilised.

The cars belonging to the additional hundreds of students accessing the Car Park will

be passing through normally quiet suburban streets increasing traffic flow.

We did not buy into a university area like those living around the University of NSW
ot Sydney University. Frankly the major reasons thal people buy into the arca are
relatively reliable public transport, the availability of on street parking, pleasam
housing and the guiet suburban environment. We more than suspect that this is all

likely to change as a result of this development.

The heritage buildings in the ACU development have already been aesthetically
subsumed by extensions that do not appear Lo be visually compatible with the existing
heritage buildings. We live in modern house and have nothing against modern
buildings but the subsuming of old buildings with modern ones is a cost saving/profit
driven exercise which has already contributed to the destruction of a large number of
old beautiful buildings in the Strathfield area, Frankly the ACU as it now is,is a
much uglier set of buildings than the old seminary or the old St Pats College. We hate

to think what the new buildings will look like.

Our tand values will drop significanily, Whilst this may well be reparded as 2 self
interested submission it is made by those who, drawing on their own university
educations, worked hard to put themselves in a position to be able 1o live in a
beautiful low rise urban area, where homes are well maintained, the streets are
pleasant to walk, transport is ecasy and the amenity of the area respected by those
living there. Like many “baby boomers” our home is our major asset and represents a
significant proportion of our future financial security. We cannot be blamed for

wanting to preserve that position.

This proposed development wifl 1ake this away from us and destroy the investment in

PAGE 3OF 4




LYNETTE JUDGE and BRUCE GREEN RrfD

lifestyle and housing nurtured over a 20 year period, The ACU proposed development

should not be allowed to proceed.
Yours faithfully,

Ly Judge and Bruce Green

LYNETTE JUDGE and BRUCE GREEN

ce Mr Charles Casuscelli RFD, Member for Strathfield
cc Mr Paul Barron, Mayor of Strathficld

cc Cardinell George Pell AC - President Catholic University

PAGE 40OF 4
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Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE:_AUSTRALIAN CATHQLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231]

We, being residents of Strathfield divectly affected by the operation of the Australian Cathelic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Dur key reasons for ohjecting to the Concept Plan are as {ollows:

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by intluding new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
aniversity on Barker Road,

- ‘The Neighbourhood Pelicy included in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university's lack of infegration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its ariginal planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals,

- The proposal contains invalld parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption fn -
relation to the growth In student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantisl
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet, I
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would inteyfere with their safety, peace and
convenience, '

- The university’s consultation with the local community has been Inadequate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, It appears that the university may undertake

" some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an intevest in
the proposal enough opportunity to express their views,

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACU.

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and fts consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the propesal.

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

s HIENAKA  THURAT S TNGHAN]
avoress: (9 RAVENNA  STREET
SRATHFTELD




Robert Jolliffe & Mechelle Wright
Villa 1/88 -94 Redmyre Rd.
Strathfield N.S.W. 2135

26" February 2012

Mr. Mark Brown
Department Planning & Infrastructure
Mark.Brown@planning.nsw.gov.au

Re: Application Number: MP 10_0231,

Submission to oppose expansion of Australian Catholic University
(ACU) Campus Strathfield concept plan

We the undersigned write to express our opposition to the Concept Plan and
the proposed development of the ACU site.

Until mid January 2012 as a resident we had no knowledge of the extensive
work that the ACU, as a ‘neighbour’ and model citizen of the suburb had
undertaken. This in itself shows lack of transparency and good faith by those
proposing fo change the nature and structure of the fabric of our community.
The concept plan prepared by paid consultants paints a rosy picture but when
- one drills through the document it is just hype filled erroneous assumptions
and statements that need to be challenged.

The first fallacy relates to the issue of traffic flow and alleged minimal impact
on residents. In fact the consultant at the meeting on 23 February 2012
acknowledged that the likely impact would be 30% additional increase not
10%. The ACU proposal is to increase student numbers by an initial 30% -
then after 2012 there is no cap on student numbers. How then can traffic flow

be said to be limited to 10%7?

To explore this issue further it is necessary to discount statements at 5.3.21
relating to Barker Road. The text states that the daily traffic flow in Barker

Road is estimated at about 7,500 vehicles per day increasing by the proposed

10% to 8,250 vehicles. The text goes on to state ‘According 1o the RTA's
. functional classification of the road, a collector road should carry between
2,600 — 10,000 vehicles per day. Therefore, with the proposed master plan
development, the fraffic volume on Barker Road will remain within RTA’s
recommended traffic volume range.” The MRS — formerly RTA does not have
a collector road classification.

Further Barker Road, is a local road. Contact with the Council confirms this to
be the case and further that it is only a collector road part of the way to Wilson
Road. The other issue that is pertinent here is that the Counci traffic volume
for the road is up to 4,000 vehicles per day. Any further increase in traffic
volume cannot be sustained and in fact, remedial action to reduce the traffic

- volume for safety reasons must be given a high priority due to the current




vehicle saturation, Complicating the traffic situation is the bus route and also
the poor residents who wish to access their homes and suburb.

The residents of Strathfield are the forgotten equation in this concept plan.
Increased traffic brings increased congestion and pollution. Four (4) to the
site will do nothing to alleviate traffic congestion. The only benefit to four
entries is to benefit the university students. Yes, those people who will pay a

significant fee to attend the University.

The Concept Plan would like the uninformed to believe that that everything is
being done to minimise traffic increase and to limit it to 10%. There is nothing
minimal by this proposal. If it was a minimal proposal then why is the
proposal being dealt with under Part 3A and taken out of the hands of the
local council. Do not residents have a say in what should be occutring in their
suburb. The whole fabric of the community is being eroded. How does it go
from a Seminary to a University which was only granted student intake by the
Land and Environment Court in 1994 of 1,100 students with only 510 students
on campus at any given time. By their own admission the ACU Strathfield
Campus has a student number of 3,600 with 2,100 students at any given time.
No wonder our amenities and our ability fo live safely and travel freely within
acceptable parameters is severely impacted. The ACU’s significant increase
and disregard for the law should not be allowed fo continue. In fact, if
anything this concept plan should be used to curtail the ACU’s present illegal
activity. The concept plan should only, if anything and only after community
consultation, ratify what the ACU has done illegally. The ACU is not
interested in the residents of Strathfield. The ACU is driven by the $$ and that
is all. 1t is seeking top further maximise profits at the expense of local
residents who have significantly invested in the community. The only thing
that is shared by the ACU is the student’s dumping litter, proving their driving |
prowess by doing burnouts, speeding, tailgating residents who adhere to the
50km speed limit and blocking driveways in an effort to cram as many
vehicles in a small amount of space as possible. This parking situation is also
extremely dangerous given the grading of the road and difficulty because of
the significant amount of parking that occurs in actually being able to see the

traffic flow. '

The concept plan makes the statement that students swili travel by bike and
‘use public transport. It is easy to make such statements but this is not
oceurring now —the ACU cannot en force how one travels to the University.
Nothing in the proposal will change the habits of students. An increase in
student enrolments will only see a further deterioration of already
unacceptable traffic, congestion and safety issues.

Let us turn o parking. Using arguments by the ACU there should not be a
parking problem because of ali the wonderful things that the ACU is
proposing. And yes we are to believe the ACU because they currently abide
by the orders of the Lands and Environment Court in relation to capacity
student numbers. Please do not treat us as idiots or whole trusting

community members.




If a developer or a resident was found to have exceeded approval for a
particular site then the full force of the law wouid be brought to bear. if a
developer or resident sought to over develop the site as with the student to
land ratio proposed by the ACU then this would not be allowed. Why too
should students not have an appropriate amenity? The ACU siteis only 5
hectares — how is it fo sustain 4,800 plus students Itis not and it cannot.

Until this concept plan the residents were not aware of all the facts and
coexisted with the ACU and put up with conditions but enough is enough.
The ACU is in a RESIDENTIAL area. The ACU is a commercial enterprise
which has determined that it wishes to expand the Strathfield Campus for

purely base profit reasons.

By its actions the ACU has show total disregard not only for the residents, but
also the historical significance of the site. The proposed expansion will
destroy the amenities of the location. The claim that nothing is to be feared
by four storey buildings because we will treat the site sympathetically and
have appropriate landscaping is a lot of architect and consultant speak. The
fact is that as residents in a residential area we abide by height and other
restrictions however the ACU is of the view that it has special dispensation
and can do as it pleases. The concept plan will result in a significant change

to the area.

Sadly the concept plan focuses on traffic and parking — and rightly so however
the statements in the concept plan are FALSE and BASELESS. Those
involved in the concept plan have NO concept of being a resident. They have
been given a brief and are working to put the best light on that brief. Enough
is enough!l If the ACU and those who seek to push this concept plan through
think that the residents will be fooled info believing all is good and the good
Catholic Church and those on the board of the ACU and its political
supporters will only have to get over a few months and a few hurdles then
they need to rethink as the good natured residents have had enoughl.

In summary, the concept pian is opposed as it:
- seeks to ratify what the ACU has been doing illegally, that is maintaining

student numbers well over what was ordered by the Land and Environment
Court in 1994
- seeks to, and without giving anything to the community apart from increased
traffic congestion, increased pollution and corresponding ill health and
increase in respitary disease and also destruction of property values and
amenities
- seeks to further expand its commercial enterprise in a RESIDENTIAL
location without any consideration of the significant deleterious impact on
- residents by the significant increase in student numbers
- seeks to gain special planning consent that is not available to others. Did
not the State Government see the problems of Part 3A applications — this
. application only has significance for the ACU. The significance for the
community s that it will perpetuate the intolerable position for residents
- seeks to run roughshod over residents




To conclude the concept plan and the significant expansion in student
numbers and support staff over and above what was approved in 1994 will
continue to have a negative impact on residents.,

Sadly, once $55 Million is spent the opportunity costs to the ACU are
significant. The Vice Chancellor is wasting a golden oppaortunity to establish a
foundation campus for the Australian Catholic University that will best suit his
staff, students and the University's long term objectives. By craming students
into the Strathfield site all that senior management are doing is undermining
its own credibility, desire and capacity to be a world class institution. In some
regard this objection is about saving the Australian Catholic Universily from
itself. Not only is it by its concept plan making the wrong decision for the
rasidents of Strathfield but importantly for the students who will suffer.

Kind regards

Mecieile Wright

Robert Jolliffe




(MUK TD D2 Do0cts

A

P 27 h‘g\
?vwEmz

“Clor. P &7 4=

ﬂ S EMN ] \“ .
A 81 pue vam_._Bmammw

“Buiubis Jo s1Ug Sy} Je SJRINDOE S| JUSWSIR)S Si) LIIM PAURILCS LORBULIOWI JiE (B} a1e0ep Agsloy omj| _so_mn Buubis Ag

"painbai ji jespsnc pepiacid st aoeds __mcoaﬁnm.lwqocm:on {pogod sigepodal e Sy ssesld

wica 4

UORBUOP }O

BNEA AUNOULY uoheuop sieq | au) weusq ssoym o) Uossad Jo Aued Jo sy 10 ssauppe paisjsiBal s Anus o $$2:ppe [eyuoplsl souog

apew SpBL SEMm UOHBUOD

Jouop m£ 10 30j0 [euls J8Ulo

(AU Ue It NGV 20) Jouop jo suey

ON /7 83,

NOILVIIddY NY OL NOLLY 1= NI NOISSINGNS ¥ ONIMYIN NOSYHId & a1 NAaA HO @VN S3A ANVOITddV 84} 212 noj

(moeg uondo Jeasial s10) uojleoidde Buuueld sy ut js2us;u1 N0

Apadoud *sousssyal io s uoyeoydde Buuueid ‘sequinu v B-s) asusiases uogeoiidde Suiuuz| 4

(820~ o/ 1ts

{uonduosep 1aylo 1o sseippe

LHE s 222405000 £ FIAror twnbay

mSwEom_u siy mcc_mE cow._ma 10 Buwen

MORY ubis pue Ly Sig) U i1y eseeid 'susiap i0f | afieq ans) suogeuop {feonyod Aug 8S0[OSID 0] 26| Y juswssassy pue Buug)d EUBLILOEALT Sy} 40 [£)25 1 Uogoos Jepun pasnbar ate ned i

|E48USH-10303.1Q oy} 4O Lesiully 0} JusLIB]e)g 91NSO]oSI] SUsHELOQ jeoniod




Page 1 of 1

Mark Brown - OBJECTION TO M

From:  Bharat Shah <bharat.k.j.shah@gmail.com>
To: <Mark.Brown{@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 29/02/2012 10:32 AM

Subject: OBJECTION TO MP10_0231

CC: <plan_comment{@planning.nsw.gov.auw>

Dear Sir,

RE: OBJECTION TO MP10 0231

I am writing to voice my concern on the above plans
Over the years I have seen the progress of Australian Catholic School into a fully fledged University.

The buildings are located in a mainly residential area which is subject to current council restrictions
on height etc. It is my opinion that this proposed development will cause the whole character of the
area to change. There will be significant increased traffic and traffic congestion and this is already
visible even without the new development. Already, the surrounding streets are completely full
during the days when the University is open. This has an obvious impact on pedestrian and vehicle
safety. The new building of 4 storeys will remove the privacy of many surrounding properties and it
will impact on the value of these expensive properties. I am also concerned with the noise from the
increased activity in the area.

SUGGESTION

I would like to respectfully suggest that these facilities be located to the Sydney Olympic Park. The
Sydney Olympic Park has world class infrastructure in terms of transport and amenities. It has plenty
of land available for development. It also has loads of parking. In my opinion, a move to the Sydney
Olympic Park would be a truly far-sighted one which will allow the University to expand in the

future.

Please acknowledge receipt,
With warm regards,

Bharat Shah

9 Victoria Street
Strathfield NSW 2135.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\dF4DF... 29/02/2012
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Mark Brown - Submission Details for Kurt Kaiser

S e SRR

From: Kurt Kaiser <der kaiser@bigpond.com>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 28/02/2012 5:10 PM

Subject: Submission Details for Kurt Kaiser

cC: <assessments@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Attachments: ACUDoc.pdf

A0 .
§ Planning &
Qg@,w Infrastructure

Disclosable Political Bonation: no

Name: Kurt Kaiser
Email: der kaiser@bigpond.com

Address:
218 Albert Road

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content;
| object to the concept plan on the grounds discussed in detail in attached document, namely: 1. Significant View Loss

from Public Domain, 2. Bulk of precinct 1, 3. Hours of operation, 4. new entrance not required, 5. Parking 6. Student
numbers.

| have detailed my reasons in the attached document
IP Address: cpe-144-136-80-99.pfcz2.cht.bigpond.net.au - 144.136.80.99

Submission: Online Submission from Kurt Kaiser (object)
https://majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view _diary&id=26614

Submission for Job: #4471 MP 10_0231 - Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Concept Plan
hitps://maiorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view job&id=4471 '

Site; #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
https:/majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view site&id=2434

Kurt Kaiser

E : der.kaiser@bigpond.com

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\dF4DO0... 29/02/2012



KH Kaiser

218 Albert Road
Strathfield

NSW

2135

28 February 2010

Dear Mr. Mark Brown

Re: MP10_0231, ACU Concept Plan, Strathfield.

I am the direct neighbour of the Austraﬁan Catholic University in Strathfield. I will be
markedly affected by their proposed development. T have strong objections to the plan
for numerous reasons that we will outline below.

I. View Loss

The “Australian Catholic University Strathfield Concept Plan Environmental
Assessment Vol 1. States, “The site is identified as being of local
significance with historiec, aesthetic and social qualities”, These
significant aesthetic and social qualities are enjoyed by the many people that pass
through and rest in the Mount Royal Reserve daily. The historic buildings, facades
and date palms are clearly visible as one passes along the footpath through the
Reserve, These ever changing views add significantly to the amenity offered by the
reserve and are proof of the above statement. We enjoy these views from our living
room and outside terrace.

