18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assegsment,

Department of Planning and ‘Infrastructire,
GPO Box 39, '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLICUNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathtield directly af focted by the operation of the Australian CatholicUniversity,
ohject to this Co_ncept'P.ian.':X’%’.e.:sta'fo';1gly_11t'-g_e-t}le_]\flini_ster 1o decline the proposal outright:

Ourkey reasons for objecting to the Concept-Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the chazacter of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents hy. mc%udmg new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the bonndary of the
university on B&rkel Read

The I\mbhbouilmnd Policyincinded inthe proposal does not address sufficiently the parking;

traffic 'md othel amenity iinpacts on the neighbourhood, The university’s Jack nfintegration with,

the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning-appr ovals, Which
havc generated impactsion the. ne:ghbﬂurhnnd contrary to.the-intentions under }ymg those

approvals.

- Theproposal containg invalid parkingand traffic.analyses due to an incorrect assomption in
relation to the grovith in student nuinbers. This Aaw in the analysis completely hivalidatesthe
conclusions réached by the university and its consultants. The “proposal will have substantial.
traffic, parking and other *zmemt}m elated-impacts on the suuoundm" residential precinet. if.
allowed to oceur, theexpansion of t_he__u_mvm_mty would repr esent a breach of residents’ rightsto
the quict enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peate and
convenjence. ' ' '

- Theuniversity's: consultation with thelocal community has been inadequate. The university
ori gma]]y provided infor MALion to Jocal résidents that was not comprelwnblve and was it ovided
0.4 or itof dfﬁ_ued; sidents. More recently, itappears that the univer sity. may. undel take.
some further umwlﬁtnon awith _some residents but this will not provide those withan mto; pstin

the r oposal enough opport my to express their views..

Duetotheseand other reasohs, we, the indersigned, do not suppore th‘c"_pi'qpo_sai by ACH:.

pf @wmed by r]ua umversxt rand 1ts consultams mean that, nov easondble demsmn makcr cou]d nnke

valid decisionin supportefithe 1 proposa
substitute analyses undertaken betm oa reasonab!e assessmentconld be made of the. Pl (mosai

We confirm ._thz':_t-_weih ave ;;n'a.'ajr_ie no '-t?e}a_{a_x'.f_élj}_e Ij_d_i'i'_t‘icai ‘donations inthe ;})J‘i?_i!io‘tjis_-two YEars;

Yours faithfully,

NAME;

ADDRESS:

1ese errors. s and deficiencies would need tobe remodxatu and
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18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,
Department.of Piam]mg and Infrastricture,
GFQ Box.39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

2 AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO;

R

We, being_;'esid_ein's'o'F;Sil'at_liﬁeld ﬁirecti_y affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Conciept Plan Weé -stmn_giy urge the Minister to decline.the propoéal ou’tf:ﬁi_g_ht..
Qur key reasons f(:n*-_n'bjectih_g_ tothe Concept Plan are as follows:

Thepr oposa] detracts from the: char acterof the surrounding residential precinetand diminishes
the privagy ofloca) IL‘?id(‘.‘ﬂib by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings nearthe boundaxy of the

university on Barker Road.

'I‘i"u'a'i\lciighbrsm'hmd Policyinchuded in the proposal doesnot address qut‘ﬁcithfiy-ili’ﬁ_' parking,
graffic.and ather amenity impacts.on the neighbourhood. The university's Jack af egration'with
the incal coimmunityis iugh]tghted by its wilful breaches of its origina). 3]annmg apj: 0\':!]'-,, which
havee geterated impacts.on wigneighhourhood contr ary to the intentions undciiymg those.

approvals,

Thee projiosal contaiis: invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relationtotheg growthin: siuclem munbers, This Baw in the analysis completely’ mvahdaiea the
coficlusions :eac}md by theuniversity and its consultants, The proposal will have substammi
uafﬁg parkmg aud other amenity- xeiated impacts on.the surrounding r esidential: pru_mct If
allowed to occiin, the ekpansaon of the university: would representa br cach of residents’ nghts o
the quictenjoyment pf_t,h_e_u _p!_()})(_?_i_ ties and would interfere with thcm safety, peace and

conveniense,

The; university’s: consu]tanon with the local community has been inadequate, The umversny

or xgmatly Py (mded mfo:._mamm to local residents that was not cemprehensnve and wag provided

to.aminority ufaffet,ted FYesidengs. More recently; it appears 'chat theniversity ma;y un_det take
soime further censuirat oa’ wath 5o residentshat thiswillnotps avnde thosewithan miuui in
thepe npnsa} enc}ugh oppm tunity to-express theil views,

Due to“f_}_les_e'.z}'_r‘léi_'o.'thé_:-._i;-.e‘;__a'so'_l_as};.wa!:ﬂm-._undersigamd, do.not 's_u_;)p0'_1rt-'t1}e_pr.(_).p.osa'i by.jA_CU_Z, .

’er confirm that _Wé':l_j avemadenprep c}_}‘fa‘bjl e polifical dofiations in £ e’_'p_rei_:i_oi} Siwn Vears:

Vours bl

NAME;

ADDRESS: o




18" February, 2012

Major Projects Ag sessment,
Departmentof Plamung and lofr astructure,
GPO Box 39.

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield direct] y affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to.this Contept Plan Weistrongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outiight.

Oui-key. reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

Thig: pr oposal defracts from the character of the surrounding residential precmct anid diminishes
the: privacy.oflocal 1es;_d_e_n_t.\>_by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near {hc Lioundary of the

upiversity on Bavker'Road.

- The Ne;;,hbom hood Policy included in the proposal does not address: sufﬁuwtiy the parking,

_ nd other amenity impacts on the nelghhnuihuod The univel :,Ry §lack: ofintegr ation with
the{!qma}. community i$ highlighted by its wilful breaches ofits original planning approvals, which
have generatedi Hipactson thé neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvals.

The proposal wntams mvahd parking and traffic analyses dueto an corsect a:asum]mon in
relation to the growiliin student numbers, This flaw in! the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions: xeaghed by theuniversity and its: wmn]iants Thepr opoqai will have: subbtamml
teaflic, paiking and other amienity-related hapacts on tho sur toundmg resndentm] precinet, if
ai)owed to: ocour, the. expansion of the university would repr esenta breach of resmenu rights to
the qu:et enj oyment of, theu proper fies and would mter fére with fhen‘ satcty, peace and

CO!‘WE]]}E‘HLE

= he umversuy 8 LODbU]ldllUlI with-the logal c‘ommunﬁy hasheen madequatc The um\ru sity
pation tolocal £ eqtdems thatwds not compreh engiv andzw 51 ._r,)vuled
O Aaning d: residents. Mm e vecently, it 'ippedl 5 that tlm umvers:ty‘ may. aridertake
somefirrt consui.tatmn with: smnt, residents: Dut thas W:H notpr dee those withan intérestin
the proposa _ennugh oppm tumty Lo express theirviews,

Dk to these and other véasons, we; the undersigiied, donot sup pore fi‘hl{_p’iib}jbsa]_::"b'_y_.‘A'CU.

Shou]d the Mlmsiea hot: be mdmed tu der,hne the ;31 oposal sthe e ors: and daficienciesin Lhc-an_aiy‘m

| 'LhL p1 nposa! T hese errors’ and defi ‘
substituu} analyses undea taken before.areasonable asscssment cou!d im made of th@ pmpusai

NﬂM 1

ADDRESS: __

R

AYA



18 --F.eh_xfuary, 2012

Major Projects-Assessment,

Departméntol Planning and Infrastructure,
GO Box 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10:0231

We; bung residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation, ofthe Austialian Catholic University,

object to thls Concept Plan, We strongly urge thié Minister to declineth _'__Jz!cposal autright.

Ourkeyreasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

tial precinctand diminishes.

- The proposal detracts from the character of the. surroundi ing residen
the privacy of Jocal residents by including new.3-and 4 storey buildings near the beundary of the

university on Barker Road.

55 ;-su'ff_i'c'_i__é'zétiy the parking,

- TheNeighbourhood Policyincluded in the proposal does novdddre
ity'slackiof integration with

trafficand Gther amenity impacts on the: neighbouwrhooed, The univ
thie tncal Community 15 highlighted by-its wilful breaches:of its.or 1gma¥ planninga aprovai«: which
Have geney: aind nmmLts on the neighbourhood contrary to-the: Intentiongunder lying those

appr: ovals.