Weir Phillips state in the Heritage Impact Statements Executive Summary 0.5.2 thai:
“The four areas or precincts identifted as the locations for new buildings will have no,
Or a limited impact, on significant view corridors to or from heritage buildings within
the site or within the public domain.” Fig 290 in this report marks out all the
stgnificant view corridors inlo the site from the public domain. The view corridor
{rom the Mount Royal Reserve has been omitted. Why? Omission or deception? In
point 8.2.3.4. It is stated that: “distant glimpses of the main buildings on the campus
from Mount Royal Reserve” and attached is a photo (Fig 300) from within the
Reserve. Compared to the other staternents about views from other siies, this is the by
far the shortest, just one line! The photo is taken from a point and at an angle within
the reserve where the Heritage buildings are to a large degree obstructed by plants.
Why would this be?

I suspect this is the case because there are in fact numerous significant views of the
Heritage Buildings and Palms from different sites in the Reserve. (Below photos
taken at different sites from the footpath along boundary of reserve) The authors
know that The Land and Environment Court take numerous factors into account when
deciding on view loss. These include “Iconic view”, degree of view loss and {rom
where the view is lost. The development of Precinct 1 will completely
obliterate all Iconic Heritage Views from the entire Mount Royal
Reserve (Public Domain).






To conclude I believe point 8.2.3.4. Is deliberately vague and the conclusion
point 0.5.2. Is false. Can this document be trusted or does it contain more
inconsistencies and deceptions in favour of the applicant?

2. Excessive Bulk Precinct 1 Development

The proposed development in precinct 1 is for two large four-floor buildings. We
believe that these structures are excessively large and high. The construction will
result in loss of well established fully grown trees. The site is located in the middle of
a low-density residential area with single and double story houses. These structures
will completely dominate the area, changing the streetscape dramatically and will lead
to:

2.1. Overshadowing

Shadow diagrams submitted show that by 3 pm throughout the year at least half of
the Mount Royal Reserve will be covered in shadows. This will seriously detract
from the current amenity provided by the reserve. It will in all likelihood affect
birdlife in the reserve as many indigenous birds flock through the trees in the late
afternoon sun, which will be completely blocked out from the reserve under the

proposal.

2,2, Loss of privacy
As direct neighbours, people looking down into our property from high floors will

lose our privacy in our entire property. This will certainly also affect other
residents.

2.3. Loss of amenity in Mount Royal Reserve
These excessively large buildings will completely dominate the space along the
Mount Royal Reserve. A number of mature trees will be lost. The sense of space



and tranquility will be destroyed. What will remain will be a mere corridor
between Barker road and Albert road with a busy road and car ramp adjacent to it.
Fig 5.9 on page 48 of Environmental Assessment has a projected
image of the proposed development. The angle of this view, distance from
proposed building and the much lower altitude from which the perspective is
created, completely understates the actual visual effect of the bulk of
this precinet. I suggest the planner check on its actual visual effect from a more
appropriate point closer to the building.

2.4, Domination of Heritage Items

The large development with roof top café in precinct 1 will completely dominate
the Heritage buildings on the site. This will enclose the heritage buildings in a
cocoon of modern buildings severing the connection between the historical site,
the adjacent reserve and its surrounding community.

2.5. Acoustic Pollution

The proposed buildings have a rooftop café. Sound from such a height will result
in a great disturbance to local community. Further air conditioning equipment will
cause a lot of noise to the houses in close proximity to the buildings.

3. Hours of Operation

The proposed hours of 0700 — 2200 during the week and 0800 — 1700 on weekends
are excessive. [t must be remembered that this is a residential area. Families live and
rest here. We should have the right to do so in peace and quiet, particularly in the
evenings and on weekends. If these are the University requirements, 1 suggest they
identify an area within a business zone.

4. New entrance Precinct 1.

Creating a fourth new entrance o the campus is completely unnecessary. This new
entrance will require significant changes to street layout. 1t will result in a large
number of cars passing along Mount Royal Reserve resulting in increased noise and
air pollution in the reserve further degrading it. It will also require reconfiguration of
South Street to have three lanes at the intersection, a solution that would not be
possible without widening the road.

Barker road currently is already a very busy road. Having four gates in the stretch of
200-300 meters will greatly increase the risk of an accident as only one is proposed to
have traffic lights to control the traffic. I would point out that the much larger
University of Sydney has only two main gates onto Parramatta road over a much
longer stretch of road. With the nwmber of traffic movements anticipated from this
proposal and the already stretch capacity of Barker road it is just a matter of time that
a serious accident occurs. 1 suggest that the planning authority takes this into
consideration.

5. Parking

The parking chaos that currently exists in the vicinity of the University is not-
acknowledged in the concept proposal. The situation has deteriorated to the point that

LS



public safety is certainly at risk. The parking solutions offered would not even deal
with current problems. The transport and accessibility study suggests that parking on
suburban streets with parking restrictions is an acceptable solution. They suggest that
the residents in the main have access to off street parking so they should have no
reason to complain. The plan proposes that the parking problem can be managed by
imposing parking restrictions, residents should not be exempt, and then getting
municipal officials to police this.

I would like to point out that the residents pay rates and taxes. We have to maintain
the roads, pay the officials, but somehow we should not feel entitled to use street
parking. The students in the main come from outside the area do not contribute to
local coffers and should be able to park freely. The university is moving its parking
problem onto the residents, ever further into the surrounding arca. If the
University cannot supply enough onsite parking for their students,
the student numbers should be limited to make this possible.

6. Student Numbers

I would urge the planners to investigate the student numbers mentioned in the
proposal carefully. It secems from meetings with university officials that they are not
even sure what they are or how they are calculated. When counting students atlowed
on campus by council issued permission, only students in lecture halls are counted.
This does not account for students in the library, cafeteria and gardens. These students
may not be attending lectures, but their impact on surrounding community is the
same. There is also no clarity on the issue whether the University is currently
functioning in breach of a Land and Environment Court decision on student numbers,
[f student numbers at ACU are currently in breach of this decision, can this proposai
be fairly considered?

I believe that the ACU Concept Plan, Strathfield is a selfish Concept. It
benefits only to the ACU and St Patrick’s School. Rather than developing Precinet |
on the oval, where its effects on the local community and heritage would be limited,
the ACU chose to place this precinct in the area where it will have the greatest impact
on the heritage items, immediate neighbours and host community. [t shows complete
disregard for the safety, amenity, historical connection and feelings of
the host community. Some of the professional reports are tnaccurate and as
expected, biased in favour of the applicant. Untversity officials, including Chancellor,
engaged with the local community with disrespect, arrogance and a condescending
tone showing no regard to local communities concern. I would like to conclude by
saying that ] oppose the ACU Concept Plan, Strathfield for the above
reasons. :

Yours truly,

Kurt Kaiser



Australian Catholic University Strathfield

(MP 10_0231)

I wish to formally lodge an objection to the above project for the following

reasons:

1.

The size, especially height, of the proposed buildings is clearly out of
scale with anything in the surrounding area. This area is a quiet
residential area consisting of single and two storey houses not a high
rise or industrial area. Such large buildings will be out of character
with their surrounds.

Access to the facility will be and currently is through often narrow
residential streets. The volume of extra traffic will possibly cause
congestion and loss of amenity for nearby residents. Quiet streets will
become more congested with the extra traffic and parked cars.
Shortland Ave is already impassable westhound around the associated
school between about 14:45 and 15:15 each day as parents queue to-
collect children from the school. This situation is worsening as
eastbound traffic on Shortland Ave is sometimes blocked as well.
Expansion of the university will only worsen the problem.

The extra parking spaces will barely take up the current shortfall. On
any term day there are approximately 200 cars parked on surrounding
streets. With extra students the situation will only worsen. One
remedy I believe was suggested was to put time limits on street
parking, all that will do is move the problem further away. The abject
failure of such a “solution” can be seen around Burwood shopping
centre where council put time limits on streets near the station to
discourage day parkers. They now park in the streets outside the limit
zone, the problem only moved streets.

I urge you to reject this proposal.



31 Myrna Road
Strathfield NSW 2135

NSW Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39,
Sydney NSW 2001

Re: Concept Plan for ACU- Application Number MP 10 0231

Fam writing to voice my strong objection to the proposed ACU development
project. | am a resident of Myrna Road, a street which has already been
impacted by the recent increase in the number of students and which | expect will
be severely impacted by the proposed application.

Over the past 12 months, and in particular during the commencement of the new
semester of 2012, the current increase in student numbers has created major
Issues for me, my family and my neighbourhood. These current issues are in
terms. of traffic, parking, loss of amenity and environmental impact. These issues
| feel will become far greater when the proposed development is introduced.

Fam also very disappointed that residents such as me were not informed of the
proposed development untii only about a week ago. | am outraged that
community consultation involving residents of affected streets such as Myrna
Road has been non-existent until only recently,

Traffic and Parking- On a daily basis, students from the University park
throughout my street making it difficutt for family, friends, tradesmen and general
visitors to find suitable parking near my residence. In addition, it is becoming
quite dangerous for us to safely drive in and out of our property due to the cars
being parked close to the driveway and obstructing our view of cars driving in the
street.

Traffic congestion has increased throughout Myrna Road and the surrounding
neighbourhood. In addition, the influx of students has continued to create major
difficulties driving anywhere in the suburb during peak hour times. As an
example: We drive our children to Strathfield Station each morning. The traffic is
horrendous and when you finally reach the allocated ‘Kiss n Ride zone' at the
station it is generally occupied by one or two ACU buses which prevents use of
that area by the generaf public.

During peak hours, the Strathfield area is extremely busy in terms of traffic.
conditions with numerous locals and visitors moving around thé district to reach
various Schools, Hospitals, Community Centres, shops and other localities. The
proposed growth in student numbers and the corresponding development project



will certain!y further exacerbate the traffic congestion and parking situation we
are facing today.

Loss of amenity and environmental impact- The proposed development will resuit
in a loss of local amenity though generation of excessive volumes of traffic and
inadequate provision of onsite University campus parking. Current traffic
generation from University student vehicles has created anxiety and tension
amongst the residents, many of whom are elderly.

The ACH Campus is located in an urban area which comprises around 17
institutions, each of which contributes to major traffic congestion throughout the
suburh each work day of the year. The proposed development by the ACU and
its accompanying increased enrolment of students will obviously impact on the
environment and its residents through increased traffic congestion and
decreased parking availability.

Other issues that | have noticed through the recent increase in student numbers
driving to the campus include increase in noise, dumping of food and other waste
onto the streets, and safety issues for drivers. The latter includes, moving in and
out of their driveways, turning into streets often with restricted view from cars
parked close to corners, and the ‘hoon’ element increasing through many of the
streets surrounding the University.

In conclusion, as stated in my submission, | object to the proposed development
by the ACU and hope that | may get the opportunity to discuss these issues
further.

Yours sincerely,

Lef )-"":‘.ZW‘_E“N‘_,-:»A.N;‘_:_.\'.

Dr. Godfrey isouard



31 Myrna Road
Strathfield NSW 2135

28 February 2012
NSW Planning and Infrastructure
Sydney NSW 2001

RE: Application Number MP 10_0231

As a resident of Myrna Road Strathfield for the last 23 years, | would like to
register my objections to the expanswn of the Australian Catholic University
{ACU) Concept Plans.

Obijections:

1. Lack of local community consultation.

The residential area chosen to ‘consult’ was extremely limited, very poorly
contacted and were given minimal time to respond. With the proposed increase
of student/ staff numbers it should have been obvious to any person that the
geographic area to be consulted should have been much wider,

2. Parking.
The number of parking spaces provided for the present number of students is

pathetic. The parking to be provided is extremely inadequate for the proposed
farge number of students. Although the University states that parking will be free,

[ expect that once the new cark park opens it will be charging for parking at a rate
unaffordable 1o the majority of students, and in line with what students get.

charged at all other NSW Universities. These students will have no where else to -

park other than our local streets.

3. Suitability of local streets.
Streets in Strathfield are already in a poor state of repair. With the increase in
traffic, so . will the wear and tear increase for our local sireets.

4. Pollution.

With an increase in volume of traffic brings in a higher level of poliution and its
impact on the health of the local residents. The present students are: already
leaving their unwanted rubbish in our streets.

Undergrotind parkmg requires ventilation. Once again venting out into the
surrounding air space will impact on the health of our local residents.



5. Transport by the ACU,

Buses circulating between the ACU and the station already impact on the local
resident. The pick up and drop off zone alone at the station is consistently
blocked by the ACU bus. The drivers of these buses already act in an
irresponsible manner breaking the speed limits of the area, tooting cars collecting
or dropping off {o move out of their way, and overstaying their allocated time
when students line up to wait for the bus to open. By increasing the number of
bus runs this will again limit local residents access to this area.

6. Hlegal Parking.

The parking situation has created illegat parking such as in front of post boxes,
over resident’s driveways, and parking too close to other parked cars. In some
instances, visitors have had to wait for students to return to their cars before they
can move. In addition, some trades people coming to work in the district have
had to park streets away or illegally park over the foot path in order to carry out
their work in our homes.

Students tend to park right to the edge on corners which creates visibility
problems to other drivers on the road and at present causes accidents and many
near misses. The next one could result in a death.

Older residents, children, people with a disabilily and the students themselves
are at great risk to life and limb crossing roads now.

As stated, | am registering my objections to the expansion of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) Concept Plans. The proposed plans are not stitable
for this residential area. | suggest that a new site be looked at by the ACU.

Yours sincerely,

¢ _kifida Isouard



From: Frank Giannuzzi <FGiannuzzi@uhyhn.com.au>

To: "plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au™ <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
CcC: "strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au" <strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au...

Date: 11:08 pm 28/02/2012

Subject: Australian Catholic University, Strathfield campus, Strathfield - application number
MP 10_0231

I wish to advise that | object to the proposal by the Australian Cathofic University (ACU).
| afso advise that | have no political donations to report for at least the last 10 years.

The main reasons | object are listed below in no order of pricrity.

1. Traffic congestion & safety - this is a residential area which already has excessive daily traffic
movements. The proposal will increase traffic & traffic congestion on roads & intersections in the
surrounding area. It will also have a detrimental impact on pedestrian & vehicle safety.

2. On street parking - | live in Newion Road which already experiences, during university semester
days, a large number of cars parked outside or near our home. We are a five car family with myself,
my wife & each of our three children having their own cars & quite often having to park well away from
our house. This is hardly ever a problem on weekends or non university days.

3. Character of the area - the proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential
precinct & will also have an effect on the privacy of the residents by including 3 & 4 storey buildings
especially as some of those buildings are planned to be on the perimeter of the ACU grounds. |
believe these new buildings will alse have a negative impact on the existing heritage listed buildings.

4. Increased noise - this will be caused due to initial construction, from additional students & ACU
staff, from additional fraffic & extended university hours.

5. increased rubbish left by students will be a natural by product. | am amazed how much rubbish
is already left on the streets by students - as night follows day there will be an increase in rubbish
strewn around our streets & outside my house.

6. Breaches of the existing planning approvals - for example the maximum number of students
that the ACU are allowed to have on the campus already exceeds the existing planning approvals.

7. The ACU proposal contains invalid parking & traffic analyses due to incorrect assumptions in
relation to growth of student numbers. This flaw invalidates the conclusions reached by the ACU & its

consuitants.

8. If allowed to occur, the expansion of the ACU would represent a breach of residents rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties, & would interfere with their safety, peace & convenience.

Due fo these reasons | strongly do not support the ACU proposal.