Thepro posal containginvalid parking and traffica halyses dué: to an mcm'rcci asstmption in
velation toithe growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completély invalidates the
conc]usmns reached by the university and its consultants. The’ proposal will have Substantial
teaffic, parking and other amenity- related impacts on the’ sunoundmg residential precinet, it
allowed to oeeur; the expansion of the niiversity would represent a breach ofresidents’ Tights to
the.quiet enjoyment of their properties and would i 11te_i_jfetfé~ with the Fsafety, peau and

conyenience;:
- The'university's consultation with the Jocal community has beén madequat The university
m’lg: inally: ph ovided information to local m«;ident s that was nogeomprehensive and was provided
to & minor ity of alffacted residents, More: n,ccntly it ﬂpp@di‘b ‘thattheus "ve;srty m,.iy undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will siot pr owd ¢ those withan interestin

the/proposal enough opportunity toexpress theii views.

D ieto theseand other rg’s’a_;';.p s, we, thie wid 0131 gn' pﬂ, d oalot sup nortthe _;5_1"-@"15_":‘_{5&1};}!3}?. A(U

Slmuld the M:n;ster noi‘ be 1nclmed 1o de me Llw pl oposal the l: 1 ors. and-dLi’mencles in ’fhe .anaiy&-ta

. Wéﬁ;{;{;liﬁ'ﬁ"m thia p_-We”ﬁaxﬁe -_ni_'a‘{ié 10 veportable political dobations inthe previo tl‘_sf'-'l';v\_’ o vears.

Yours Taithfully,

‘NAME;

ADDRESS: . 24

/53
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18 Wilson S,
Strathfield NSW 2135

25" February, 2012

Major Project Assessment,

Department of Pianning and Infrastructure

GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Sir:

Re Concept Plan for Australian Catholic University (MP.10,_0231)

1 oppose the plan for the fot'ipwin:_g}.rea_'s_on's:, |

1. Construction of buildings of greater.than two stories in‘a residential area where two stories
is the limit. This hasanimpact.on the heritage aspects of current buildings on the site, ds
well as the residential character of nearby buildings.

2. Thereis 'g_r;jssly_3.iﬁ_ég:l.éqj‘ﬁa‘té'p'r'c_\fi_sio'n_-fOr'-pafk?n_g.':on site for the existing number of students,

and this will be-much.worse with theadditional students proposed. Already students are
parking in "thgfa_d}'acent .stge'e_is-‘wiell in excessof 500 meters from. the t_.i_n:i_vergsi.ty_;bcund'a_riﬁe'sf
More students will increase this distarice. The University website clearly states that parking:
is available on site for students, but there is demonstrably not enough. Students have also
been seen to park-across driveways, blocking access to residents,

3. }-am.concé"rne_d3_a'_ijpij;t”ﬁth__é_fdesig_h ofthe e'ntrén'_(:eia't gate 4 to a'major underground car park

in-Barker Road near Wilson St ‘This gate will generate considerable traffic, and make it hard:

to tirn into Barker Rd from Wilson St. The gate appearsto be situated at the curient biis
stop in Barker Road near‘Wilson St. What is h‘appehing to.the busstop? '

4. In'Wilson St; as weil as other nearby streets, where’ there is parkmg hoth sides, there 15 only
room forone. {ane of traff’rat‘a time, ft is hard 1o ‘see 1o back out of driveways when..
parking. is:dense on bioth side’of the'road. In ad_d;.tmr), Wilson St is often used asa through'
road when 'Cerit'enary‘m’is}re is blocked. '

5. Increased students w:l! generate mcreased traffic, and peak traffic is currently already af
sattiration near the: Umverszty Pedestnan safetyis a!so atincreased risk.

Itherefore urge you to dedline thieapplication:
I have not made -_an\]-;‘:’}Dliticé'i-’ﬂohéti'ohs'ih'fh'e last:iwo years.

Yours falthfuliy,
C\ fzi N )\{ J{ﬁ

&.J g Hocking



18t February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment;.

Department of Planning and Infrastru cture,
GPOBox 39

SYDNEY NSw 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

>

TY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

USTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERS]

We, being residents of Strathfield dir ect}y affected by the operation of the Australian Catholit Univer. sity,
object 1o this Concept Plan, We:str ongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Our key reasons for objectiiig to the Concept Planare as follows:

~  The proposald eitara'_c_ifs -f:"_o_:j'l the.character ofithe surroundin g residential precinct and, ﬂim"i.n'_isli}es'
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near-the boundary.of the
university o Barker Road:

- The Neighbourhood ?ﬁllcy mciuded inthe pmposa} does not address sufflc;mtly the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts o the neig hhourhood. The university’s tack of integration with
the Iocal commmiunity s, hlghhghted by its wilful breaches of its original piannmg approvals, which
have generated impacts on the: nelghhom hood contrary to the intentions inderlying those

approvals.

- thepropoesal contains"ih”\ia!id"pai’ king and traffic analyses due to an incorrectassumption in
relation to the; growthin stodent numhu s: This flaw in the analysis complétely invalidates the.
conclusions reached. by the university-and its.consultants. The proposal will have substanlldl
traffic, parking and othes amenitys eiatedtmpqus on the sunoundlz}gaesndcnual precinet If
a]lowcd 1o occur, the'expansion. of the umvcrs:ty would representa breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of th en propertiesand would interfere with’ tieirsafety, peate and

convenigiice,

- The umvers:ty 5 wnsuiiauon withithe hJcaI community has been- madequﬂe The vinjver sity
or: 1g1na11y provaded mformata_on {v Iocal residents that wasnot comprehenswe and AWas prowded
: ' iecemiy, it appears, Lhat he unwemty niay undeitd e

some -f t:hex cunsultatmn with some residents but this wil) not: pz owcle Umse witl: an mierest in
(he proposal wau{,h opporlumty To.express their views.

Duetothese and other reasons, we, .t_h:e~undér$ig_ned_,fd'o notsupport the proposal by ACU.

Shou d the Mmlstet uol be mclmed Lo dedme ihL 0k o;}osal the error 5 and defiuenmes in. the dl]al_YSlS

valid deus:on in supp . ,
substifute apalyses undertaken bcforc a masonablc, assessmem could be madL of tim p1 oposa]

We confir that we have madeano réportable polifical dehations in the. previous two years.

Yours faithfully, . 2
Ph, 043&463-1?9'

NAME: I

(ks L@ L3+ 172D,




“Péter J. Scott Fuivthe,
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Enrico Bucciarelli
5 Wilson st,
Strathfield NSW.2435
24 February 2012

RE: Concept Plan forACU Strathfield. Application No. MP 10_0231

As a owner/resident in thearea affected by this development | would like to ohject to'this.
application on the following grounds,

¢ On-street-parking has always been an issue since | have lived at this location. Students park
along my street daily on'weekdays which does not allow me.or my visitors 16 use the space
outsidekm’y{hpmgé astheyare parked for most of the day.

v Traffic flow is noticeably heavier dufing mornings & afternoons especially when:combined
with the cars dropping students off at St Patricks and use my street as a'short cut to access
the ‘drop-and-drive’ section of the school,

¢ Thearea is resadentaai and the surroundmg streets which are.ail’ one lane: each way, was:
never demgﬂed 10! have a: development of this size catered for.

The. current situation with ACU although not ideal, is bearable. | feel thatany expansuon in its:
facilities-and student numbers would have'a massive impact on the focal residents: The: conceptplan
technically shows that the: deveiopment will not have any impact. Otherpast major developments
around: Sydney haveéalso: ‘technically” shown that there would be none ar minimal impactin’ the .
surrounding area, The reality is that thisis rarely the outcome. Developers -are;very_ good-at'making
the-_nu_Mbers_- add :up“ahd spinhinga positive outlook on their deve!opménts 1o appeasé'résiden'ts
and the governing bodies who are to decide-whether the project is approved ornot. Excusesaffer
the fact afe too: fate for. the residénts who will have live with the impact. Plain !ogxc will teH you that
this:devefopment will: no_t__ fitin With the area,

i thank-you for taking the-time o read my submissioh and hope you make the Fight decision .fdr"o:__jr*

community:

Regards,

e B LA

Ennco Bucciarell;

7577
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28" February, 2012

MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT

DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE

GPOBOX 39

SYDNEY-NSW.2001

Email: Plait .comment@ planning.nsw.gov.au

Submission-of Objection Regarding

Expansion.of Australian Catholic University Strathfisld Campus, STRATHFIELD

Application No. MP 1050231

To Whom ft-May Congern,

1wishto state'my objection to the‘above Application MP10. 0231 because believe that the
residents of Albert Road and Allenby Crescent wiil be detnmentally affected. The foilowmg are my

feasons:

L)

proposed buﬂdmgs
increased s‘cudent and staff cars. in Albert Road and: Ailenby Cres

-lncreased &if poﬂut:on {wxih resuitmg poorerair quahty) inthe Albert: Road areadueio:

: d_e_.moint_ro_n dust

= construction dust

- exhaustfumes from increaséd traffic

- ‘students smoking at'the proposed: tooftop cafe

increased noise: pofiutson in Albert:Road from cars, trucks and the.; nmsy students themselves-
‘a5 they socuaf:se at: the proposed 4 S{orey: high rooftop cafeand: afso as they enter/éeave our

stroely
‘Increased presence of smoking outside .our housesassociated with students

Increased fubbish.on Aibeﬁ-ﬂo’ad”mft'by staff and students

“Ancredsed visualpollition from: the large, modéin, four storey, :mposmg, mdustriai style

bm[dmgs (w:th café on'top): whlch will it on'the hillatthe hegh westem end. of Albert Road
and overiook QUr neighbourhood ‘potentially: robbing us of pnvacy ihour yards

-Possable increaseiin graffm associstedwith such. modem styie buu!dlngs
“Safety.concerns forthe many young sehoolchiidren attendmg the Adventist’ College and: St

‘Patricks College who walk Albert Road-each day.

258



Safety concerns for elderly residents trying to use Albert Road and cross the street'to post

“their letters af the post box
.Safety concerns for pedestrians-due to visibility issues, trees andyoung: drivers exceeding

-ihe speed’ ilmst as they desperately traw) for parking instead of {ooking out for the| many
p_eriESt;:a;}s in Albert Road or Allenby Cres.

Loss of resident parking in Albeft Road and Allenby Cres

'rl.f{)ss;t_}f_';g'arkih_g'fﬁr:g_uests__of residents in Albert Road and crossing Aflenby.Cres

Loss :df lifestyle'forresidents because of no guest parking; evenon weekends

Increased difficulties for coundil street-sweeping vehicles

Fncreased blocking of driveways | in'Albert Road and Ailenby Cresresulting i in residents’
chlfdxen bemg p!aced at. nsk when they are unable'to be co!lected

-for resadents when they come heme from work
Loss.ofheritage value of hemage buildings, including the. home of ourisng. Prsme Minister .

-_!ncreased risk of more four storey buildings in Albert Road once a precedent has:been set
A unacceptable intensification of land use, {i.e. student/land ratio) which w:il resuftin

public health fssues
Loss of flora w_h_en__the many-beautiful, heritage trees-t'h"a_'t_'h’apﬁe_fé}{én_-a_'-li__:fét':imeito';és.tabii_s_h

are Termoved

Loss pffauna and habitatfor the-endangered tawny froginouths which frequent the stand of

fiveturpentine trees that are 16 be removed
Decreased property values due to all of the above and due to the inposition of two hour
parking along one side of Alhért Road,

Youirs faithfully,
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Mr Mark Brown

NSW Department of Planning
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Sunday February 26" 2012
Mr Brown

CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU CAMPUS AT STRATHFRIELD

Tamweiting about the psoposgd development for the Australian C atholic University at Strathfield. 1
* live in Albert Road Strathfield; My specific interest is-with the ACU shattle bus'service. The

information sheet putin my letter box this week states that the shuttle bus service will be icreased

from: two buses FunRing every ten minutes in 2011 fo Iiuu, bmes ‘every ten minwtes during peak

periods from 2032

TFrom where I Tive, Albert Road Strathfield, there ds: dpubim bus route, the 407, 1 Strathfield
Station south side, However, the service is hourly or gven’ S equent. stand at the bug- stop and
watch'ihe A( U shuttle buses going past fo and from:Strathfield Station every ten minutes,

11}L1L, are.u lot of setiors living around the campus 6f the ACU. T'am 71 and 1y husband is 77, 1f
we um]d cateh the ACH shmﬂa bus outside the university axd out tsidethe station it would be 'y great
boonto usand other elderty residents. We do not ask for the shitle: b‘asm to'stop af every Sydney
Buses:stop. We just ask ihai we be allowed to-wail at the bus stand at the university and ride to the
station. Foithe xatmn ;om ney we could wait at the Kiss and Ride stand at the station.

Please consider my. pxopnsal
S )
/ /{. /u{,. E Z/{ [/wzg_jw(yi

Pam & Dawd Lw}i

i::'l RATE“HS}.}*!.{;{) NE&W 2135
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Unit 17
170 Albert Road
Strathfield NSwW 2135

26 February 2012

Mr. Mark Brown,
NSW:Department of Planning,
GPOBox 39,

Sydney NSW 2001

RE: Concept Plan for the ACU Campus at Strathfield, Application Number MP 10_0231.
Dear Sir,

We OBJECT to this project for the following reasors:

_'Stij_d Gﬁt_s .ﬁ*p,,m.th_e :'_Un__iye;fs_it_y current I:y_ park .:in_._Q‘ﬁzﬁS‘t:reét;_but_side_cmf:st-i*'_'ata during term time. Thi_s _
leaves nowhere:for our visitors and tradesmen to park: Frequently, large vehicles are parked close to
ourditveway making it éxtremely hazardous to exit; Our strata is for ‘over 55s' and we have drivers
ntheir 80s and one of 90 so it is a real probleny..

Students also park both sides of Beresford RO:KI '-a_lf)ligs_idé : Iﬁvé_resk Paik. ' Whilst this is perfectly
Tegal, it reducies the road to one lane, again making it hazardous for.older drivers,

Although the Concept Plan talks of additional Campus parking, the proposed increase in the numiber
‘of students will invariably create additional parking and trafficproblems for us, Therefore we object

1o the project.

Yours sincerely,

C/gﬁw&*é@
David Liell and Pam:Liell
Joint-Owners

Copy: Paul Barton, Mayor of Strathfield
David Rebinson; Chairman, Strata 35901,



21 February2012

Major Projects Assessiment,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39;

Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Sir;

Re : Application Number MP10_0231

Australian Catholic University Concept Plans

We live -W'i_thi_r_}' 400 metres of the university ahd have to date not received any official
communication about the proposed plans. We will be directly affected.

We attended a méeting on Saturday 18" February which was mentioned in The Western Suburbs

Courier on'9" February.
I strongly-objett to the proposal on the following grounds:

1 :Strathfield is:knowh foritstrees- the proposed plan removes a large number of trees thus
reducing the pleasant'amenity of the aréa. The proposed 3 and 4 storey. buildings do not fitithe low
rise residential character of the area or with the héritage buildings on site.

2. The increase in‘itafficwill make movement from our home difficult, Evén without the proposed
eXpansion, university students are parking as far as.our home in Wilson Street. This leaves nowhere.
forvisitors, de!wery and trades vehicles, When cars are parked on bath sides of our drweway,
wsublhiy isiso bad that ] need assistahce to safely exit. When carsare parked on both sides:of Wilsan
$t, there isonlyroom for one-way traific. When there are problemsin Centenary Drive, Wilson Stis
used-asan aitgma;e_:_mute,_ 1 fact; The University's.own wehsite says t_ha;:_fpr those who:drive:
“Parking is a'vé_'i].ab_lé_'Q'r';'!_r:'&_f_'r]ij'_'LES”'. Surely’this means for all students, Staff and visitors,

3.1 the trafﬁc plans no mention is made of provision for right- turning: trafﬁc 10 and. from ‘Wilson
Street: Inview:of the close proxirity to the carpark.entrance, plans fc:r W!ison St trafﬂc arenot

clear. This is important to us.