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, then the errors & deficiencies in the
analysis presented by the ACU & its consultants means that no reasonable decision maker can make
a valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors & deficiencies would need to be remedied &
subslitute analyses would need to be undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of

the proposal.
Yours faithiully,
Franco Giannuzzi

68 Newton Road,
Strathfield NSW 2135,



Pagelof I

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

We are long term residents of the Strathfield area - having lived in close proximity to the Australian Catholic University
{and before it was built) since 1972, .

We have strong objections and concerns in relation to ACU's expansion:

* the 3-4 storey buildings are not in keeping with our surrounding environment. Many homes in Strathfield are under
"heritage listing" and most other homes, like ours, is located in what we thought would always be a lovely, quiet, tree-lined
street suburb. Please be aware, we are a "residential" suburb in which the Catholic Church has chosen to build a
University. We had no objection when this was built as we were under the impression that ACU would not be turned into
a much LARGER educational institution.

* the increase in student/faculty numbers will OBVIOUSLY lead to traffic and parking problems. The Local Traffic
Ranger shouid be consulted as to how often he already books cars parked illegally (who attend the University). We
understand the proposed "new car park" in the Concept Plan will not cater for the increased numbers - and yes, some will
use the "bus” but MOST will drive.  The Traffice Management Plan does not cover the simple fact that at peak periods
there are MANY people/cars/buses using this area travelling to school, uni & work - and the EXISTING road network was
not built to cater for a much larger University (eg Marion Street only allows for one line of traffic because of its width).

We also note in this Traffice/Parking Survey that residents would not be given "resident parking” stickers as this was
deemed not necessary. We have 6 adults in our home with 5 cars and certainly do not wish to start parking some of these
cars "around the corner"!

Why is it deemed possible (fm the University Traffic Management Plan) for residents living in the surrounding streets, to
be given a " 2 hour time limit" for parking outside our own home? | repeat this area is/was a quiet "residentiat garden
suburb” - not an area fo be used as a "parking lot" for the University.

* no consideration has been given to the detrimental impact of this "Application” on our residential prices.
We STRONGLY OBJECT to this Application.

Yours faithfully

Peter & Sue Haack

79 Newton Road
Strathfield. 2135

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPCGrpWise\dF4EQ1... 29/02/2012
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From: “Brad McGann" <brad@mcgann.id.au>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 9:33 pm 28/02/2012

Subject: Re: Concept Plan for the Australian Catholic University (ACU) ref: MP 10_0231

Attachments: MP 10_0231 _Catholic_Univerisity_ Dept_Planning_20120228.doc

Re: Concept Plan for the Australian Catholic University {ACU) ref: MP
10_0231

Piease find attached submission in Microsoft word format. Copy below as
well.

We wish to lodge a strong objection to the plan to extend student numbers
and hours for the Australian Catholic University (ACU) at Strathfield.

We live in Edgar Street which runs behind the Ovals at the Northern end of
the ACU. After spending 10 years battling to retain our property's amenity
from the expansion of St Patrick's college, we now find we have another long
battle ahead with the ACU trying to expand its infrastructure and students

in the area as well.

The increase in opening hours, students, traffic and parking in the area
will severely impact the dwindling amenity of our property, reduce our
property values and complete the transformation of this part of Strathfield
from a peaceful family haven to a busy congested area that should be
avoided.

The following issues relating to the areas to the North of the ACU campus
should be seriously considered when evaluating this propesal:

a. Traffic congestion around St Patrick's college, particularly in Edgar,
Marion and Francis streets is already at breaking point. This area should
not be ignored when locking at the traffic management plan, the plan can
only increase the traffic woes on this side of Barker road.

b. Parking in Edgar Street is already at capacity, parking in Shortland
Avenue has been increasing in recent years to the point where it is already
close to being parked out. | understand that a lot of this parking is

overflow from the University. Edgar Street, Marion Street and Shortland
Avenue are now quite dangerous to navigate during St Patrick's college peak
drop off and pick up times. Increasing ACU student numbers and infroducing
restricted parking on the other side of Barker road will have a devastating
impact on parking around St Patrick's college.

¢. Any parking in Marion Street increases the traffic congestion around the
St Patrick's Francis Street drop off zone and rapidly leads to gridlock.

d. The original traffic management plan presented for the St Patrick's
college work promised residential parking but never delivered. We are
highly dubjous about the state governments', council's or ACU's ability to



deliver a satisfactory parking solution to the residents in light of the
huge increase in student numbers sought.

e. Currently, during peak pickup/dropoff times at St Patrick's college
Shortland Avenue is impassable due to cars lined up to get into the drop off
Zone.

f. We are particularly disturbed at the proposal to extend the functioning

of the University into the weekends. Currently we enjoy full amenity of our
properties and the surrounding area on weekends, with occasional
interruptions from sporting events at St Patrick's college. It appears this
proposal will see an unrestricted, bustling 24x7 Campus at our doorstep.

This is not acceptable. Strict controls would need fo be implemented on any
weekend usage, such as limiting student numbers so that all weekend students
can fit in the provided university carpark, and that any such car park would

be free for studenis on the weekend {0 keep students cars away from
resident's properties.

g. Massive increase in visual and aural pollution. Qur property is

diagonally opposite the extremely large above ground car park planned to
replace the western oval. We will also have clear view of the new towers

proposed.

h. This is a quiet suburban area, and should remain that way. Developments
of this sort should be planned in non-residential areas.

i, Strathfield is already oversubscribed with educational institutions,
enough is enough.

It is not appropriate to allow this increase in usage in the middle of this
quiet suburban area, we have already taken our fair share of public
infrastructure. We implore you, please do not further transform this
residential area in this fashion.

Thanking you for your consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Bradley and Anne McGann
cc by post:

Charles Casuscelli RFD MP

Councillor Paul Baron, Mayor of Strathfield Council

Cardinal George Pell



Bradley and Anne McGann
13 Edgar Street
Strathfield NSW 2135

info@mecgann.id.au

28 February, 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Department of Planning and Instruction
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear My Brown,
Re: Concept Plan for the Australian Catholic University (ACU) ref: MP 10_0231

We wish to lodge a strong objection to the plan to extend student numbers and hours for the
Australian Catholic University (ACU) at Strathfield.

We live in Edgar Street which runs behind the Ovals at the Northern end of the ACU. After spending
10 years battling to retain our property’s amenity from the expansion of St Patrick’s college, we now
find we have another long battle ahead with the ACU trying to expand its infrastructure and students
in the area as well.

The increase in opening hours, students, traffic and parking in the area will severely impact the
dwindling amenity of our property, reduce our property values and complete the transformation of this
part of Strathfield from a peaceful family haven to a busy congested area that should be avoided.

The following issues relating to the areas to the North of the ACU campus should be seriously
considered when evaluating this proposal:
a. Traffic congestion around St Patrick’s college, particularly in Edgar, Marion and Francis streets

is already at breaking point. This area should not be ignored when looking at the traffic
management plan, the plan can only increase the traffic woes on this side of Barker road.

b. Parking in Edgar Street is already at capacity, parking in Shortland Avenue has been increasing
in recent years to the point where it is already close to being parked out. 1 understand that a
lot of this parking is overflow from the University. Edgar Street, Marion Street and Shortland
Avenue are now quite dangerous to navigate during St Patrick’s college peak drop off and
pick up times. Increasing ACU student numbers and introducing restricted parking on the
other side of Barker road will have a devastating impact on parking around St Patrick’s
college.

c¢. Any parking in Marion Street increases the traffic congestion around the St Patrick’s Francis
Street drop off zone and rapidly leads to gridlock.

d. The original traffic management plan presented for the St Patrick’s college work promised
residential parking but never delivered. We are highly dubious about the state governments’,
councii’s or ACU’s ability to deliver a satisfactory parking solution to the residents in light of
the huge increase in student numbers sought.

e. Currently, during peak pickup/dropoff times at St Patrick’s college Shortland Avenue is
impassable due 1o cars lined up to get into the drop off zone.

f. We are particularly disturbed at the proposal to extend the functioning of the University into the
weekends, Currently we enjoy full amenity of our properties and the surrounding area on

1



weekends, with occasional interruptions from sporting events at St Patrick’s college. It
appears this proposal will see an unrestricted, bustling 24x7 Campus at our doorstep. This is
not acceptable. Strict controls would need to be implemented on any weekend usage, such as
limiting student numbers so that all weekend students can fit in the provided university
carpark, and that any such car park would be free for students on the weekend to keep students

cars away from resident’s properties.

g. Massive increase in visual and aural pollution. Our property is diagonally opposite the
extremely large above ground car park planned to replace the western oval. We will also have
clear view of the new fowers proposed.

h. This is a quiet suburban area, and should remain that way. Developments of this sort should be
planned in non-residential areas.

i. Strathfield is already oversubscribed with educational institutions, enough is enough.

It is not appropriate to allow this increase in usage in the middle of this quiet suburban area, we have
already taken our fair share of public infrastructure. We implore you, please do not further transform
this residential area in this fashion.

Thanking you for your consideration.

Yours sincerely,

Bradley and Anne McGann
ce.
Charles Casuscelli RFD MP

Councillor Pauil Baron, Mayor of Strathfield Council

Cardinal George Pell

TH



From: Paul Lin <electrical@powerun.com=

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 1:29 pm 28/02/2012
Subject: Application No MP 10 0231 Expansion of ACU Campus Strathfield

To whom it may Concern,
I like to express my objection to the above application.

Without further expansion, | am now suffering seriously the follows.
| can not imagine what is going to happen after expansion,

Even so many car park spaces down the streets, but apparently it is
never encugh due to on going expansion of student number from ACU.

1. 1 and my relatives/friend lost car park space in the street beside my
house.

2. Those students always park very closing to my drive way, sometimes they
invade my driving way. tl blocks my view when | reverse car out, very

hard to see

the coming cars and surely very very risky.

3. Congesting traffic getting more congested day by day, plus young
people's aggressive driving style or hurry o catch schooling/exam ete,
makes Albert Road no more peacefu], it also threats many other schools
students

in the area, Strathfield Girl High, The Seventh Adventist, and St.

Patric are all in

Albert Road.

4. The new plan is taking about bus running at 8:30 PM, it make all
residents
in this area very worry.

In additional to the above mentioned three schools, there are five or
six more other
high or junior school in Strathfield, all together there are ten schools

in Strathfield.
There is really no more room for such expansion frorm ACU in Strathfield.

| would strongly suggest ACU find out other better iocation for there

iong term
future development, and release so terrible threat to Strathfield residents.

Appreciate your attention and support on us, Strathfield residents who

are really
care.

Julie Chen Lin

Paul Lin

125 Albert Road Strathfield
Tel ;97463775

0404 446666
electrical@powerun.com
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From: "Benjamin Li" <bgnjaminyi@gmail.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 7:52 am 28/02/2012

Subject: RE: Objection of Concept Plan for ACU Strathfield MP10_0231

Dear Sir or Madam,

Re: Concept Plan for ACU Strathfield MP10_0231, I'd like to express my
strong objection to the plan.

As a local resident, | am particularly concerned about the on-site parking
which will push the on-street parking to the limit. We live about a few
hundred meters away from the campus and | didn't expect that the on-street
parking would be limited in any way. Based on my recent two days count,
on-street parking was completely full in front of my house. Given that the
university is planning for a 30% increase of students enrolled, this will

only put extra burdens on the on-street parking and traffic flow.

Regards,
Benjamin L.

36 Wilson Street, Strathfield NSW 2135



18" February, 2012
Major Projects Assessment,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure,

GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSwW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP1Q 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object 1o this Concept Pan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the propesal does not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university's lack of integration with
the locat community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary te the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- The proposal containg invalid parking and traffic analyses due te an incerrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the swrounding residential precinet. If
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the guiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and
cunvenience,

- The university's consuitation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originatly provided information to Jocal residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
Lo a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this wili not provide those with an interestin
the proposal enough opportunity to express their views.

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACUL

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the propesal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal,

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations i{n the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

NAME: ANGes P
ADDRESS: 29 M yrna Rond
Strathfield  Nsw 2436




18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Cathelic University,
objecl to this Concepl Plan, We stronaly urge the Minister te decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the eharacter of the surrou nding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhoed Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficieatly the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university's lack of integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its criginal planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants, The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity- related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet. If
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a braach of residents’ rights to
the guiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and
convenience.

- The university's consultation with the local commusity has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interest in
the proposal enough opportunity to express their views.

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACU.

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasenable decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm that we have made no reporLabie potitical donatiens in the previous twe years.

NAME: "”ﬁ) —-A’LL

vy e ~ i -3 At ¥
ADDRESS: e, .hﬂ‘»/cw.w Klb‘ﬂ-iﬁf } \S U-i‘ﬁl{’% ér'(
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Yours faithfully,




18 February, 2012
Major Projects Assessment,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure,

GPO Bex 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: _AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSETY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minisier w decline the proposal outright.

Cur key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detracts lrom the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sutficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbowrhood. The university's lack of integration with
the focal community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its eriginal planniag approvals, which
have generated impacts on the netghbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to anincorreet assumption in
refation to the growth in student vumbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conchusions reached by the university and its consultasts. The propoesal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet, If
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents” rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and
convenience.

The university’s consultation with the focal communily has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to focal residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
sorne further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interestin
the proposal enough oppertunity fo express their views.

Pue to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned. do nat suppert the proposal by ACUL
Should the Minister not be inclined Lo decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consutiants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a

valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfuily,

Jasper fo
aoomess: 2 > M¥RNA Ro
QTRATHFLELD NSV 23S

NAME:




Application No. MP 10_0231 — Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Concept Plan

Our overall impression of the ACU’s Concept Plan is that it was obviously ‘designed’ in happy
isolation of the residential suburb in which it resides. Clearly, the ACU put down all the floor space it
believed it needed, stacked it into whatever vacant space they had on their site map and then re-
engineered all the environment around the site to service their built environment. As a
consequence we are to be saddied with city high rise, city traffic chaos and parking scarcity, city
noise, city glare and shadows, and city grime and litter — all in the beautiful residential suburb in
which we made our homes generations before the ACU came on the scene.

We have for many years enjoyed unique and beautiful views of Mount Royal and now we stand to
get a 4 storey structure directly in front of such an iconic vista. It's laughable that the ACU opines
that residents’ views will not be significantly impacted! Well, they may not be for residents with X-
ray vision. Do they really believe the reader will not detect such nonsense. Further, the proposal to
situate 4 storey structures on Barker Rd and adjacent to Mount Royal Reserve again reflects the
irrelevance of suburb to ACU’s planners.

Parking in our street will remain unbearable and the proposed traffic management and re-
engineering of Barker Rd is unbelievable: 4 gates onto Barker Rd and the proposed main entry from
South Street are ridiculous and dangerous elements of yet another aspect of the Plan designed on
paper without any ‘real world’ input.

In short, we reject the ACU’s Concept Plan: any such proposal that deconstructs the ACU site and re-
engineers our Suburb is not acceptable. Surely, an intelligent overview makes it plain that the ACU
has outgrown the site and that its future lies elsewhere.

Susanne and Warren Abhott
212 Albert Road Strathfield NSW 2135

Date: 27 February 2012



From: Maria Casamenio <mariacasal1@hotmail.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 7:09 pm 27/02/2012

Subject: MP10_0231 Australian Catholic University Concept Plans - OBJECTION

Attachments: MP106_0231 ACU Plans-OBJECTION. pdf

Dear SirfMadam

Find attached a letter of objection. My objections are based on the following major concerns and | ask
you fo act accordingly and reject this plan;

increased demand for on street parking.

increased traffic and traffic congestion.

tmpact on pedestrian and vehicle safety.

Impact to residential character from increase in buildings.

Impact of the new building on the existing heritage listed buildings.
. Increase of noise from additional students, traffic and extending hours and noise during
construction.

Misleading statement in its own neighbourhood policy.

Yours Sincerely,
Maria Casamento.