4:'No mientiori i rade of the 407 bus stops in Barker Road near Wilson St, The bus stop on the
Northern side of Barker Rd is located where a car park entry is shown o the plans. We frequently:
use these bus siops,

I'have not made any:political donations. .

T_-h'_us Istrongly objectto -fh_e concept plansiand urge the minister todecline the proposal outtight,

Ei:zabeth ] Hock;n ;
18'Wilson $t,"

Strathfield 2135
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i8th.Febraary, 2012

Major Prajects Assessment,

'Dep'aa't‘ment_;of Planning and Infrastructire,
GPOBox:39

SYDNEY' NSW:2001

Deat: ‘-Si'l_'-/-I\'ia't:_’ta;h,_

We, hemg residents of Strathfield dir ectly affected by the operation:ofthe Augtralian Catholic University,
o’b]ect o thrs Conccpt Plan, We:strongly urge the Minister to décline the. pmposa] outright.

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

-~ The proposal. detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
'the privacy of local residents by including new 3 ahd 4: storey: bulldmg,s nearthe boumht yof the
university on Barker Road.

£ '-lhe Nugitlaoun hiood Policy included in the proposal doesnot addless sufﬁclcmly the parking,
& aff‘ 1eatid stheramenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The univer sity's Jack of Integration with
the: icca] commumly is hsghilghted by its wilful breaches ofits or: lgim] planning approvals, which
have: generated impacts on the neighbous ‘hood contrary to the mienuons underlyiig those.

appr ‘ovals

~ “Fhe proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses diie: foan iheorect assimption in
‘relation to the growth in studentnumbers, This faw in the analysls completely invalidates the
conclusionscached by the university and its consultants. “The pr ‘oposal will have substantial
traff" ic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the sur roundmg residential’ P ‘eeinet, I
allowed to-otcur; the expansion of the university would represent a breach of esidents’ rightsto
the: qme!. enjoyinent of their: properties and would inter fere with: then safety, peace-and
convetijence;

- 'Ihe umvusuy sconsuliation with:the local comtmmny has bee: inadequate. The nijversity-

01 1gn ' 'liy_px ‘ovided infor, mation to local residents thatiwas wot compreliensive and was pr ovided
_ 10Tty of. affe{ tecl residents, More recently,it appea: i ﬂmt-’thc university mayundertake
SOIIE: fm thier consultation with: some vesidenits burehis will not provide: ‘thosewith an mtm 'estin
the. px ‘oposal enough oppm'tulmy o r:}qn esstheirviews;

Dueto these and othierreasons, we, the- undersigned, do not s uppo 1_',I‘-Efi_§a_ j;;ro.;}b’s‘al.:by- ACY,

Shmﬁd the Mnu o nm beinclined to decliiie the proposal, the ey ro: ‘s and det‘xcwncms i the analysis:
mwe:szty and ils cohisnltantsmedn that no reasonabledecision miaket could makea

| Support of the proposal: ’I‘hese errors and (EBﬁLILnCiES wouldiieed to be remediated and
'substltute ana]yses under taken befo; &a rear;onah]e assessmany could bemadeof i’h__epr'qpo:éa_l.

‘We donfirm .’ch_;gt-:Wéfl_i'aye“:;nad e norepoitable pb_] itical t_iq‘n;atiousr_in'f_tj]f;'e:'}';';'__x'f_e_vi ous two yedrs.

Yours faithfully

NAME: _ =

_An_n.Rass_ﬁ;j C»

E\i\/f\‘\é“\ g (Lu’b




18 February, 2012

‘Major Projects Assessment,

“Depaitmient of Planning and Infrastructure;
GPOBox 39 '
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE:. AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UN! ERS_{'{‘Z -_'A;}i_’-ﬁ;l_CAT_iON NO: MP100231

We, bemg regidents of Strathfield directly: affected by the: opex ation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Comept Plan. We strongly urgé the Ministei-to decline the pr uposal gutright.

Our key reasons for objecting to the Copcept Plaiare ds follows:

- The proposal detracts from the chiaracter of the surrounding residetial precinct and diminishes
{he:privacy oflocal resid ehts:hyfi f_aciu'dj_‘u_g new 3and4 '_:;t()'rey'build_i_r_igs nearthe boundary ofthe
uzniversity-on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included inthe proposal does not address-sufficiently the parking,
traffic:and other amenity impacts on theveighbourhood. The university's Jack of integration -with

the focal community is hightighted by its wilful bredches of its original planning approvals, which

have generated impacts on the neighbetirhood contrary to the intentions underlying those '

approvals.

- Fhe proposal eontains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorréct assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions veached by the: unwus:ty andils: cm;sultams Thepr aposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity- m]ated 1mpacts on tlm surr oundmg, residéntial precinet, If
allowed téoceur, the expansion of theuniivers by waoild répresenta breach ofresidents’ rightsto
the qutei enjoyient: of their pmpm {{esand’ woulc} micrfm e with their bafcty, prace and

('QHVGI]LC‘IICL

~ “Theuniversity's.consuliation with the! lecal community has been inadequate, The university
ori g,mzal]y pr ov:duj infor matxon tojio _a! resadentsfthat wasnot conn)rehenswe and was pr: 0v1ded
to.aminor :ty of affec{ed :es:dent v Mo; ot appea: sthdatthe university may. unde; take
somefurther consultatian Wlih someresidents butthis w;l] not provide thosewith an interest: in

thepr opma] erough oppm‘-__ umty to exiness the : vaews

Duetoitheseand other réasons, we; 'th‘g-u'i?Ciﬁ::signed_,‘ -ﬂc.-n'ot:s upport the ptrc}‘p‘_c';_s,al_"by ACU.

Shbuid 'thg Mihi'stez‘ 1'10t ﬁe iﬁ'c'}i'ned :to déc'!'ixie the 131 oposal; the em): 5 anct ch‘ uenr_aes in Lhe analyws

substrtute anaiysa,s undet iaken bcfore & teascnalﬁle assessment couid be made of Lhe pmposal

Weiconfirm that wei AVeIm,

_M,\

Yours faithfdlly,

NAME!

ADDRESS; D

(262



18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Depastment of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box3Y

SYDNEY  NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOL Cl_JNiV.ERSl‘]_‘Y APPLICATION NO: MP10.0231,

We, 'bei'ng";residents of Strathfigld di;‘etﬂ:y-a'ffe,cted'by theoperativn of the Australian Catholic ilni_wersit_y,
object to this Concept Plan, We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

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

- Theproposal detracts from'the character of the surrounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local 1te$ic§el1ts_by-‘iﬁgl'u'i_i_i_z_}fg new-3and 4 storéy buifﬂing's near the boundary of the
university-on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy i‘_iiél_ud'e@“ ‘theproposal does not 'address sufficiently the paiking,
trafficand other amenity im';)'adso"h the jléighbpm‘ho_ud. The university’s lack of integiation with
the local community is h;ghhghted byits w'i}"ﬁ'i}:bl eaches ofits-original planning approval; which
have gengrated impagts on the neighbonr hood contrary tothe intentions unde Tying: those

approvals,

~ The proposal contains uwal[d parld
relation to the growth instudent umbers 1‘111:, ﬂaw in the analyms cornpieiely mvahd*%tos Lhe
conclusions reached by the university and: 1ts. consultants. The proposal will bave substantial
traffic, parking aid mheramemt : Iated tmpncts on the surrounding residential precinct. I
'-sllowed to: occul the expansion of the umvm su,y wou]d represent a breach ofresidents’ ughts to
the gofeten) ayment of- theu proper ties and woilld interfere with their saf ety, peace and.

convenience.

- Thé university’s consultation with thelocal comimunity has been inadeguate. The university

or ngally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensave and'was pr ovided.”

toaniinor :ty ‘of atfccted 1esnimns Mm Bl ecenﬂy, itappears that the wunives ‘:Ity mayundertake -
someifuf thel consuitatlon wit) ome esidents but this will not:provide those swith: an Interastiin

theipr opasal enpugh opportunity to: éxpresy theirviews.

Due to these and othes reasons; we, the undersigned, do:tiot support the proposal by ACU.

Should the Ministeraotbe inclined’ to: declme 1he pl oposai lhe errors: dnd dei“ cmncms in-the: anaiyqls

p:‘oscntcd by the umvarsﬁy and
valig: decision in suppmt o! the proy _
stbstitute analyses undct‘tal{en befoxe a; teasnnab e dsscssmem mulci be ;n.acie 0{ the pmposal

We confirn that we have made no reportalile political donations in the previous two years.

yours faithfully,

NAME: .

CSUTRAA ﬁ{t—l”} mv VA »«Ms“\

@)



18% Febyruary, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning angd lndyastiuciure;
GPO Box 39 ' '
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC _{fJ_N{VE:RSI'_'lj&' APPLICATION NO: MP10.0231

We, being residents of _Si;x"-atghﬁ’e:}.ci:di'mg;:_lyi__za'fé’gegted by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,.
ubjectto this Concept-Plan, Westrongly urge the Minister to decling the proposal outright,

Our key reasons for-objecting 1o the:Concept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local: ;esxdcms by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary ofthe
universityon Barker J_\Q;\;_i_.

The Neighbourhood Policy: mc]udud inthe’ proposal does not address sufficiently the par i(mg
trafficand otheramenity inpactson the neighbourhood. the university’s lack of integration with
theJocal edmirunityis ]n,z_,,hhghte{i by s wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, w‘uc}*
have generated Impacts onithe nc;g,hbom‘hoﬂd contrary to the intentions underiying ‘those

approvals.

The proposal mnm,nq invalid parking and traffic analyses due toan incorrectassumption’in
relation tothe mwth instident xmmbers This faw inthe 'ma]y:,m completely invalidatesithe
conclusions reached by theuniversityand its consultants, The proposal will havesubstantial,
Lraihr pdﬂcmg and other am;:mLy-a elated. zmpdus on the suyrodnding residentiai precinet1F
aliowed to ocetr, the: ex;;ansmn afthe university would represent a breach of residents’si ghta i
the quiet enjoyinentof their properties: and:would intérfere with their safety, peace and

C()IWLIBQI}C&‘_.

The univeisity’s cozlsuitauon with the 16aal eoinminity has been inadeguate. The university
:‘1gmal]y p; mudui uﬁmizaatton m ]Gcal zLSlanL‘i that was nof comprehensive apd s pmwdvd
; Lanﬂv it appvars ﬂmf the umvm ity may unciu tako

Pueth 't‘l_a_{_e;;a_'Hnd.oﬂ;éi‘ rensons, we, the 3‘_1;;'_n_'jdéﬁs'ig=1}ed |, do notsupporithe ;p:r-i)_p osal by ACU.

Showldthe Minister not e mc%med todesline: thie proposal; thixerrors and deficiencies in the apatysis:
prusentpd iay the: umvusﬂ:y angig Lcnsuliants meanthatno fea*sc)namp decisimt mak@l Lou%ﬁ migkea;
valid decision i support of the, proposai Theseervors and deficiencies would need to be wmednmd and
substitute analyses niidertaken Befarga reat;omble assessroent couid bemade af e proposal

We confirni thatwe havemade 11_;3_-;7@___;_'3_]{_)_:}&#151%5 ‘fa_b_fit-i.;éai donations in the previous fwo YORTS.

Yours fa :i_t}_ﬁ_’;_lll}’:;_

NAME:"

ADDRESS:




18t Pebruary, 2012

Major Projects Assessinent;.

Department of Planniiig ah_'d Infrastruchire,
GPO Box 39 " -
SYDNEY NSW 7{)01

frear Siv/Madam,

RE:

We, being residents of Strathfield dir é’:,ﬂy'a'f;"ectui 2y the operation of the Australian G athiolic University,
objectto this Concepl: Plan, We stiongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright,

Our key reasons for objecting tothe Concept Plan are as follows:

- Thepr onsai detratts from the characterof the sur rounding residential precinctand ﬂsmuushe
the privacy of jocal residents by’ :ndudmg new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
1 t)amr&,lly.c‘m B_a_r%;gezf Hend.

The hmghbeurh_oad Policy included in'the proposal does not address sufficiently the.par King,
traffic andotheramenity inipacts on the neighbour hood. The unjversity's lack of integration with
thelocal ('ommumty is h!g?ﬂzghwd Dy itswillul breaches of its original plamning approvals, which
Jrave generated. :mpacLs oI Lhe neighbourbood contrary 1o thieintentions: xmdmlvmgt 1056 '

approvals.

‘The proposal containg: nvalid: pas king and traffic analyses due to an incor. TeCtassumptio

relationto the growihian: studentmimbers. This fawin the analysis. compiete}y nwahu.ams Uw
contlugions ¥ -eached by Lne uhiversity and its consnitanis The roj msai wiill have: fnhal"mtm
trafiic pa!‘kmg and othéramenity-related impacts on the surrounding r esidential P Lumt i
al}owed toocchr; the expansionof the unjversity would represent a br pachof wsxd[,nts nghis to
the guiet ouwvmmat waf their properties and would hrterfere. with theit: safety, ) peace and

C()I}VL_E}]LJ_‘!CG_,

Theuniversity’s w: sn‘itauon w:Lh thedocal comumunityhas’ been inadeguate. Theuniversity
ez Hatio Icna} T eszdenm ﬂm Lwag m)t comp: ehmmwrﬂm was pl owcivd

ol uvmaily provided in
13 mmcu{y of affe

Liu, 331 uposai anough oppormmiy 'i,o exprms u:au: Views,

i)tse"tﬂ‘{‘]msé’ and odiel reasons, we; the wndersigned, do 130t;s_up_]j0ﬁ;x';}m praposal by ACU.-

fne theproposal, the exrars: “aiid deticiencies 1Y the Bualysis

Should the Miniskernotbe: inclingd to declt
u}d filen

Vi theuniversity and its ‘consultaiits mean thatno reasonabledecision mal

pu_é‘se_utﬁe_ : r
valid decision iz ‘;upport ofthe pmpuaa “Theseerrors and dnﬁcsmmeb winpid need tu b emedlated &‘]d

substituteanalyse: _mdeJ faken belGrea redsmable assessment could bemade ofthe P opumi

We confirinthat -wﬁ;}jam wiad emo repoitable political donati 'o'_l}_s_':i ithe pjrevi_j(ju_g Two years:.
Yours f‘ﬁi_t_hjf_dll ¥i

, I '..I?\
Amaniles ﬂ/f /L/@m Lf

et

3 pewobon R4

34

X
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18% February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,
De_i:ia‘ri:';_neﬁnt-bfrPl_a_mi_ing and Infrastivétiveg,
GPO Box 39 '

SYDNEY ‘NSW 2001

Pear Sii*_-/ly!_ada'm;

RE; AUSTRALIAN GATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

We; being. ms:dents oFSti -athfield directly atfe( ted by the oper ration of.the Aust;ahan Catholic Univer sity,
‘objectto: this (‘oncept Plan, We stmngly urgethe Ministerto dfc]me the: pmposaﬁ ou*mght

Ourkey i@'asm}s.'i’m‘{bb}_eét‘shg to the Concept Plan are as follows:

+  The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
‘the: privacy: Gf idealresidents by mcludm;, new 3 and 4 storey buildings nearthe boundary of the
Auniversity on: Bal ker Road

nexated unpacls on fhe neiglﬂmul hood Lorman w tht_ mtentmns undex Iylng t!wsc

“have gc
a_ppm.va_h _

- e proposal containg invalid parkingand trafficanalyses due to:an intorrect assumption in
relation toithe gmwih in stadent numbers. This flaw-in the analysw ompictelyinvalidates the.
‘onclisions: zcachcd by the university and {15 consultants, ’I‘he r opos*zi WiH have substantial
teafllie; parking and otheramenity-related jiripacts on the S aundm 'emde;ma] preciner If

a]lcwed to occul the expansmn ef the univer s;ty wouid represmt z breat.h of r‘e‘ndents rights to
heir safety J?BCC and

juate, The university
Eehiensive: and wWas provided

o5 j f,,mc '
frimay unde: Lake

"i,o,,a__mm

E.D..;ie-tbj tiese a:ria_:i'-rn“ﬂ..i;c;»'xzzreasﬁfns,- e, the sndersigned, do fiot support the jiropusal by ACU.