Maria Casamento
11 Firth Avenue
STRATHFIELD, NSW, 2135

25 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment

bepartment of Planning & infrastructure
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Dear Sir/Madam,

REF: _MP10 0231 Australian Catholic University Concept Plans

| write to ohject to this project. Thereasons for my objections are based on the following major
concerns:

» increased demand for on street parking. Already teday the parking situationis a
nightmare and significantly.impacting residents. This includes my own street. Current
students parking habits are at times disrespectfully of residents and the local community.
Driveway access and navigation along surrounding streets is already very difficult. Car
velumes and Tuture proposed extended hours of use is unacceptable.

» Increased traffic and traffic congestion. Already today the traffic and its congestion are
significant to the area and further increases are unacceptable to me and its
residents/community.

+ impact on pedestrian and vehicle safety. The increased demand on parking together with
the increased traffic.congestion will significantly Increase the risk in these safety concerns.
The proposed site is surrounded by residential area and children atvending junior and high
schooils initsimmediale areas. The risks are unacceptable to cur children and residents.

+» Impact toresidential character from increase.in buildings.

» Impactof the new building onthe existing heritage listed buildings.

* |ncrease of noise froim additional students, traffic and extending hours and nolse during
construction. Thease are unacceptable 1o a residential rich area.

« Misleading statement.in its own neighbourhoad policy, The ACU own policy’s objective,
point.ong, states “To value and respect alf members of the community”. The proppsed Is
not it that spirit: it is significant, very impactful and if allowed to continue will negatively
change immediately the Jocal community; the life's of residents and all future generations.

As-a resident and rate payer of Strathfleld for some 24 years, | strongly object to this project based
on the major reasons raised in this letter, | ask you to act-accordingly and reject this plan.

Yours. Smcere!y,

{{;svk, /Q‘ A

Mara Casamento.




J & A Simone
54 Barker Rd
Strathfield 2135
26 February 2012

The Minister

NSW Dept Planning & Infrastructure

GPO Box 39, Sydney 2000

Dear Sir,
Re: ACU Concept Plan (Strathfield Campus)

We would like to express our serious concerns regarding the impact that the ACU development will have
on our neighbourhood. The area around the ACU, including Barker Rd, is a residential area populated
by families who have a right to the quiet enjoyment of their homes. -

The existing increase in student numbers, initially without informing and in contravention of Council’s
conditions of approval, has already had a significant deleterious effect on our area. Cur home is across
the road from the Uni gates, but they did not see the necessity of a letter notifying us of ACU’s intention.
Perhaps they are well aware of the daily noise, traffic chaos, horn blowing and rubbish discarded in the
street. Large numbers of students either try to park, or are let off and picked up, or cars park across
driveways while waiting near the Uni. It is impossible for us, or our visitors, fo park in our street on uni
days, or weekends when the uni is let out to a church group. It is difficult and increasingly dangerous for
us to access our street from our driveway, with student pedestrians and many cars dropping off or

parking.

There is already too much demand for on-street parking and we now have the threat of having to have
parking restrictions applied just to accommodate ACU. There is already heavy vehicular and pedestrian
traffic and congestion in our neighbourhood. There is no reom for any increased development!

If ACU is permitted to extend its hours (they already operate evenings and 7 days weekly) there will be
no relief from the noise, traffic and chaos in what is, after all, a residential neighbourhood.

The proposed re-location of the pedestrian traffic lights to the intersection with South St will further
compound the noise, pollution and accident risk 24 hours on 7 days. The destruction of Mount Royal
Reserve green space is unconscionable, as is the invasion of personal privacy of adjacent homes.

The character and property prices of this heritage area will be adversely and permanently affected by the
building of over-sized and inappropriate office towers, introducing excess people into a residential area
bringing into question the very concept of planning and council control. R would appear that the ACU
espouses unbridled growth and “social imperialism” over people’s rights.

The ACU’s greed for expansion shows extreme contempt for the families who live nearby, and total lack
of concern for Strathfield’s reputation as a quality, quiet, residential suburb,

As concerned Strathfield residents we strongly request that any further expansion by ACU be prohibited.
This is a manipulative proposal by ACU who should be compelled to provide on-site parking for its
existing staff and student population even if they have to utilize their parkland area which is directly
opposite a road,

@




From: Souha Anboussi <scuhaanboussi@hotmail.com>
To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: ' 12:24 pm 25/02/2012

Subject: ACU Strathfield

To whom it may concern,

| am writing to you today regarding the Concept plan for ACU Strathfield with the application number
MP10_0231.1 am against this development as a Strathfield resident who lives on Oxford Road, as it
the new development will cause more traffic around Barker Rd, Oxford Rd and the surrounding
streets. There is enough fraffic as it is and there have been many near accidents in the past year,
there have been many students parking in our street and sometimes when the street is full of parked
cars its hard o see when reversing out of your own driveway and i have had many near accidents just
reversing out because you can't see if any cars are approaching because of the blocked views by
cars, i sometimes can't even park infront of my house and neither can my guests we have fo park far
away sometimes and walk it. Barker road and oxford rd have become more like the boulevard
because of having increase number of students as around these streets are St particks college,
Sydney adventist college, Strathfield girls and ACU. This side of Strathfield is supposed to quite but in
recent years it has become very busy and noisy.With the increase in infrastructure at ACU it wilt make
alot of problems with residents, we already have a problem at Newton Rd, South street, Oxford Rd,
Wilson St, Hyde Avenue, Dickson street and Albert Rd as they have become carparks for the
university.

Please consider the residents when you think about ACU because we are the ones who are suffering
living in our own homes.

From,Souha Anboussi
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To: The Major Projects Assessment,
Daepartment of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPOG Box 39,
Sydney, NSW 2001,

Date 29" Feb 2012.

From Raghavendra Rao Kumbhari,
123 Albert Rd, Strathfield, NSW 2135.

Submission of oblection regarding Expansion of Australian Catholic University Strathfield Campus,
Strathfield — Application no —~ MP 10 0231

To whom it may concern,

I wish to state my objection to the ahove application MP 10_0231 due to the following severe
Impacts it has on us,

e Lack of street parking for our cars and visitors. Now Hself some Monday’s | cant get place on
the street to put my garbage bins to be collected by the council trucks.
» Difficulty in exiting out of our house, With cars parked both ways, one can’t reverse from the

driveway to the street,
e Amount of rubbish thrown by the students. Now itself everyday students through used
cans, bottles etc in our front yard. | caught a couple of students once and the next day, | had

10 times more garbage thrown in our property as revenge.
¢  Construction vehicles traffic
¢ Increased number of cars on our street

Yours Faithfully

'\Qc-YQh&S\Q

Raghavendra Rao Kumbhari




28" fabruary 2012

Mr. Mark Brown,
Senior Planner, Metropolitan & Regional Projects South

Re: MP10_(231 Strathfield Campus Plan
I object to this proposal as it currently stands.

In particular | object to the parking impact, traffic implications and littering in our neighbourhood and
our street,

There is a huge problem with a large number of students parking their cars in our local streets due to
insufficient parking currently available in the university grounds. This is causing a disruption to parking
for residents and their visitors. [llegal parking is also causing traffic congestion and disruption to local
residents particularly in the morning,

Nowhere in the ACU proposal and traffic report, is there a consideration for our section of street,
although we are within a 1km radius of a significant new gate entrance being proposed to the ACU. We
are extremely concerned that this new plan will adversely impact our ablility to park our car in front of
our own home, as well as affecting our visiting friends and family.

! am concerned with the projected increase in traffic due to the expansion of ACL, and the proposed
increase in students to study at the University. These are Jocal roads - particularly Wilson and South
Street and Newton Road, which are often clogged up with traffic and cars parked on both sides of the
street. | de not believe the current Transport and Accessibility Study has accurately addressed these
issues. | believe the traffic problems currently experienced an our local roads will only deteriorate if the
proposed ACU plans are permitted to go ahead.

Fam also often confrented with erratic P-Plzte drivers whose driving behavior is appalling. There a ot of
school children who reside in this area and who are put at risk by these individuals. This will only
deteriorate with the proposed increase of university students to the campus.

Many local residents including myself, pride ourselves in maintaining a clean home and streetscape
however on a daily basis, University students dump their rubkbish in our streets for the residents to clean

up.



The current proposai from the University which suggests that students will catch public transport, watk
or ride their bicycles is deluslonal ~ university students prefer the freedom and independence that
driving offers them!

The Transport and Accessibility Study accempanying the proposal is inaccurate about its current
description of parking In the surrounding streets as being only minimal overfiow. Qur experience is the
opposite during university hours. Furthermore the future assumptions are flawed. 1t relies on a
significant change In student behavior to utilize bicycles, car pooling, public trensport and walking, when
the study itself states that there is only a very limited use of these alternate forms of transport already!

Nothing has changed to encourage this suggested change in behavior.

The study suggests that the University should encourage this behavior, but there is no incentive for the
University to do so, and certainly no guarantee or enforced encouragement / penalties for the university
to make sure this occurs.

In summary:

| request that the ACU plans need to allow significantly more parking within the university grounds to
divert students away from my street and surrounding areas. This would alleviate the majority of my
concerns raised.

I request that the traffic repert be redone to accurately reflect the proposal road configuration plans,
and impacts to our address and street section.

Furthermore | wish to understand what recourse we have against the University should the parking,
traffic and littering projections he exceeded,

Regards

Michael Xorompay

108 Newton Road, Strathfield.



28" February 2012

Mr. Mark Brown,
Senior Planner, Metropolitan & Regional Projects South

Re: MP10_0231 Strathfield Campus Plan

1 object to this proposal as it currently stands.

In particular i object to the parking impact, traffic implications and littering in our neighbourhood and
our street,

There is a huge problem with 2 large number of students parking their cars in cur local streets due to
insufficient parking currently available in the university grounds. This is causing a disruption to parking
for residents and thelr visitors. Hlegal parking is also causing traffic congestion and disruption to local
residents particularly in the morning.

Nowhere in the ACU proposal and traffic report, is there a consideration for our section of street,
aithough we are within a 1km radius of a significant new gate entrance belng proposed to the ACU. We
are extremely concerned that this new plan will adversely impact our ability to park our car in front of
our own home, as well as affecting our visiting friends and family.

| am concernad with the projected increase in traffic due to the expansion of ACU, and the proposed
increase in students to study at the University. These are local roads - particularly Wilson and South
Street and Newton Road, which are often clogged up with traffic and cars parked on both sides of the
street. | do not believe the current Transport and Accessibility Study has accurately addressed these
issues. | believe the traffic problems currently experienced on our local roads will only deteriorate if the
proposed ACU plans are permitted to go ahead,

| am also often confranted with erratic P-Plate drivers whose driving behavior is appalling, There a lot of
schook children who reside in this area and who are put at risk by these individuals. This will only
deteriorate with the proposed increase of university students to the campus.

Many local residents including myself, pride ourselves in maintaining a clean home and streetscape
however on a dally basis, University students dump their rubbish in our streets for the residents to clean

up.



The current proposal from the University which suggests that students will catch public transgort, walk
or ride their bicycles is delusional — university students prefer the freedom and independence that
driving offers them!

The Transport and Accessibility Study accompanying the proposal is inaccurate about its current
description of parking in the surrounding streets as being only minimai overflow. Qur experience is the
opposite during university hours. Furthermore the future assumptions are flawed. It relies on a
significant change in student behavior to utilize bicycles, car pooling, public transport and walking, when
the study itself states that there is anly a very limited use of these alternate forms of transport already!

Nothing has changed to encourage this suggested change In behavior,

The study suggests that the University should encourage this behavior, but there is no incentive for the
University to do so, and certainly no guarantee or enforced encouragement / penalties for the university

te make sure this occurs,
In summary:

| request that the ACU pians need to allow significantly more parking within the university grounds to
divert students away from my street and surrounding areas. This would alleviate the majority of my

concerns raised.

| request that the traffic report be redone to accurately reflect the proposal road configuration plans,
and impacts to our address and street section,

Furthermore | wish to understand what recourse we have against the University should the parking,
traffic and littering projections be exceeded.

Regards
Maria Korompay

108 Newton Road, Strathfield.



From: Brett Jackson <brentonsjackson@gmai.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 2:11 pm 29/02/2012

Subject: Concept Plan for ACU Strathfield - application SMP 10_0231) - Objection
SirfMadam,

While | am not opposed to the expansion of the Australian Catholic
University | feel that the off street and onsite parking proposals should

be reconsidered. On street parking in the surrounding streets is manifestly
inadequate for the university needs under the present operating conditions.
Apart from Barker and Newton Roads which are wide enough to allow parking
on both sides without restricting traffic flow. The majority of surrcunding
side streets will not allow vehicles {o pass in opposite directions at the
moment when vehicles are parked on both sides of the streets. | understand
the proposal is to allow unrestricted parking on one side of these streets
with restricted parking on the other. While this may allow better traffic

fiow it does not address the plight of residents who do not have sufficient
area to park alt their vehicles off street. Our family has five vehicles.

Three are used by university students at different campuses, another by
wife working another area and one by myself in another direction. The three
students also have part time shift work. Our property only allows two
vehicles to park off street meaning the other three have to use the street,
This is not unique to our family. This possibly could be addressed by
Councit resident parking permits. | feel that the university should be
required to at least double the proposed onsite parking (access from Barker
Road near Wilson St} in order to address the current and future traffic
congestion surrounding the ACU. Whilst this would be costly the area under
the playing fields could easily accommodate this. Cost could be recouped
over time by charging a modest fee for the parking as is done at Sydney
University Parramatta Rd. Camperdown and Macquarie university. It is quite
obvious that the area utilised by the university is not adequate for the
planned expansion and was never envisaged. | ask the above matters be

considered.

Brenton S. Jackson
12 Wilson Street,
Strathfield, 2135.



.

Gilbert and Margaret Vella
5 Bareena Street
Strathfield

NSW 2135

29" February 201.2

Australian Catholic Unfversity Concept Plan

My wife and | would like to strongly object to the proposed plan by the Australian Catholic

University (ACU) to the expansion of its student numbers as this will cause immense problems in

our area.

With the present student cohorts, many of the streets around the ACU are choked with student
cars, while they attend the university, Even though our street is quite some distance from ACU, we
are already getting cars parked in our street, The real problem occurs when one tries to drive from
Bareena Street into Newton Road; cars parked near the curb prevent your vision of traffic in
Newton Road. One is forced to gradually edge out to see if there is any traffic; in the event of an
approaching car, one has 1o quickly reverse to avoid an accident, providing the car behind you is
not right too close, hence preventing this manoeuvre, This dangerous manoeuvre has to be
repeated when trying to drive from Newton Road into South Street.

Many of the streets in our area were not built to have cars parked on both sides, which is what is
happening now. An additicnal problem in South Street is that Sydney buses are trying to drive on
it as well.

Another very dangerous section of road where the students now park is on Oxford Road, on the
winding section as one approaches Barker road. | have witnessed many near misses as cars try to

avoid each other around that bend.



The point is that this dangerous and intolerable situation is what is occurring now. What the ACU
is planning will cause even mare of our streets to be choked with cars, which will exacerbate the
situation even further. Qur jocal streets are being turned into a free car park for the ACU. Surcly,
if the University wishes to enrol mare studen’s, the onus should he on it to provide adequate
parking for them.

In conclusion, we very strongly chject to the ACU concept plan as it will make cur area more

dangerous for the residents, who chose this area for its nice quiet streets, not a student carpark!
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From: Jimmy wang <gjjwang@gmail.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 7:12 pm 29/02/2012

Subject: RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

To Mark Brown

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

We are writing on behalf of our family, the residents of 21 Dickson S,
Strathfield, in relation to the Concept Plan of the Australian Catholic
University, We strongly object to the Concept Plan and urge the Minister
for Planning and infrastructure to block the proposal outright.

The major reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan include:

- The proposal will lead to major traffic issues far greater than

those described in the analysis. The roads and streets of our community are
already congested encugh because of the number of students that attend the
ACU currently and the students often park and block up our driveways, which
is not only & nuisance but a safety hazard and cause serious issues in
emergencies. Increased traffic aiso poses a major risk to children in our

local community especially as most students from the University are
P-Platers and are definitely not responsible drivers as evident from the

fact that they park and block our driveways, park at bus stops and even
speed on our streets.

- The proposal will ruin the residential characteristics of
Strathfield which is generally regarded as residential area rather than a
commercial area. By having 4 storey high buildings not only ruins the
landscape but intrudes the privacy of local residents.

- Pollution will drastically increase both in the form of noise

pollution and air pollution due to cars as well as increased garbage on our
streets because of the increased number of students. This means that the
Council will have to clean it up and consequently we will have to pay more
money for our Council fees for a problem caused entirely by others.

Due to the aforementioned reasons and several others, we strongly oppose
the proposal by the ACU and believe there is absolutely no reason for it to
proceed. We have been deceived by their misleading data and errors in their
analysis to disguise the major detriments of this proposal and therefore

you cannot allow this proposal to proceed at all if you have the interests

of our local community at heart. Our family hopes you will make a
responsible decision to decline this proposal immediately.

Yours faithfuily,

Qi Jian Wang and Xiao Jing Liao



28 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

FAX: 02 9228 6455

Dear Mark Brown,
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

| the owner of a property in Albert Rd which is located within 230 metres of the Australian Catholic University
(ACU} Albert Rd Gates am directly affected by the business being conducted by the ACU. I strongly object to
this Concept Plan for the following reasons:

1. Quality of Documentation

The documentation submitied by ACU appears to be lessening the realistic impact on the surrounding
environment and has inconsistencies across documents. Errors and inconsistencies result in greater time to
comprehend documents and likely confusion, The more errors and/ or inconsistencies generally would
indicate research deficiencies or inadequate consideration and consolidation of information. As a result, one
could question if matters of significance may have been inadvertently omitted.

Creating an informed decision by planning non-professicnals with documents containing a prevalence of such
errors, inconsistencies and possible omissions, in my opinion, cannot be made based on the documents

currently presented.

Some examples of quality issues include:

a. General :
s Albert Rd is referred to incorrectly 10 times in 3 documents as “Alfred Road”. It is also referred

to incorrectly as Albert Street under a section heading of Albert Road.

b. Environmental Assessment ~ Part 1, Section 2 Site Analysis & Context Map — Existing Campus
» The carpark is incorrectly shown with respect to South St, it is actually south—east of the
carpark.
» Albert Rd isn't depicted at all within the inset map.
s The existing property boundaries are not defined, particularly the eastern gates of the campus
in Albert Rd.
* A public reserve, Mount Royal Reserve, is not shown.

¢. Environmental Assessment - Part 2, Section 4.9.5 states 1 parking space per 6 students whereas the
Transport & Accessibility Study, Section 4.5 states 1 space per 5 students. Which is it?

d. Environmental Assessment, Section 2.5 Local Accessibility
Walking distance and time of 1.3km/ 15-20min should be measured along footpaths of the suburban
streets, not “as the crow flys”. According to the Transport and Accessibility Study, Section 3.5,
“Strathfield station is about 2km from the site. Considering average pedestrian speed of 1.2m per
second, the campus is 25 - 30 minute walk from the station. ... During the site visits very few students

were observed to walk to the campus”.

Interestingly, it is noted in the Transport and Accessibility Study, Section 3.6 “Students who live within
1km of existing train stations should be targeted for potential public transport users.” One kilometre,

File: DPI-ACU MP10 0231-28Feb12 ar.docx 1of4



28 February, 2012

using an average pedestrian speed of 1.2m per second is approximately 14 minutes. One could infer
from this that a 1km/ 14 minute watk generally to public transport, is a reasonable distance for a
student to walk, anything greater would be unreasonable. So a student is uniikely to undertake a walk
of 2km/ 30 minutes from Strathfield or Homebush Railway Stations. Confirmation of this conclusion is
in comments from site visits noted above “very few students were observed to walk to the campus “.
This indicates student and staff movements to and from ACU will be either by bus, car, motor cycle or
bicycle. Should student and/or staff numbers increase, given these modes of transportation, the
magnitude of the traffic impact will be directly proportional to the increased number of students and
staff. The immediate area surrounding ACWU is already traffic congested and parking oversaturated,
hence the area and residents impacted will increase.

e. Environmental Assessment - Section 4.22.5 Surrounding Community

s Inrelation to paragraph 2, there are 13 houses on the south side of Albert Rd between the
gates of ACU and Heyde St. We are aware of at least 3 of these that are rental properties where
the landowner would unlikely have received any information from ACU that was put in their
letterbox. Accordingly, the owners of rental properties would not have known about invitations
to any consultation sessions. Invitations should have been sent to the registered owner’s
address. We first became aware of ACU’s concept plan by receipt of a letter from the Dept of
Planning & Infrastructure dated 16 january 2012.

f. Environmental Assessment - Section 2.10_Heritage

s The heritage map indicates only half of the heritage items on Albert Rd between the gates of
ACU and Heyde St.

» This section only mentions “The site is identified as being of local significance” several highly
relevant aspects of the heritage impact statement have been omitted from this report as
follows:

¢ Partl of the Heritage Impact Statement states:

o it'slisted as a “heritage item by Schedule 6 {Heritage Items) of the Draft Strathfield
Local Environmental Plan 2008. it is identified as ‘Victorian Mansion, formerly
Mount Royal, now the Australian Catholic University’, No. 179 Albert Road,
Strathfield. The site is identified by this schedule as being of State Significance, with
historic, aesthetic and social significance.”

e Part 6 of the Heritage Impact Statement states:

o “The site is classified by the National Trust of Australia (NSW) under the name
‘Mount Royal — Mount St. Mary College.” The listing includes the mansion, chapel,
1930s classrooms and parts of the garden. The National Trust (NSW) lists those
buildings, sites, items and areas which ‘are components of the natural or cultural
environment of Australia, that have aesthetic, historical, architectural,
archaeological, scientific or social significance, or other special value for future
generations, as well as for the present community.” While inclusion on the Register
has no statutory power, it is widely recognised as an authoritative statement on the
significance of a place. The Trust may take whatever action it deems necessary to
protect a listed property. “

o  “The Mount $t. Mary College Chapel’, being the Barron Chapel, is listed on the
(Royal)Australian Institute of Architect’s Twentieth Century Register of Significant
Buildings. This register has a similar status to the National Trust. It is not of such long
standing as the National Trust Register and has a lesser (but growing) level of public
perception.”

File: DPI-ACU MP10 0231-28Feb12 ar.docx 20f4
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g. Heritage Impact Statement
* View Corridors 8.3.3 View Corridors from the Site states “Although not investigated, there
would be district views from the top of the towers of the Edmund Rice Building and Barron
Chapel”. Strathfield Heritage organisation’s website clarifies the non-investigation “the tower
was desighed to allow Hinchcliff to view ships as they arrived in Sydney Cove”. One could easily
assert this places more heritage significance on the Edmund Rice Building (Mount Royal) tower.

2. Inadequate Addressing of Traffic, Transport and Accessibility:

2. ACU Strathfield Environmental Assessment — Part 2, Section 4.9.5 illustrates student numbers being in
the form of EFTSL and is not defined in document. Furthermore, | was unable to locate a definition of
EFTSL in any of the submitted documents. { assume it may mean Equivalent Full Time Student Load
(EFTSL) and further assume this numerically represents the measure of a student’s study load. Based
on these assumptions, EFTSL represents an aggregation of students, rather than one single student.
Therefore, the use of EFTSL data in any form of input for traffic modelling and accessibility assessment
would be inappropriate as it will underestimate all forms of traffic movement. Clarification needs to be
provided regarding if and how EFTSL data was incorporated into the Transport and Accessibility Study,

b. Appendix E_Transport & Accessibility Study Decll

» Sections 3.5 and 3.6 state very few students were observed to walk or ride bicycles to the
campus. The recommendations of the study include measures that would “encourage the
future use of non—car based means of travel while still providing suitable parking accessibility
for those who have not alternative but to drive”.

s Itisclear from the congestion of parking to streets surrounding ACU, whatever encouragement
of non-car based means of travel ACU have taken in the past, if any at all, are not working. if
such “encouragements” appear not have not been undertaken in the past, nor appear be
occurring now there is no certainty that any of these will mitigate future traffic impacts and
parking impacts. We refer to ACU’s current website where travel by car is not discouraged, nor
walking or cycling encouraged, nor mention of bicycle and motor cycling parking within the
campus — whilst promoting public transport, it is also not discouraging use of cars or stating
student parking spaces are available on campus. The result not unexpected, travel via private
cars with overflow parking in the streets of Strathfield.

e Section 4.5 states in Table 3 the addition of 253 student parking spaces for an increase of
students of 200 at any one time. Based on Sections 3.5 and 3.6, students predominately drive,
hence there is an effective student parking spaces increase of approximately 53 spaces.

e Section 5.3.2.2 states “There will be no change in the car parking provision of Edward Clancy
Campus. Therefore, there will be no increase of traffic on Albert Road.” Obviously, the impact of
traffic on Albert Road is not solely attributable to the Edward Clancy campus, the entire
operation of the ACU business impacts Albert Rd traffic. Correlation does not imply causation.

¢ Section 5.4 states “it is imperative that the recommended modifications to the current parking
restrictions in the area must be accompanied by regular parking enforcement by the Strathfield
Council parking officers and rangers.” The responsibility and cost of implementation of parking
enforcement has been shifted from the business entity generating the impact on the
community and placed onto the community, ie rate payers. It is not the role of the community
to take responsibility, including financial responsibility, for businesses collateral destruction of
the amenity on the community.

= The report states “Due to the nature of university timetabling, excellent accessibility to the
regional road network, the provision of car parking and distance from the railway ling, there is
currently a high proportion of vehicle use associated with campus activity.” Increasing students
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would only increase the saturation of the existing road network at no penalty to staff/student
use of resident’s street parking without further affecting resident’s amenity.

The bottom line in regard to transportation & accessibility is whatever measures are taken to mitigate
impacts, the proposed development of this business will have a significant impact on the surrounding
local area which is already significantly congested with the ACU’s customers.

We also question if the Minister of the Department of Planning & Infrastructure has the approval authority
under Part 3A of the Environmental Planning & Assessment Act 1979 as the project is located within an
environmentally sensitive area of State significance and the development would have been prohibited under
the relevant LEP (refer Heritage Impact Statement accompanying ACU’s submission, Draft Strathfield LEP

2008, EPA Regulation 2000, ¢! 8N{1)).

in summary, we consider any expansion of ACU totally inappropriate for this residential area based on:
¢ Unsuitable quality of documentation required to make an informed decision
« Loss of residential amenity — car parking, traffic, increase of rubbish left by staff &/or students

e loss of heritage
« inadequate evaluation of traffic, transport and accessibility such as vehicular, pedestrian and bicycles

| confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years,

Please do not make my name available to the Proponent, other interested authorities or on the
Departments Website.

Yours faithfully,

Copies to:
1. Strathfield Council, Councii Paul Paul Barron; PO Box 120, Strathfield NSW 2135,
2. Mr Charles Casuscelli; strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au.
3. Strathfield Heritage organisation; Cathy Jones, cathy.jones@optusnet.com.au,
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Mrs R Cartwright

210 Albert Road

STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

Postal Address: PO Box 21
CAMPSIE NSW 2194

rosemary@ebe.com.au

18" February, 2012
MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT
DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Submission Regarding

Expansion of Australian Catholic University Strathfield Campus, STRATHFIELD

Application No. MP10 0231
To Whom It May Concern,

I wish tostate my objection tothe: above Apphcatlon MP10: 0231 because; as a resident of Albert
Road, | fear thaithe res:dents of-Albert Road will be géverely affected. The following are-my reasons:

s TRUCKS:
We fear th’at'ai:éééé 1o fh'e 'buitdiﬁg site: for'déﬁi’o’!iti'on and construction.will ocourvia
Albert Ruad. We'do: not want heavy trucks mowng up and down Albert Road, ftisnot safe:
as there aretwo schoois inour wcimzy and the large volume. of pedestnan traff;c {young
scheol’ children and studentsas well as eéderiy residents) would be. endangeréd.
The roadis nartow and' ; f_;pedestnans i paorafready, espec:alty forresidents
{eaving and‘-e__n_te_mn ._.nve“rays It isa 4E)km zone thatis: rommonly sgnored We'donot want
trucks in our street, Dursmall street cannot. handle such massive heavy vehicle: movements..
The noise and air pollutio 'rom Trijcks: wou]d also bean unbearable impact.
How long will ther construction goon for months or vears? There:seemsto be notimelimits,

& mmw
OJSGZAII" Demplition and. ongomg -construction will cause noise.and air. pu!iutmn
.(espemally bulldmg dust) to; reverberate dowi Albert Road in-what should be a
quiet residentialarea. Any increase in: trafficin‘Albert Road associated with the
:p_r.gp_o§a_f.w;|i-mean adecrease inalr qi__x_aistv.;n_ Albert Road, Notethat wé have
ohservéd fraffic volume cointing being done during guiet times only not during
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peak university periods. "J'he.Eo;s_s of all the trees that will be removed to make way
forthe ltbrary will furtherreduce airquality in Albert Road.

o Noise: The students themselves are noisy as they enter and leave the university. it's
not just their cars'and the loud music emanating from their cars, Because they must
be quiet while in fecture théaires, libraries etc, they feel the need to talk, shout,
laugh, scream and be as no:sy as they can while'entering or leaving the campus, This
affects us in Albert Road. ' We objectito thei mcrease in this student noise poliution
which will worsen _n_‘ student numbers increase because of the new buildings and if
weekend/out of hours operations are allowed.

We object to the proposed -rooftop'éafe for the same reasons.

o Smoking: The footpaths of Albert.Road are-currently used by university students and
staff as.é;“smoking--;qnei" We also have observed drug-dealing and alcohol abuse.
This is very upsetting for-residents who have to tlose their doors and windows to
prevent cigarette"smoke'harmin'g fh'en’i and iheir 'chiidr”en 'More st'udents, because

along Albert Road generai[y and more cirug and alcohol aﬁected students stumbimg-

on the footpath. We object to'this:
o Rubbish:Any: expans:on at the. ACU will mean more rubbish in Atbert Road.

Currently we must: ctean up every day. outs:de the front-of our houseand on the
footpath in front of the EdWard Clancy: busidtng campus. The amount of rubbish
dumped on our nature strips; 'on oiir propemes in the council street ga rden heds
and in the gutters by university. students is considerable and disgusting, Students
while waiting for class often “clean oot their car” and empty all their fitter into our
gutters and onto the footpath. Dirty coffee ‘cups are deposited on our fences,
rubbish thrown intoour: garden gum spat onto'the pavement and roads; bottles
smashed ‘against our garden walls, soiled tissues and lunch wraps are: thrown down
careiessly inourstréet. Student notes that-are nolonger wanted are tossed wmhout

care onto our iawns

JNCREASE H: GRAFHT!

i the above pian gbes ahead the vistial impact onour: beautuful Strathfield: street will be.
erormous: | fearthat: the'd increase. in bu1|dmgs thelr sme and thelr industrial. appearance’ wnli
change and destroy the whole iook of ourarea; We expect that this will bring anincrease in

-grafhts 16 ourarea. This is aEready o problem far is.in ‘Albert Road: On aregular basis, we the
fesidents, spend alot of time and.money.on: grafﬂtt removal fromiour propemes andfrom

pubilc property:sich as the bus seats, post’ boxes ‘and-road signs ag:soonasit-accirs, If the

grafﬁtl isnotimmediately remaved_ '_ increases: rapidly and givesa very unsafe. feel ta the

area We beheve that an :ncrease iR grafﬁtl i Aibert Road will happen under the: pmposal.