.Shau!d thie: MmISILT zmt be mc}med to decime the p1 o'posal Lhe u rory: and deﬁmenc:es 3 the_anaiye(s

‘Wezonsirm that \_fvéi‘h'ai?e--i_na.dé nio reportable politica %’jiuna‘tjipﬁs intheprevious twoiyears:

Yours faithully,

ADDRESS: __




18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Dei:a_a’-tm‘em' of Plapning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box39

SYDNEY ‘NSW. 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

We, being residents. of Strathfield divectly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan, We strongly urge the M inisterto decling the propusal outright.

Ourkey feasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows;

< The pmpmal detracts from the.character of the sur ) aundmg 1(ﬂs;denual precinet and dininishes
thie privacy of local residents by including new 3.and 4 storey buildings near the boundary ofthe
university.on Baj ker Road.

- Tha Ncighbemhoo{i Policy included in-the proposal does'notaddriess sufficiently the parking,
i1 atf" icand mhm amenity. impacts on ‘the :mlghbom hood. The: muvemty glack of integration with
thelocal commumty is hlg,hhghted by its wilful breach es ofata ongmal planning approvals, which
havépeneidted impacts on the neighbourhivod contrary to the: :ntcntmnx underlving those

approvals,

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses: due Lo aincorrect assumption in
iy o]almn ta the growth in studentyumbers: This: flawinthe amlysls campleLely invalidates the
conc]us;ons zeachcd by the university-and its conquitants The propasal will have substantial
traffic; parking and other amenity-related impaitson'the: ‘surrounding residential precinet. 1f
aliowed to:ocour, the-expansion of the university would: fepresenta; ‘breach ofresidents rights to
the quiet: enj oyment of their proper: taes and-would: mi’e: fere w1Lh tlwn safeiy, peace and

CGHVGI]!EHC@

+ “The university’s consultation with thé local community has'been inadequate, The: umverstty

o "gma%ly provided hiformation to Jocal residents that was ot coriprehensive and was provided
to'a minovity ofaffected residents: More recently; it appears that the university mayindertake
some:further: Lonsultatmn ’W{th someresidents butthis: __'111 notpr ovuie ﬂ;ose wnh aninterestin
the plopesal enou gh opportubityto express their views.

Due to thesend other Feasons, we, the andersigned, donot support the proposal hy-ACU.

Shotild the Minister-not be inclined to declinethe. proposal; theerrorsand deficienciesinthe analysis

-pl es:*ntedib_v the umvei’ssty and its consultants: mean tha t_no wasonable dec;smn make; conld make &
i5i s'u'p'jppi't:_of _thejp'mjpo_s'a'l,;Ihésé BIT01 e would epdio beremediated and
subsumLe ana!yscs widertaken beforear easonab e_a'ssessment could- ek made ofthe: proposal.

W confirin that we have made no reportable jpolitical donations i the previous two years,
Yours faithfully,
2//}(?’ ERiFn {}/ W

NAME: oo o _ NI
Wy B S AEREL 2R

ADDRESS;
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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 ofthe Australian Catholic University,
pbject Lo this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister 1o decline the proposal outright.

Oui-Key reasons forobjecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- The proposal detr; acts from the character afihe 31 ey oundmg residential precinetand diminishes
the. privacy of local residents by including new Fand:4 storey:buildings near the boundary of the
tnjversity on Barker Road,

- The nghbau[ hiood Policy: mcluded inthe pr oposa] does notaddress suffc:ently the parking,
traffic and otheramenity Jmpacts onthe: nmghbourhood J" he upiversity’s lack. ofintegration with
theiocal community is highlighted hy its- w;_lful bréaches of its.or 1g_ma]__pla_nmng approvals, which
liave generated impacts on the neighbourhood coitiary to the iltentions underlying those
approvals. ' | | |

- 'Theproposal contains iyvalid parking and trafficanalyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw:i ﬂle analysis. Lom]uh,u,]y invalidates the
corielisions reached by the uhiversiny and its cunisulfants. The pre oposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the mwundmgrcsrdcutla] precinet It
allowed to-occur, the expansion of the university would representa breach of residents’ rightsto
the guiet enjoyment of thelr properties and would interfere with their .safety, peace.and
convenience. - ' '

< ‘Theuniversity’s.consultation with'thelocal 'ﬁﬂ:lnnunitj*:has beeninadequate. The' university.
az‘ig’i‘h‘ally 'pl'ovidcd iﬁ ["'01' 1n=a‘tiola"tt}']'otazl resid'e'n g that was: ot comprehensive and was: provided
pearsithal thie; utiwwblw indy undertake
wil) zx_a_e_t‘ [ir qs{;de those: wltll_dn.;n}éz_pat in

'Lhe pr (}pomi cnaugh oppo: tumty 10 cx;n ess then* vae‘..v_s;

Buetothese and otherreaso ns, we, the undersigned, do jij'dt’S.tlijoi-‘_'t; t-ixe:proposal by-A‘.CU.

Should the Minister not be inclived-to decline the proposal; the girorsanddeficiénciesin theanalysis
préserited by the usiver sity and its: constltants mean that rio reasonable decision makercould-make a
Va_iid{de'cssxoﬁ_‘iﬂ 'Su}ﬁ_réor.t:o_fitil{?-p.m})'g}_s hose errprs and deh iciencies wou!d nged to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before areasonable assessnient could beinade pf the proposal.

We confirim that-we have made no reportable ;p'_olj’ti cal donations j ;)-:*cliéﬂ-_}?_lf;é}'f'iuu's two years,

Yours faithfully,

/‘&mk %w‘fwo ) _
/i’/?zw'@fz ./’“ e

\»/i

NAME:

A!)DRLSS

o i
X

\E

@)

e,

R ——
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22 February 2012

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning and Infrastructyre
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO MP10: 0231
on behalf of my family, i'stronglyurge you to decling éhezab_q'\.re' proposal,
The.main reasons are as follows:

4 believe that the conceptplan is full of mistakes and is deliberately trying to.confuse the local
residence, 1live nearby-and do not feel that | have been adequately informed of the detaifs of the
proposal. Though | have _soug_h_t_iih'fo_r_méjti_.on myself, ‘the:university has not adequately consulted

with the local community.

- Having 3 and 4 storey buildings within'our residential area is notin keeping with the current
character of Strathfield. ‘It will be aneyesaw. Theprivacy of local residents will be compromised.

“The streets of Strathfield cannot cope with an increase in cars and parking: The streets of
Strathfield do not cope now, I fear for-my children’s _fs.a:fﬁyy-nbw-whg'n' they walk-home from schoaols
nearby. Thiswill only get worse if the University applicationiis:approved. A proposed additional 328
ca r_"Spa'c'és.wbuldn"t'-_evé'n be.a:'citﬁe_:pﬁt-a'bie_.-_toj cape withcirrent student numbers et alone the increase

envisaged.

~The university as it standsnow isialready in breach of its original planning appravals. The university
should not rewarded forits pas't_}m'iscb:ndﬂ_ﬂc'}_t-:a'nd"ijgn_cra;nc;e:{mfi‘ts_;nE_ighib.o.ur_s-b__as’i_c_ righttoenjioy.
their property.and have safe tif;_,{:p_ea"c-;z a hd convenience: :R'ew_':a'rdiﬁg:_ba_d past hehaviouris:not
acceptable: ' '

tappeal to-you to detline in its'entirety the proposal of the Austrafian Catholic University, Strathfield,

:‘{purs_faiihfuliy

Tanya Devine

7 Newton Road

STRATHFIELD: NSW 2135
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18t February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Departmentof Planning-and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY: NSW 2001

Dear 'Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN.CATHOLIC UNIVERSIT

We, being: residents of Strathfield directly affected by the aperation of the Australian Catholic University,
object? to this: Concepr Plan, Westrongly: urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

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

- T-h';é.-'px‘;qujsal detracts from the character of the surmunding-residen_ﬁal precibetand diminishes
the privacy of local residénts by including new.3 and 4 s_t(_)'r-ey.b_{;_i]djngs hear the:bonndaiy 'of the
university on Barker Road.

- i‘he'Nelghbom hood Pohcy included in the proposal does, not address: suﬁ“ cxentlv tlm palkmg,
graffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood, Thi umvm*szry s laek of mtegl ation with
thelocal community is. hughhghtefi by its wilful breachesofits ongmal 1)3annmg appr ovaEs, which
have generated immpacts on theneighbourhood contrary Lo the inteéntions under ]ymg those

approvals..

- Theproposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to.an incorrect agsumption in
relation tothe g owtl i in student nuwmbers. This faw in the analysm wmp]emly invalidates: the
conchisions réached by the- university and its consultants. The pr oposal will have substantial
traffic, pat !cmg and other. amenity-related impacts on the sur roumimg ¥ ealde;mal préecinet. 1
allawed to otcur, the expansion of the univer sity would represent’a breach of. residents’ !Ights to
the:quiet en;oymcni of their properties and would interfere with their safety; peaceand

convenience:

- The dniversity’s consultation with the local co mmun'ity‘ha": beeii inadegiate; The univer sity
or ignm]iy provided information tolocal residents that'was not: comps ehumve and was: provided
1o mmmsiy of affected vesidents: More recently; it appears: that the univer Sty may.undertake
BOme; further mmultat:on w:th some residents but this wa}l not provide those'with £ andnterestin-
-the propobd% enough opportumty 1o express their views,

Duety t}les_e:anci ch'_e_r%re'a{sgn_'s,_,w_e_, -thej‘u_ndei'si gned, donot supportthe propoesal by ACU

Should the Ministernot be inclinedto decline the proposal theert: 01 sand deficighcies i’ the anaiyms
preaented byt e'-tm \fersity and its:consultantsanean that o 7 easonab?e demsmn malker: could make a
valididecision. fthe proposal: These errors and deficieneies would need tobe z*emedlated and

substitute: ana]ybeb wrider laken beforea: masonabie assessinent ¢oiild be: made althe pmposai

We confirny that we have made w6 reportablé political donations inthe previous two years;

Yours faithfilly,

NAME: ..

ADDRESS: .




Name: . . &ixen L, n0ey N . o
i 38

Address......?.....’(} ..... ﬂ\)‘f( Bei gh ulhy '(‘:-\C-'i{'j

L?fi/wf{iiu{
24" February, 2012
WAIOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT
DEPTPLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPOBOX 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email; Plan_comment@planning. nsw.gov.au

Submission.of Objection Regarding

Expanision of Australian Catholic-University Strathfield Campus, STRATHFIELD

Application No. MP'10 0231

To Whom it May Concern,

I'wish 1o state my objection to the above Application MP10: 0231 because| believe'that the
residents of Albert Road and Allenby Crescent will be detiimentally affected. The following are my

feasons:

®  Increase’ of heavy vehicles in Albeit Road. dunng constrisction and:demolition of the
proposed buildings
*  Increased studentand staff cars in Albert Road and Allenby Cres
& increased air pollution (w:th resulting poorer air quahty} in{he Albert Road area‘due to:
- demolition dust
= cohstriction dust
- exhaust fures from ificreased traffic
« stiidents smoking at the proposed rooftop cafe
» Increased noise pollution’in Atbert Road from cars; trucks and: the nmsy students themselves

- astheysocialise at the proposed 4 Storey high roofiop cafe andalsoas they enter/leave our
street.
» increased:presence of smoking outside our hiouses assoctated withstudents
s Increased rubbish on Albert Road feft by:staff and students:
-'increased visyal pollution from'the large, modern; four storey, Jmposmg, industtial style.
-buﬁdmgs {w;th cafe on'top) which will sit on the hill at the: highwestern-end of Albert Road
and: overlook ourneighbourhood, potentially robbmg us of privacy in‘our. yards
- Possible increase in graffiti assotiated with suchmoder n style buﬂdmgs
Safety concerns forthe many young schooichltdren attenting the. Adveritist Coliege and St

Patricks: College:who walk Albért Road. eagh.day.




Safety concerns for elderly residents trying to use Albert Road and cross the streel to post
theirletters at the post box
Safety concerns for pedestrians due fo visibility issues, trees:and young drivers exceeding
the speed limit as they desperately traw! for parking instead of looking out for the many
pedestrians in Albert Road or Allenby Cres. '
51.‘ozsjs of resident parking in Afbert Road and Allenby Cres
Loss:of parking for guests of residents in Albert Road dnd ¢rossing Allenby Cres
Lossof lifestyle for. residents because of no guest pa_r}cj_ng_, even onweekends
©Increased difficulties for council street-sweeping vehicles
Increased blocking of driveways in Albert Road ‘and Allenby Cres resulting in residents’
children being placed at risk when they are unable tobe collected
The new buildings will mean increased hours of operation and a foss of quiet family hours
for -_reé_iden'ts;whén they come home from work
. lossofheritage value of heritage buildings, including the home of our 1904 Prime Minister
» Increased riskof more four storey buildings in Albert Road once a precedent has been set
3 Ah.;un:accéptabie intensification of land use, (i.e, student/land ratio) which will resultin
publichealth issues '
Loss of flora when the many beautiful, heritage trees that have:taken a lifetime to establish
are removed _
Loss of fauna-and habitat for the endangered tawny frogmouths whichfrequent the stand of
five turpenting trees that are to be removed
Decreased property values due 1o all of the above and due to the imposition of two hour
parking along one side of Albert Road.

Yours faithfully,
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18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Plantiing and Infrastructuse,
GPOBox 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/ Mﬁad_am)

We, being residents of Strathifield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan. Westrongly urge the Minister to decling the proposal dutright.

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

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinctand diminishes
the privacy oﬂoca] residents by in¢luding new 3 and 4 storey huildings near’the boundary of the
university on Barker Road,

The Néi'g’iﬂim'ut hood Policy included in the proposal does not. ac’idreq's's'uff" ciently the parking,
traffic and: oLhe; amenity inpacts on the neighbourhood. The university'sJack of intégration with
the local:comniu nity‘is-highli ghted by its wilful breaches ofits ori iginal’ planning di)])t"t)\f'ﬂ‘?, which
haveg gumrated ;mpaLLs on the nc;ghbem hood contrary to the intentions undevlying those

approvals,’

The pr Q]B(ibal containg invalid paikmg ami trafficanalyses due to anincorrect assumiption in
mlatton tothe g growth instudent nimbers, This Naw in the analysis mmpleiely ihvalidates the
conclusions veached by the university and its consultants. The proposal; will have substantial
traffic; par‘kmg and other ammn,y related impacts on the surn ounding residential. pi ecinet 11

lluwai torsecud, Lhe expansion of the university would represent a bréach of residenits” rights to
the guiet en;oyment of thetr properties and would interfere withtheir :;aﬂ?ty, peace and

convenience:;

-lhe univer 51ty § camu]muon wn}\ 1hc im:d] commumty has beeu anadeqmu, The: unversity
e and was i ‘ovided

18] iy may undm L'zi;e

the 1) npos'al enougil uppox tumw tca r,xpr:'ss 1iwn v;ew,

Dueto -.th_{;és'je_':'a';‘it:_if'g::‘the"xt-_réa's@ns,'_ we, the undersi gnéd(,dp notsu ppdi{tﬁ_the’_;ﬁ:‘b_;’;(_j;s-al i}g"ﬂ'ﬁi}.

suhsntu Le amlyses u n{ie; t*:ken befoxe a :easomble assessmem couid be made of the ;31 o;msﬂ
We .'c'o_nf_i_rm ‘that aara"3i_azi§7é=‘11_ia’tlg}'_nb '_1f'<ép"o_a"tei'§_)1_e pelitical donationsin the ;Szteiriqus-'i?yyo_ y‘ear-'s'-,_

Yeurs faithfu j_lyi :

NAME: .

ADDRESS: i& ﬁ " //f z:z./;

/ /;,m;w /{Lq :




18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment;

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATI_{OLiCUN_IVE_ SITY APPLICATION NO; MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catbolic University,
abject to this Concept Plan: We étrongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

Ourlkey reasons for objecting to.the Concept Plan are as follows;

- The proposaldetracts from:t] e character of the surrounding residential precinct md diminishes.
the privacy-oflogal residents byinciuding new 3 and 4 stoyey buildings near the baunda:‘y of the

university on Bar }_cc,;._ Road:

- TheNeighbowhoed Pa]:cy Tocluded-inthe pioposal does not address sufficiently the; par kmg,,
trafficand otheramenity impactson the neighbourhood. T he university's lack of i mtegmtwn with-
theioeal commum{y‘ s liighlighted. Dy its wilful by eaches ofits original planning apjpr: ovals awhich.
have generated nupdcu, on the ne;;,,hbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvals.