-and a "‘ghetto” mental;w{tone” will quickfy develop This will erode thevalue ofour

property

13%
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PARKING PROBLEMS:

NO PARKING FOR RESIDENTS:
Residents currently do not have enough parking for their own cars and their children's or
visitors' cars. Any ACU expansions will exacerbate this problem,

SLOCKED DR!VEWAYS
Albert Road re51dents are already donng it tough! We cannot handle any more trafﬂc inour

day.:anld night preventing us: frorn_ iea_wn_g _o_ur hous_e 10 C_oliect our chiidren from school or
from events, potentially putting:them at risk | have contatted the university.to complain but
at no stage-has ever a return call been jm_adéﬁ'ﬁv them to discuss the issue. The ACU does not
carel They have proven themselves a ‘_pojo‘jr;hE_ig‘ﬁhqﬁ'r'fr};'du'r' opinion.-Our driveway has been
blocked many times, some'tim_es_{eﬁ_én byk.uhcéri'hgratu.s'taff I Weé'have a collection of
photographs of some of the offendinig cars. '

PARKING PROBLEMS ALL YEAR!

In‘Albert Road-we notice that on w_eékengis__,.'giurin_giya'cat_i,Qn.Pﬁl’ipds_and during non-
business hours the attendees of the ACU (including staff) prefer to park on Albert Road
rather than on the ACU grourids. A boom gate prevents those who do not have a pass from
entering the Edward Clancy Building parking area so _thE_y:p'a'rk-outﬁde our houses but even
those, who we.sus p_ect'_(':an.accessi;the;parki'njg--i_cit',_ prefer to leave their cars on Afbert Road.
Students have, in the past, used-the front of our h_du‘s'_'e‘ forlongterm-parking while away
withother students. [t seems so unfairtoius, as residents,. tﬁa"t't'h'is happens; that-we see.
unused parking on ACU's campus: andwe have nowhere for our. vasutors to park, Evenon
Christmas Eve we haveno parkmg forour elderiy vzs;tors and wheelchair guests because of
ACU students and staff takmg upall the parkmg in Albert! Road

The: ACU boom gates: shoutdbe’ removed as:a matter of urgency toaileviate parking for ACU
'staff students andforthe res;dents The Unnvers;ty of Sydney removed its boom, gates:many
years: ago: and introduced paid: park:ng spots

;Aftemat:vely, perhaps 1hr parkmg should beput in‘place: aiong the university side with, each
residencebeing given three res:de_ L parking: perm;ts for unh'_ _
their guests Staffandstudents shoutd ot be: charged when they: park on the ACUcampus.
as this'will encourage themto.do: 50.

_NO PARKING FOR RESIDEN‘!‘S’ GUESTS°
Aibert Road res;dents currentl d
seven days aweek (this mciudes unday} and we are therefo unable toinvite. guests t
DUE: homes Thishasa maJ. :mp etohour socual and:emol naE wellbemg Weliveing,
res&dent:ai/fam:ly area yet_are unable "tﬂ oAt ourfamniy fife: as we should. AR increase in
students: will mean more :mpact Dnour: weekends ‘Wedonot enjoy waking up:on Saturday.
and Sunday: mommgs to discover ﬂurstreet cornpletely parked out, Tl’us is the current

situationand witha i:brary proposed to beiopen: for studentson weekends ‘this will become.

'zted parking for themselves or’
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more:of a problem. The students wifl of course use Albert Road for parking hecause it is
close by.

DIFFICULTIES FOR COUNCIL STREET CLEANING TRUCKS:

The parking and tiaffic is currently so bad in Albert Rq_a;i,"th'at.ihe.C_o_uncii street sweeping
trucks mustarrive extremely early if they are to Hiave any thance of doing their job. The
sleep disturbanee carrently caused By-this will worsen: The students, we know, wili stop at
nofhin,’g’ tosecure “that magic parking spot” in Atbert Road! Students will begin to arrive
earlier and earlier and stay longer and longer, Aiarms goingioff w:ll become more regular as
people: arrive’ and forget to:turn off the alarmsand asfalse alarms happen in the middle of

the night,

FEAR OF: PHYSICAL VJDLENCE/REPRISA£ OVER: PARK[NG 1SSUES:

We fear tiaat under an increased campus: phys;cai vml ) 'ce/repnsat will soon erupt in Albert

Road: For example, one brazen studentwho parked halfway across my driveway as | was
attempting toexit my property, decided to give meinstriictions onhow I-could exit my
property. Angrily he shouted at me to "ﬁhivéa’{gag theigrass orthe: footpath as close as
possible to the:telegraph pole and down the gutter and’out onto the road.” He was “not
w;!hng to waste.ariy. more time trawling for a brgger parkmg space: ‘because-he would be lote
for h;s exam and smd he felt: stressed g

th_e‘ : e\,renth Day; Adver}t:st_ C_ol!eg_ e H_at_ ,whs_,ch is: now.usgd sev_e_n .d_a_ys_f_-{)n Sunday morn_ings
we already cannot park outside our-house because of sérs of this hall, Do they have
consent to operate on a Sunday morning and afternoon? This will worsen if the ACU adds to
the problem by expanding their campuis and student numbers andhours of operation,
Stiidents are currently verbally a b_u'si'ng_'each'-oﬂief'p\ié‘f parking isstes, The'school hall users,
students.and residents will become locked in an.even fiercer battle for parking if the plan
~:goesahead! Violence will occur. Verbal altercations that currently occur will turn physical,

: Road res:dents We. fear that the umvemty wsEE be able to mcrease 1ts student numbers to any
uncapped amountit: desrres underthe Bradiey Report. and e ea‘_r_ that:this:isexactly what
the ACU plans. We do ot believe that they are spending $55 million to benefit just 253

more students, We bellevé that they ses their tre 5s “unlimited” when caps are rémoved
on: University student numbers at'the end of.2012; /e fear that'oura narrow already. severeiy-
affectad Albert Road will be unduly impacted by thisinterims of jocalamenity, traffic,
parking; safeiy, aceess, litter, air pollution, noise pollution, \{I___St__;aj_ poliut;qn_ impact on
heritage foss of property values.

to he fact thiat. he umuersl 'yl.has apparentlv been mcreasmg tts numbers bv

1 h:s ruimg As I wrrte I observe in todav 3 Sycfney Momm eraid ‘a promment
iem and their

:advertlsement piaced by the ACY for a:position for: someone’o assist
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“stakeholders” with their expansion plans, “to shape government relations” ahd “influence
high-level strategy™ and “develop relations with a range of government departments.” They
ide_n'tify--t'h efmselves as “one of Australia’s fastest growing universities.”

Has the ACU considéred spending their $55 mitlion ontheir North Sydney.campus? Would
this be'more appropriate?

Ataresidents’ méeting on Saturday 18" February, 2012 comments such.as“The ACU /s
try:ng to eot Strathfield: “and “the ACU wants to. run feralover: Strathfreld” were made, We
livei inwhat’i IS currently regardedasa beautifui efegant suburbo oveiy gardens, heritage
bs_te_d__h.omes_ and-ieafy streets. Much anger.emsts amongresidents: who fear that these
q;’ga’]i'tiesl!;&rji_l'['be' lostif the ACU’s plans are approved.

FAILURE BY THE ACU TO PROPERLY INFORM RESIDENTS:

We -object to the ACW's statement that 220 resndents were informed regarding théir
expanston: plans We, in Aibeﬂ Road, were not letterboxed Our mformat:on regarding the
-expansmn plans has only come from other.concemed residents who contacted us.

We have now been letterboxed with thie & hich dogs not
disclose its: author 15 this legal? '

VISUAt POLLUT!ON, LOSS OF HERITAGE

in Albert Road, the' homes are alf smg!e or two storey homes ‘Wedo not want an ugly,
concrete and glass, four storey industrial style buddmg at the top: of ouristréet. Albert Road
isoneof th_e_most beautiful and significant streetsin Strathfield; it c,orl.ia_l_ns heritage homes
and, 'as'jm'u proceed up the street, ‘the vista of the beautifu'i'h'éfitage"buiiding's and statues in
‘the precinet of the ACU atthe top of the hill adds valug toour propemes Australia’s 1904
Prlme Minister: Eived in the 127 yr o]d resndence ‘onthe ACU sate Thls vaiue will be lost by the

LOSS OFPRIVACY,
The: huge four storey lfbrary bualdmg onthe top iof the hillwill: cveriook purbackyard, We will
iose prwacy inour yard Th;s is: totally unacceptabie

3-FEAR OF A FGUR STOREY PRECEBENT BEING SET

There-:s currentfy no: h;gh nse at the westem end of Albert’ Road and-we donotwant it.
We ohjéct to-any changeto the: existmg ”her&tage appearance c}f the caimpus site when

viewed. from Albert! Road: We. object to the. Atbert Road precinct: becommg part: of the ACU's

-'”commerc&af hib" uider.the proposal: ’The ACU sitewas: origmaiiy fesi gned tobea piace of
guiet; religious contempiat;oa and. study amldst peaceful tranqml beautafully iandscaped
grounds. \Ne wish for this original’ charter toremain..

}We'-ob;ent o thetprecedent of four storeys beang set*by theACY; 3Does this mean thatother
@ stmg ACU buildings, for examp}e those. facmg onto-Albert Road, willin‘the: fuitlire be
allowedto extend to fourstoreys or be. demehshed and: repiaced by four: storey bwldmgs?

(o2
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INTENSIFICATION OF LANDUSE‘

Four storeys means:an mtenslﬂcation of land use {student/land ratio) which is not
acceptabie inouor remdent:al area. The ACU site is only 5. hectares: and they are puttmg
thousands: of: students onto thus site which Is excessive compared to the stodent/land ratios
of other metropohtan uhiversities. Such intense land use by the ACU will bnng associated
publichealthissues. More waste will oceur. More delivéry t_ru‘r;ks:w._:__ll_.be.n_ee_ded to sefvice
the proposed newbuildings. We objéct to any increase in these:delivery vehicles and waste
collection trucks entering/exiting via Albert Road due to traffic rioiss; air poliution safety
issues.

LOSS OF FAUNA
) f'rare tawny frogmouth birds currently frequent the stand of turpentme trees that
rin aiong the rear of Barker Road/Albert Road residénces and in.the 5 native’ turpentme trees

1o-be removed underthe proposal. We object'to theloss of habitat forthese tawny

frogmouths.and-other wildlife and the loss of heritage trees native to their location,

QLOSS OF FLORA

We nbject to ’the loss of any of the large, beautiful palm trees that are! iocated on the site
ofthe proposed: hhrary These long established and important trees are very: old and have
great ‘historical. value to.ourentire suburb’ because of thejr: age and style, They give an
elegant.and beautlfui tone to our residential area. Any new plantings will takeia iong timeto
establ:sh andwe will not benefit from them in our lifetime. The loss of these trees wiill
reduce-ourproperty values as residents in nearby Albert Road.

NO: B£NEFH‘ FOR LOCALS

We object 1o any statement made by the ACU ‘thatitis prowding locakemploymeéntand
'benef:ts toresidents. We, i Albert Road,‘observe that the. students and staff who attend
‘the unwersuw nearlyall: come from outof the ared, The ma;or;ty dnve becaUSe young. peopie
prefer to do thatand:noamount of buses/trams/mcentives will:deter _thls._.Ih_f_ey-gfte_n drive-
cars'that have modrﬁed exhaust systems and loud music; piay:ng

Atso for some unkhown reason the ACU does not allow their deamng staffito; park onsite;
.thus subjectmg residents todaily Sam disrugtion,

.Faise_a_l armsi U'_bg_uidm_gs_ regularly'occur at all-hours, More buildings will mean more of
thisnoise-for Albert Road.

)} ROPERTY VALUES'

We'li ibert Road ave'put a lotof blood, sweat and tearsinto purchasmg surproperties in
'what Was price a'quiet area and.is How becommg an mcreasmgiy _'msy anc{ unsafe ong; We
'thi besoonreceiving thelowsst possrble real; estate values for our homes lf the ACU s
allowed to expand and change the character of ourroad and precinct;
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IN SUMMATiON'
We: strongty object to the Expansion Plans of the ACU at the Strathfleld campus for the

faliowmg Teasons:

Increase of-heavy.vehicles inAlbert Road

Increased student andstaffears in Albert Road

increased alr pollutlon and:poorerairguality in Albert Road dueto demohtson and
construction dust-and exhatist fumes from increased traffic

Increased no&se poilutlon from cars, trucks and the students themselves: in Albert Road as

they enter/ Jeave

“{ncreased: presente of: smakmg outside purhouses’ assocnated with. stuc{ents and ACU staff

Increased mbb:sh left: by staff.and students
Increased vssua].pp_liunoﬂ from modern industrial size buildings
Possible increase in graffiti associated with such buildings-

-Safé_ty concerns for the many young schoolchildren attending the Adventist College and 5t

Patricks:College who walk the street
Safety conterns forelderly residents trying to cross the road

Safety.concerns for pedestr;ans due to visibility issues and young drivers as they desperately

trawl for parking (and speed in spite of the perment 40 km hourzone) instead of: iockmg out
for the many pedestriansin Albert Road

Loss of resident parking in‘Albert Road

'Lc’)_ss_.of_;-pgi‘k'ihgifbk gisests of residenits in Albert Road

Loss of lifestyle for residents because of no guest parking

tricréased:difficulties for council street sweeping vehicles

Increased blogking of driveways in Albert Road resulting in residents children being placed at

risk

;Posmble escalation of: physu:ai violence due toiincreased parking issues between students,
.staff pa rents/u sers of the ‘Seventh Day Adventist. College and res;dents

Feartha ﬁ'e*presence:of'new buildings will jead to mcreased student numbers
residents in Albert Road

1085 ofherstage vakue of our: heratage buildings and the beauty of the Albert: Road streetscape

'Loss of privacy:.
‘Increased; nsk of_more folr storev bu:ldmgs inAlbert Road oncea: precedent has besn:sat
A unacceptable mtenscfacatson of iand use, {i.e: studeﬁtﬂand ratnc:) which w;!! result | inpliblic:

heatth issues
Loss:of flora when miany: beautlful hentage ‘established trees afe removed -

tossof fauna and’ habstat-_for'the endangered.tawhy’ frogmouths when thefive’ tumentme

trees: are removed

Nobenefit ‘_'o Jocals,
-‘Decreased property vaiues dueto the imposition of twe hour parking along one side ef Albert

Road,

Yours_ falthfully

R CARTWRIGHT
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Australian Catholic University (ACU) has been lewewmg theong-term fanction of its NSW campuses and 1denuﬁed the need
to expand the Strathfield Campus toaccommodate new teaching and €aming spaces.

A Concepl Plan has been prepared to gulde e new develapmem and accomimodate an estimated 30 pér éént increase
in student numbers:over the next 10 years, while i amplovmg parking and traffic conditions and promoting the: heritage

significance of existing buildings:

Key features

Lonsolidation of iainsite access and

Three new development: ‘precincts to
provide new library and education
buildings ~ at a height andfloor space
appropriate to the existing ‘builtform:
ahd character of the focality.

The ACU shuttle bus, serwce. which
had two buses running: 10
winutés during peak periods in 2011,
will increase to thiée buses every 10
rinutes during, peak penods from
201 2:

I Auausi last year, 220 propertses surrouﬁd_mg thie
r-box-dro
piaposed: development,and residents: mwted' e two. |
LOrMIMURHY. consultatlon sessions ioeview the

Strathfield Campus werelg

A'third: communtty mnsuitatlon session will iow be

héld on:

Th;.irsday February23-at 7pm.
Murray Hall, ACU Strathfield: Campis:
25ABarker Road:

Strathﬁeid NSW 2135

The Concepy Planwill-be: advertised_ by the: Department
hF

of Plannmg and Infrastiucture until

p § seof Planning andin frastiuctive
and cahbe: vievied | infull atthe following tocations: B

Newunderground pankmg aeainthe
northwest of the campiis and two
:basemeht'park ing ateas with a totai

mintmum-of 674 spaces - a 100 per

-c:cn_t m( {_ea_se_

“F

Upgradeto:the landscape and- publi¢ .

domalivoltheicampustoinclude new

‘pedesteian paths; public open space

and landscape improvements.

dabout the- website"

Centia.

:Strathﬁeid Muma' al szncil Customer Serwce Centie’

egiess info four gates along Barker
Road, and establishment-of:a new
internal girculation areatoreduce
impacts to traffic flow and parking
along Barker. Road

@

New pedestiian fifks: throaghout the.
campus,

NSW Depart_ment of PIannmg and lnfrastructure

httpi/maj lofprojectsplannt nghsw.gov; au/

Department of Flanmng and infra structure inform atmn

23-33 Bndge Strapt; Sydney

foliowmg.

:Com mems

Mrark Brown y
_.NSW Depaftment of: Planning
: Box




18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning .a_nd Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39 '
SYDNEY NSW 2001

BDear Sir/Madam,

We, being residentsof 84 -athfield-directly affected by the operation of the Australian. Cath’olic_fU._:']'i_ve_l_'_si_ty,-
ohject to this Conecept Plan, Wc strongly urge the M;nister to decline the proposal outright,

Our-key reasons f’i)iﬁt'}bje;:ti__ljg tothe LConcept Plan.are as follows;

- The propesal detracts from the charactér.of the surrounding residential precinét-and diminishes
the privacy: oflma} edidents by. iveluding new. 3and 4 storey buildings near the bovndary: Ufthe

university on ‘BarkerRoad,

- The Neig] }bourhood i’ohcy included in'the pr oposal does notaddress sufficiently the parking,
trafficand other amemty impactsion the neag.,hboua hood. The univer =:tty sdack of integration with:
thelogal commumty is’ ﬂaghted Ly its: wilfil breaches ofits original. planmng appr: ovals, whsch
have generated 1mpacts on'the nmgh’bom hood contrary te the intentions und elly;ng s those

approvals.

- The proposal ontains tovalid parking and traffic analyses due to an ircorrectassumplionin.
relatiol.tothe growth iy student nuimbers. This flavin the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reéc_:héd"-byztheﬁ university and its consultants. The prapoesal will have substantial
traffic, par i(ing and Q'f!i'e: é‘tne'ni'ty ;‘éiai‘ed im;iatté on the surrounding v esidential: precinct. If;
allowed to ocenr, the expansion of. the-university would represent a breach of residents' rights to.
the quieten] aym ent of theu pr opemeq and would interfere with their safety, peaceand

conveinience:

- The university'siconsultation with the local conmmunity has been inadequate: The BHiversity
ofiginally provide iniformation toloeal residents that was not. comprefiensiveand was provided
to a minbrity-of: affected residents, Morer ccentlyl it “appears that the university may undertake:
some further coiisultatwn with some: pésidents:but this-will not pr ovide those with’ an. mie; e:,t i
the proposal o;muf_.,h opparmmty to EXPress theu views;

Due'to.these and other reasons, ._"&Q;‘ﬁt_?i’e‘ﬂliéi ersignied, do not support the proposal by ACGU.

Should the ’\'hmste} 1ot be ine imedito' decline the proposal; the ervors and deficiencies in the drialysis:
piese isanean thatno reasonable degcision maker couldmalkea:

valid c{euswn i sup;m -ofthe M oposa! .'] hese grtors.and dehuenc:es would necd to'be wmediate S and
substitute analyses undertaken before areasonable assessmentcould bie made of fhe: ‘proposal,

w}:@;{:c‘n firm:that: W.e'-‘}: ave made noreportable political donations'in the previous two years.

Yours faithifully,

NAME: |

ADDRESS:




A8 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessmiant,

Departmeht of Planming:and Infrastructure;
GPO Box:39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIANCATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 6231

We, being'residents of .S.ti_'*-a_tl}_ﬁel_d_dire_.fl_tly_ai’fe.cted by the operation of the Australian Cathnlic i}.nix_i_e'r_si_t'y,_
object to this Concept Plan, We strongly urge the Minister 10 decline the proposal outright.

Owr key 'z_‘easjon:-’;_-'i’c_nj‘;-;iijjenft-i_;tg-t:(} thé Concept Plan are as follows:

- Tthe pl opisal dctz‘acls from thi character of the surrounding residentlal precinet and dlmlmshes
the privicy af Jotal: residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the houndaz*y ofthe

university-on Barker Road,

The. Ne:ghbou: houd Pohr:y tacludediin the proposal does not address’ suthmem y-the parking,

traffic and 'otherdmenity iimpacts on the neighbourhood, The university's lack of integration wtt!::
rovals, whn,h.

thedoeal: commumty is; highhghted Dby itg:wilful breaches ofits or 1g,uml pldnnmg app
hayegeners ated impacts on the nelg,h‘beut hood contrary to the intentions tinder lying: those

approvals,

Th lf?'?pl_‘opbsél_-t_:dnﬂte_%ilzig invalid __'pén"is__i:}g and traffic analyses due to aivintorrect assumiption in
relationto the growth in studentnumbers. This flaw in the analysis-completely fnvalidutesihe
cunc]usmns r-eached ‘by the aniversity: and its consultants. Thepr oposal W!ll have sulmammi
yarking and ‘other amenity- ;ehted impactson the surmundmﬂtasulem;ai precinet; If
a]fowed to oatur the expansion ofthe university wouid represent a-breach ofr esidf.ms ughls to.
the: qmct en)oymem oftheit properties and would interfers w:th t}wn cnfvty, peau, umd

COHVGHIE!W@

um px upom] onough Qppol tumly o_'-:gx‘;al e.s_s. tl_a_en views:
Due totheseand .j’.at%l é'r}x'-_ea';:“qn; Sowerthe uhd ersigned, danot support thié proposal By AGU:.

i»hmﬂd Lhe Munster not: b mc]m:ed 't'o d'e"ciiﬁe' fhe 'p; bpds’a’i‘ this'ei i OFS ah"ci défitiént’ioé in"ﬂia*a‘ﬁ'ﬁ]yt:iﬁ

:;ubshtute dm!yscs nndertaken bifore ar edsonab}c a«;ccssmcnt could ]Jc macle of the P oposal
Wecon f iy that weshaveinade o reportable political donations in the Previows two years.

Yours .fagt}lfp_i'}]y,;




18% Febroary, 2012

Major Projects. Asse:@sine}_ag
Départientof Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO-Box.39:

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madaii,
RE:_AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0233

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the eperation of the Austr alian Catholic University,
object 1o t}ns Concept: Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal autright.

Ourkey reasons forobjectin _g' tothe-Concept Plan are.as follows:
The proposal detraces from the characier of the swrrounding residential precingtand diminishes

the privacy: ‘of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey- bm]dm;u; nearthe boundary ofthe
uiivérsity on'Barker Road.

iw Nexghbmﬂ hood Pu]zcy indluded in the-proposal does not add; 255! sufiment]y the parking,
i aﬂ‘" e ather amenity impacts on.the neighbourhoed. ’i‘he university'slack of integr atmn with
tlie ]oc' community is h;ghhghted Ly its wilful breaches: of its or ngal ;Jlanmng apy Y als,: which
iwavn ;,c,nel ated impacts on'the: neighbourhood contrary to the intentions undct]ymg Llwse

approvals:

conciusmns maaiwd hy (hp uhiver saLy and its wnsuitants £} h(. px opusal WHE hcwa snbst'mmi
Eraffic, parkini ang other amenity-rélated impacts on the surrounding residential précioit. If
allowed 4o ocenr, the, £expansion of: the university would rcprescnl abreach.of ms:denta rights to
t§1e qmct enjoyment of theirproperties and would interfere with thcn‘ 'a{f:ty poa oe and

CO H\r’LH !(_"1] La

mvemty §; consu]&atxon with the logal commmmy has beei: madequdta Theuniversiiy'
igh 'aily p; o\nded nﬁozmation io }or,dl T ledezm that was nut c,mu_pl dwmwe ,,mc} was: prowded

the p:‘opasa! mmugh uppm Lumly iD cxpxess then views:

Diie o these aiid othérteasons, we, the undersigned, do potsupport the 'pi_"__cu ;'3_9_'5;3']_: HAG ,L:i_.-

-subsmutc cmai}/seb u_ndertaken hofol el mdsmmb!e assesx!mni wuld be made of the pm;msal
We c_i}';i_ﬁ_l-‘m Lha twc havem ate n(_}._‘aia_p U :'f_tab'le_ political:donations in:th é_-]'p't‘-s';‘ifi puswo years:

Yours faithifoly,

NAME:

ADDRESS! oo T




18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,
D(:p:ir'tme_nt:.of‘!’l_almin_g angd Infrastmcture,
GRO Box 39" '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear ‘Sir/Madam,

‘We; bpingyesidents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation.of the Australian (“aLiw]zc University,
this:Concept Péan We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal putr 1g!n

objertto
Q u‘r-_ke_yi;;e_a sons-for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:’

- Tlié_i;propos_a] detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
theprivacy of local residents by including pew 3 and 4 storey buildings nearthe boundary-of the
wniversity on Barker Road,

2 ThE Ne:hhbamhood Policy inclirded in the proposal.does nc;i dddﬂ";.‘s sufficiently the parking,
tiafficand other amenity impacts on the neighbour hood: Tlie univer sity's lack of i mtegratmn with
the Ioca) conmunity is highlighted byits wilful breaches ofibs or _tg._,;r,}Lal planiing approvals, which
Wave generated inipacts onithendighbourh ood contrary 1o the intentions undeﬂy_in gthose

approvals,

"Ehe propmal containg mvahd parking and traflicanalyses: due toan incorrect assumption in

elationto thegrowth it student numbers, This flaw:in theanalysis. mmplet{,ly invalidates the
cobclusions teached by the imiver sity-and its comuitantb The pio mbai will have substcuma}
traffic; par king and othel amenity-r elated impacts on the sy onndmg acsxdemm] hiecinet. if
ailnwed to-occut, the axpamzun of the university would repi em_nt d 1:1 each ofresidents’ rights to
the! quml ol joyment.of Lh eir properiies and would mtorfﬂ e with an saf gy, peaceand

LDHVGI]EGHLQ

S Thew nived s"ity’s' consultation with the focal community.has 'i)éé'ii inddequate The university
or igmal}y pr ovzdnd mfm mation to ]cm] regidents that wasnot. CQEU})I Ll'lGl'!‘;WE.‘ 1nd was: provadcd
foa: mmo;*ﬂy ol affected zes;dc*ms Maore regently; '
some. further consultation with some résidents’d
thc pi aposal: cnough apPRertInify to express theu views;

;Iiﬂfsf.to._:;tl'?fb{sé.zj.ﬂi't‘i' =.thh.efl:i:_="_<.:'a$o.il.s;*va'ﬁ; the undersigned; do fn?'ﬁsupﬁQf.tfft§1;¢'-$iJTQ posal by ACU.

We m;iﬁi:m.-t?,iajt‘-we"’ha vemade noreportable political donations:in thejirevious two years..

Yours faithfully,

NAME:: /Af%f»a R R
ADDRESS: (4 [¥] garﬁif?“}’ IRJWW SR -
SLRETHERLD. R0

@



18" February, 2912

Major Projects Assessinent;

Department ‘of Plannin gand Infrastructure,
GPOBox:39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madain,

RE:_ _ A‘USTRAUAN-CA'J’}'_{_QL'I__C UNIVERSITY. APPLICATIONNO: MP10.0231

We; being residents of Strathfield divectly affected by the operation of the Austialian Catholic University,
abjectito: this Concept Plan, We strongly urge the Minister to decling the proposaloutright.

“Ourkey reasons forobjecting to the Concept Plan are a5 follows:

- ‘hra proposal detracts rom the character of the 5unoundmg, ¥ esu entiai precinetand diminishes
the privacy-of local residents by including new 3. and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the

university on-Barker Road.

ThiNeighbiourhood Poi:cy included in the proposal does ot address: suffn:xently the parking,
trafficand other amenity impacts on the neighbour hood: The aniversity’s lackof integration with
thelocal community is hlghhghted by its wilful b capties: nf its or lg,mal planping appr ovals, which
have gener, ated impacts on the nei ghbou; hood contra 1y to thc intentions woderlying those

approvals.

= ‘I’hc pr oposai gontains invalid parking and t -affic dnaiysm dig to anincon et assumplion in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This. flawin thelanalysis: cemplcte]y invalidates the
(‘t)l‘l(lllb]()nb reached by theuniversity and its consultants: The: Pproposal will have substantial
traftic, parking and otheramenity-related impacts on the su;mundingtemdetma! precinct i
-?-131‘_3-"!’..9{1 to occur, the e__xp_ansmn of the university: wo_ul_d:t.qax.gqen‘; ahreach ofresidents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their pro perties and wouldi ‘;it'e'l“_fe_lff;‘_'\:vi_th theirsafety, peace and '

¢onvenience. .

g he uuwct‘sity $consultationith the local- cmmﬁumt}' has been maquuatc Theuniversity

or 1;,1:111131 provided information to Jocal residents thatwas not wmprehenmw and was provided
6 @ minor 1ty of affected: testdems, Maore: ;u:emly,. BpeArs fliat theuniversity may undertake
sammae for thik consulmtmn with some ;csadents Butthis will notpmv;de thcsu wn‘l an interestin
the: p: oposal onough OpporkuNity to express thurvsc-ws

'}3I?"ue_'tti.-%lies_e andother feasons, we; the undersigned, do notsupport the proposal by ACU.

Or's: and def“ cmnc;es inthe anatys;s

?Sl';ould the Migisternotbe: inclmed 0 dedme the: pl*oposal the e r
' ' _’,! Lould m'!l{e a

y'the unwersxty and 1ts ccnsuitams wiean thd

substatute amlyeos undertaken bcfo} c.8 :{,asmmble As51 -ssment cmtld bL magde ¢ of the pro;msa]

SWe confivmy that we have made no; xeportable auhticdl dt)mtmns in the prewous mm yeax s:

Yours faithfully,

*NAM; " \//%«\




18% February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPORox 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir_/ Madam,

tial -pl‘PCEDCt and diminishes

%

The proposal detracts from the character of t!u. surrounding reside
the privacy of local residents by including. nEw 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Bar ker.Road.

The. Neigh’boua_‘l_wpd Policy included {5 thé proposal does pot address:sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on theneighbolrhiood, The siniversity's lack ofintegration with

thedocal commumty is highlighted by:its wilful breaches of its or iginal planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the' neighbourt hooid C{)nli ary£o the intentions underlying those

approvals,

The proposal contains invalid parking and tiaffic analyses due to anincorrect assumption in
relation ta the growthdn student ntimbers: Thisflaw in the anslysis completely invalidates the
conclusionsreached by the university and its consultants, The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity- re]ated nnp;uts on the surrpuniding residential precinct, I
allowed to occur, the expansion of the: umvemty would representabreach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of theirproper: ties and would mterfm e'with thieir saf ety, peace and

rmwmu(.m,e

- Theuniversity’s consultation with thé Joral co nuhuiity has heen inadequate. The university
o3| lgmally provi ed infoirmation’ 10 local. ru;ulez 'WaS.'l.lO:t".—c_o_l}}pl_‘-ﬁlm_nsi_ve and'was provided
te ammant}f ola er,ted regidents, More s*ecemiy ;‘:p;ﬁ'{'e_'z_enfs:;_t_"_h‘a'tjthle,_u‘;rj'iwf:g-isi'ty-.m_;ﬂy underiake:
spime further consultation with somg: _gs;d_egl_tz, butEhis willyi p.i‘:‘j).i’t{j_ﬁijd"a’e-‘ﬂ1o‘_s.c. with an interestin
the proposal enoygh opportunity 1o express theirviews:

:.'Dﬁ_t.ué-_t{i_-t.h ese and other reasons; we; theundersignéd, do hot supportthe ;pi:‘ppgsa} Dby ACU.

eﬁuenues in the analysas

-'Should Lhc Mm]stex nothe: mc];neé Lo deahne ihe pl oposa ﬂu_ errors’ and d

-substatute ana}yses uudu.ta}{on h?fﬂl eay eaml]ab}e asseesmcnt could be made 05 Lhe ptopo:,al
Weconfirm that we have made no reportable political donationsin the previoustwo years,

Yours faithfuly,

ADDRESS: .




18% February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

De'pa_rtnmht of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPOBox:39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madans,

We, being residents of Strathfield divectlyaffected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan, We strongly-urge thie Minister to decline the proposal eutright,

Our key reasons for objecting to the ConceptPlarare.as follows;

- Theproposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishés
the privacy. oflocal residents b_v mcludmg gew 3 and 4 storey bulldmg‘; near-the boundary of the

university'oh Barker Road.

The Netghhom hood Policy: inclu. cled i the proposal doesnotaddress: sufficiently the parking,
traffic aud otheramenity impacts on the nclgh‘iwm hood, The university’s lack of integration with
thelogalcommunity is hawhhghwd Dyits walfu] (4] eachcs of its or :gma} planning approvals, which
have generdted impacts on: the nmghbcurhcmd contral Yo ihc, intentions underlying those

approvals.

- Theproposal containg invalidiparking and trafficanalyses due 1o an incorrect assumption in
vetation to'the growth instudentnumbers, This flaw'in the analysis completely invajidates the
conclusions reached by the university:and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic; parldng and other 31}1_{,_{_11' :Iau,d mea{,ts on thie surrounding residential pr acinet. If
aélo_\w'ea 0O OCCUE, the ex_p:a_n_s_ib_._q'_f e university would r epresent-ahreach of residents” rights-to
the guiet-enjoyment of their propertiesand would interfere with their safety, peace and

convénience,

Jogal: gmnmumty Tias been. inadequate. The university
orfginally p! ovided infornyatiol gt was notcomprehensive and was pr owded
c:endy, :! ‘appear sthatthe university may undm take:

to-a ninor ityof affcctod yesiderits, Mo
some furtherconsultation with some: sidents butthis will not:provide those with an mie: estin
ross: thelr vmwx

the Proposal enough oppoFLunity:th expr

- Theuniversi ty‘*; consulfation with

Due to these and other teasons, we, 't,_hé%urﬁldé!rﬁiigm}&d;-c_'iu._m't support the proposal by ACY.

‘Shouwld:the Ministermot bednclined to. dechne 1}1' -p: ‘oposal; the & rors and deficiencies in thie: m'%lyms
_ptesented by the: unjversity.and its consultan 1atno reasonable decisipn maker could makea
yalid decision insupportof the proposal, T ; _'_vould need 1ohe; mmedmted and-
substitute: anaiyses undcx tai(c,n biforeia reasonab}e assessment could bc made of the proposal,

Weeonfirm that we have niade no teportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

namE: il Ses

ADDRESS:

LS



18" Febroary, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planningand 1ln'fra's.t:r_i,ictux"__e_,
GPO Box 39 '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: -AUSTRALIAN (:A*rno'z,_iC;UN_jji? RSKT

We, baing residents of Strathfi el dlrect!y affected hy the: opetration of the Australian Catholic Universily,
objecttathis Concept-Plan, Weisty ongly m*gre, ‘the Minister-to decling the proposal outright.

Ourkey reasons for objecting fo'the ConceptPlan are as follows:

The proposal dets:a_cl's'-f:_fdl)}_.-_t_;h'é%‘c_:h'aa;_acte;_' of thie surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including view 3and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Rq'a'é%,

The Neu,hbnul Iwod Pohcy inel uded in‘the proposal does not address suffic mntlv the parking,

trafhc and: ot_hel amuu rinipacts on theneighbourhood, The university's lack of mieg,_ ation with

have gcnwaitd mlpdc%;:s on'the neighbnuthood contrary to tie intentions under lwng those

approvals.

The prioposal contains: uwahd 'pdr}cmg nd traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in

T ehtwn o the growthin: numbcis Thzs ﬂaw i ihe *umly‘;;s compicujy m\rdhdalu 1hr:

wnduswns veached Ty thc uniy
traffic, parking and other :Tnmm;
allowed te.ocour, theex) aﬁsioh i
11m quiet enjoymuent of thmr prmp
convenience.

L@_d im })d{.lb_, on the subroun dmg I cssdenfu_al P eca_m:.t. _U
thie university wotld represent a breach of residents' rightsto
sand'would ip terfere with their safety, peace and

- The univer sxty 5 consu}tatmn witl:theldocal community hag been inadeguate. The wniveisity
orl,t.,maliy provided :nfm e t'un .tn.im:al zu;deni«: (hat was nm {,omp] eiwnswe cmd Wwas: pl owded
toaminority ol affecte '

somie; fm t,hex cons‘ul _
thepr oposal enoigh appm-.l.mnly-m mp; &

55 then- Vievs:
Dueto these and ther reasons, we; theundersigned, donot supportithe proposal by ACU..

i 'msal ihe errars ':md dr_hc;r_ncies m the: anaiysxs

Should the Mmlste: not bc mcl" 'ed tc: dechne the'

;'--

sslbt@tt.t_u.t,c-.a_na!_yaest.tnc_f.e: L.a..k.en. e
We:confirm that we have made 'n__{'):re_fpékfté{b'Ie: }_J_'é_liiti_éé’l_l d_éjm'tib_n §in li'h"(é Previous two -y.."e_ajrs__.}_ :

Yours: 'féi:t:hfg lly

ADDRESS: .-

Dby itswilful breaches of its original planning. ’spprovals ‘whith:

©9



18" Febroary, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planningand Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSwW 2003

Dear Sir/Madam,

We, being residents of Strathfield-direetly affectes hy the nperation of the Australian Cathelic University,
object to this Concept Plan: We strongly urge the:Ministerto decline the proposal outtight.

Ourkey reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are a8 follows:

- The proposal detr actt;-fz‘om the:character of the surrounding residential pr ecinct-and.diminishes

the.pi :vacy oflocali s hy including new 3 and 4 storey huildings nearthe lmuudaa‘y of the

university on Bar E:e: Road

The Ne;;,hlmmEwod‘i’ohcy included Dy the pn oposal does not address sufficiently ¢ Lhc par King, -
traffic and otheran 'uiy"'npacts ohthe nughbmu}wod The upiversity’s lack of integration with
the focal cormmuni lighted by its wilfu) breaches ofits original planning: :‘_provals which:

have generated impatts.onithe’ neighbouihood contrary to the intentionsunder ]ymg those’

approvals,

- The propasal containg ival; d parking « and traffic analyses due to an [ncorréttassumption Hi
relation 1o thi: growth ujdent ny mhea 5. This flaw inthe analysis comp]etc]y invalidlates:the
concius‘ions reached by theumniver sity and its copsuitants, T he proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking: riand c:ther amenity-r. elated nnpac,t:, oz tie suprounding residential pltc;nct if
allowed toioceur __ih__e axpans;on of.;l_x.e u_m_v_el_s_l_ty would representa. br eachi DFresidénts’ _1_:;,,11&3 o

the quittenjoyment.of th _e;.:i-}n'(j_p'ei_-&:_i_es-;‘a__n_ d _wQ_u'}d interfere with their safety, peaceand: '

convenignee..

& wiversity.

- Theuniversity’s constitation with the Jocal community has been iﬁaquﬂ&tC_ _
andwag provided

o :gmal]y pr owded'mfb: mation to tocal residents that'was not.compr chens:vc

s;dentb More © ecently, at appears thattheuniversity: may undu Lai{c
'mte,ms_t_ln.

to.a mnmmyui ffected ve
some further consul .
the proposatenotigh dppoiil

\mth some yesidents It thiswillnot’ pr nmde rhose wnh ani
nity: roexpress thelyvieivs

Dueto thee(, and: othe; Jeasons, Wi the und ermg,ncd Aonot suppmt the pro posa] by ACU

Ghouid thc Mm}stel not be mchned m dechm the ‘pi: opusa] the errm 5 and dehcxcnmes m the:'ma"lys}s




180 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessient,.

Department of Planiing and Infrastructure,
OGP0 Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Pear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLICUNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We; being residents u_f‘Si"i_'ét_‘-hfj_f:ld'd_ir-e.ct'%y affected by the operation of the Ai;:strél_iéin Ca.ih.o_lié_.[l niversity,
object:to this Con_cél;v:t-‘l"-}al}._i{\f.j_rsjs_t_:*on_’g}y. urge the Ministerto decline the pi-o_;_z__d_sa:i outrights

Our key reasons for-objecting'to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The plopmai detracts fromthe. characterof the surrounding r esment;ai precmct and diminishes.
the privacy ofloca! esidents by including new 3and 4 storey: bullc’:mgs heanthe: boundaly of the
unjversity onBarkerRodd.

- The Neig!ﬂji)m imofi’?éiky Included in the proposal does net address sufficiently‘thie parking, .
trafficand. othm amemty impacts'on the neaghbow hood. The upiversity’s lack of: Integration with'
the logal wmmumiy is iughi[ghted by its wilful by ‘eaches of its original p}annmg appmvaIS, whach
have generated impacts on'the neighbourhood contrary o the intentions under Eymg those
approvals.

- The proposal.contains invalid parking and trafficanalyses due to.an incorréctassusptio in
relation to the: growth in studentnuinbers. This flaw in the dild]ybib Lomp}er.ely invalidates the
Lumlusmns'mached by Lhe university and its wnsultantb The proposal wi ]I have: wbstamsal
traffic, par i\mg and othu amenity-related impactson the surr ‘ounding restdenua] precinet: 1
aﬂowed tolpcour, ‘the expansion of the university wou%d representa breach'of 1‘651dems Tights to
the: guiet: enjoyment of their pr operties and would: interfere withtheir saf ey pc,acc and

convenienes,
- Theuniversity's 'cotiéﬁl'té i '('J._!}_-T\’__V_i'_tll‘-‘{hi_é-. i._dca‘l_.i_:on’miii ll'i_t'y 'h_as 'béé_n inad p‘c’; tate; The univeisity
deni ' e and wasiprovided

c_i.‘reswlcnts Moz erec en{ly, 1t appeax s thai the umversaty nmy undertake

'the proposxsl umugh oppm m:uty tu expi 258 tilen Vzews

Due'to theseand other :r;e‘a'_'so.n_s,fw@,;th.e undersigned, do not support the .p';fojpﬁo.s_al "by Aty

oy 22 w@ M




180 Febraary, 2012

Major-Projects Assessment,

Dcp.mrtn‘xe'x_it of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPDBOX3Y

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

APPLICATION NO: MP10:0231

We, beingresidents.of Strathifield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object 1o this Congept Plan We stronglyur, ae tihie Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for-objecting to.the Concept Plan aréas follows:

itial precinctand diminishes

- Thej pr oposal detracts from the character of the surrounding wmde
the privacy of local residents'by including néw 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundaiy of the

university-on Barker Road.

- TheN mg,,hbou: hood Pcllcy included in the pr opasal does not Address suﬁ;cmmly the parking,
traffic and other dmcmty impacts on the neig,hbmnlwod Theunive; Flack ofintegration with
thielpeal’ commumty is. hlﬂhll;}hted by its witful breaches of jts of 1g'na] plaumn? approvals, which
have gmm ated: impacts onithe neighbour ]wod contrary to the intentions inder lymg those

a ppr;w;a[s

- hc pr oposa! containsinvalid parking and tr aiﬁc, analyses dueto. an incorrect-assumption in
I dauon tothe growthin studentnumbers: This flaw in the. ana}ysns completely invalidates the
conclisions reached: hyiim university and its consuitants, The pr opusa} Wwill have substantial
traffic; pay kmf ‘and other amenity-related impacts on the supr oundmg 1 sidentlal precinet: 17
allowed to'oceur; the expansion of the university would :Lpzesel" abieach ofresidents’ rights to
the: quict e uoymcnt of their pr 0;30: txes and-would interfere with: lheu safety, peaceand

convenience,

i mnw ef;affecn,d wsm%ents. Mm e !eccnt]v, 1L ,xppea: 5. ihat th
athea* consuitatmn wath some ms;dent‘: but iius w:H Hefprovide thogewiths

) uid make 8
bc F emediated and

ibubsutule anaiyses undex Lakcn botom a rmsmmbla asseﬁcsmcnt onld bc zmde ofthe: propcsai
We confirm thatwe have hiade noreportable poli tical. :d_'t_m ations in the previous:two years.

NAME: .o

ADDRESS:




18 Febroary, 2012

Major Prajects Assessment,

Department of Planning and In ﬁ_-a'_st:iuctiufﬁ,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

We, heing residents of Strathfield direetly affected by the operation of the Australian Cathelic University,
object-ta this ConceplPlan, We stronglyrge the Minister to decline the proposal oufright
O key reasons for objecting to the Congept Planare as follows:

< Theproposal detracts from the characterof the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by includingnew 3 3 aind 4 storey btn}dm?f; near the bmmdany of e

unjversity. on Barker Road,

- The Neighbourhiood Policy included in the piroposal does not addrésssulficiently the parkmg,
traffic and other amepity impactson: the nexghbomhood The university’s lack of integration with

the Jocal community is highlighted hy:its: w1lful breaches of its.original planning approvals, which-

have.generatad impacts on the. neighbourhood.contrary to the intentions underlying those.
approvals,

- Thepr opow% containg invalid paiking and traffic analysesidue to'anibcorrect assumption ip
relation to the ;.)1 owih'in stude) 'numbel 5. Fhis flaw in the 'malye.ls completely invalidatesthe-
conclusions reached by the: umvcrsaty anci its consultants, The proposal will have substartial
waffic, parking and other wmv relatéd impacts on the surrounding residential precinet 4f
allowed to-peeur; the exparnsion s fthL university would representa Trpach of residents’ rights to
the guict enjoymentof their pt opes taes and would interfere with theisafety, peace and

CO!IVEDK?!\CC

- The university's consultation with the Jocal: mmmmmy has beeninadequate, The university:
originallypr ovided in for miation.to: localr es;dents that wasmot comprehensive and was- pmwded
to aminorityof Caffected iesldui ¥ Mi)l’e recently, it Appears that theuniversity may: wndertake
some furtherconsiliation with s me resients but this-will not prowde those withaninter estm
the proposal enotgh. appm LUty 1o express. then Alews,

Due ta these and otherteasons, we, the undeysighed, do motsupport the jropusal by ACU..

Should the Minister not be inclined fo'deciine the proposal, the errars and deficiencies in‘the analysis
presented by theuniver ity and its consultants mgan’ ‘thatnoreasonable decision maker-cotild makea
valid decisionin Support | ofthe pr oposal Thesa errors and def:c fencieswould. ueed to ber euwdmted and
eubsutulu analyses under taken before . reasoiable assessment-conld be madé of the: proposal.

We confirn tha{_-'\_»,r(;’-_!}ave_;lﬁ_adé.‘n_o.;‘é’j_Mi"h_é‘li_&_ré_ political dovationsin the previous t_u’fcb'yea_rs._

Yours faithfuily;

NAME:

ADDRESS:
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