- The proposal containg invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student niimbers, This flaw in theanalysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by thexmiversity and its consultants. The proposal will have substantia)
traffic, ;mt!ﬂnp andother amenity-related nn;mcm on the surrounding r cqadeniual precinct, if
allowed to ocour, the expansion: of theuniver, sity would represent a breach of residents'r ;ghts o
the qm_et.em_nyme_m_of. thel-proy )Qi.tl‘{%b and-would interfere with their safety, peace and:
convenience. o '

- The university's. consuitatmn-w;th theloeal community has Been nmdequatc The university
originally provided mfo: Wation g loeal residents that wasnot comprehensive and was: pmvade
tua mmuniy of aff sidents. More! Iccemiy, it appcars thatthe university may und g¥
seme. far ther consultatmn W ih some residents but tlus wilknotpr ev;de lhose w1r11 ai intor Lfst i

the proposal.enough: OpportuniLy: t6: expz*ebq thelr views.

Dug to.these and otherreasons, we; the tndersigned, do not supportthe proposal by AC,

Should the Ministernot be- :nchned todectine the proposal, theerrors and defauencses‘ i the analyms
pr esented by the university:a dits consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make:
valid decision iy supportoftl z*oposal Theseerror s'and doﬁcwncws would need o hevém
wbsmtute ana]ysus undet’taken befors: a masonab]o ﬂ‘;sessmont could be made-of tlie pr apcaai

We confitny thatwe have made no e n::'g;::a'!i]‘-égaﬁt}_]_ft_é_éa"l donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,
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18% Februar . 2012
fﬂ{? //7/9{/54’ /;@an

Major: Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructore,
GPO Box 39- '

SYDNEY NSW. 20(}1

Dear: Siv/Madam,,

RE;:, A‘{}s‘rRAUA’N_'CA"mo1.'1(:;Umv1::r<5ﬂ"y APPLICATION NO; MP10 0231

We, beingresidénts of Strathfleld divectly affected by the operation of the. Ausu atian Cagholic University,
object.to this Goncept Plan. We strongly wrge the Minister to decline the pr oposal outrlght

Oy kéy reasons fc;_r._ojb_j_éct:iﬁg to the Concept Plan are as follows:

+ The proposal detracts from the character of the surr oundmg residential precinct and diminishes
the:pr Jvacy oflotal residents by.including new 3 ‘and 4.storey bm]dmgs nearthe boundary-of the

wiiversity on Ratker Road.

- “hiNsighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parking,
trafficand otheramenity impacts on the neighboirliood. The university’s‘lack ofintegration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches ol its’ ougmal planningapprovals, which
hava gene; rated inipacts on the neighbour hood contral 'y A0 thedntentions underlying those

approvals,

The preposal contains fmvalit parkin g yand trafﬁc anaiyaes due to an ipcorrect assumption in.
vélation to theigrowth in student: numbers. This flaw.in the; an;alysxs completely invalidates the

conclusxom reached by the university and its consultants. The proposai will iave substantial
traffic, pm king and other amenity-related im 3accs onthe surmundmg residential precinet. 1f

aliowed tooceur; the expansion of. the university: would representa bréach of residents’ rvightsto
]ze qulet Lnjoyment of their properties and wou]d interfere with their safety,; peace arxd

convenience:

The umvmsny 5 consnltation with thelocal community has been: madequat:, The university

of 1gina iy.pmvadcd mformatmn to local residents that was: ncat ‘comprehensive and was provided
toamidority ofai‘{ected residents. More ecenﬂv itappearsthatthe um\ret'sn}: may undertake
some further consultation with some’ residents but this w113 not promde those withan interestin
the: propesal enough opportunity to expresstheirviews,.

Dije to these-and otherreasons, we, the undersigned;, é_o'n.iﬁt--mpiporﬁt '.t‘i_l]i,-*.':P.riii%_oﬁféé?_-ﬁy-A-G.U-

:“:,hou!d the Mmlstel not be mc}mecl to-decline the: proposal theerrars: and d" ' iciencié's-iﬂ th"e "analysis

subs tute ancﬂyses undettaken befm caT easonab]e aSsessmem conld be. madx, of ihe p: aposai
We contirni that we have madeno reportabl e political duriations in the previois two years.

Yours faithfully,

ADDRESS: __




23 February. 2011

Mi Mark Browsy

NSW Department of Planning
G?O Box. 39

Sydriey NSW- 2001

RE: Australian Catholic University {ACO)Strathfield Campus, Strathfield
Ap‘pﬁcatio'n ‘Nu r"r'\'bé,'_'r-;{_MP'lﬁ 0231
KRrass:o V Objectlon to the proposed oxpansmn of

powntnaltv da ngero us s:tuatlon
] object 10 the expansion of thie ACU and: have high!lghted SOME of my concerns.below:

i would like to know what-;
ACU as 1here is confusnon

1,

format:on that is ava_u,abl_e
Strathfield, we
‘.round the ACU, T here has been

no communlty consultation mi’ormmg,- 55
numbers over the years:

it of parking ator




10

Thank you for: takmg the time to-consider my reasons for:
requests that the currennssucs oftraffic snd park:ng congestion be

A large number of students park 1llc[,_ail
elc, N ‘ . . ‘
‘We have witnessed many episodes of unsafe driving technigues from the ACU students and
whilé 1 -acknowledge that ‘ACU. has very fittle -tontrol -over -individual student driving

-col?aborat:on wnh the unlversity. The majority- o

prone. tg- Inexperiénced decisions while - drivi 1, .

of the street. There is increased traffic in South Street; which Impacts.on our abllity to cross

South Street when travelling along Newton Road.;and,stoppmg at’ the Stop sign.
g ACU, inel udmg partially or totally

obstrucimg residentlal driveways, parking in ‘Ausiralia’ Post miall box zones and bus zones,

behawout, ithese behaviours aré very upsale and‘do not help. promote gommunity
udents arg provisional licence holders

pertence making them more
wga! ‘three point turns in very
ceedmg the: speed fimit of 50 kph.

and statistically have higher rates of accidents an

narrow: ercets oveitakmg over unbroken lings! and: 3

o :the expansion of the ACU and
ddréssed. | would be more than

happy to: dlscuss these issues further with you if ﬂeeded

CC:-Strathfield ‘:"(:fojunt':j'l, MrCharles Casuscelli{RED'M b),‘-‘M'?Z'Bfa_a Hazzard -IMP} ahd Mr Barry O'Farreli

{MP)

I'requestthat my personal information is not disciosed to any

o rson, hody oragency, other than
to the individual addresséed i i
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18" February, 2012 Jec_'.o /\o,
Major Projects Assessment, J&bm N, ”-gﬁ
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 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 propoesal 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 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 underiying 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 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

canvenience.

- 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 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 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 madeso reportable political donations in the previous two years.

////ﬂ’/{//y |

NAME: _ /] ///Kff?/f//f/ ,// f?‘/’ c»/
ADDRESS: b ) //%%/é‘j’ ///*/ \\//aﬂ{; i ﬁ,a//f"//

R

Yours faithfully,
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Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Plarming and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the eperation of the Australian Catholic University,

objectto this Concept Pian, We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright,

Qur key reasons for abjecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the character of the surroundlng residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and £ storey buildings near the boundary of the
university cn Barker Road,

The Nelghbourheod Policy included in the proposal does not address sufficlently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the nelghbourhood, The university's lack of integration with
the local community s highlighted by Its wilful breaches of its orighial planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the nelghbourhood contrary to the (ntentions underlying those
approvals,

The proposal containg Invalid parldng and traffic analyses doe to an hncorrect assuinption In
relation to the growth In student numbers. This flaw In the analysis completely invalidates the
conciusions reached by the university and its consultants. The propesal will have substandal
traffic, parking and ather amenity-related {mpacts on the surrounding residential precinct, If
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enfoyment of their properties and would interfere with thelr safety, peace and
COnvenisnuce.

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 regfdents, Moré recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with soime residents but this will not provide those with an interestin

the proposal enough opportuaity 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 propossl, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presentad by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decislon 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 conflrm that we have made no réportable political donations {n the previcus two years.

Yours faithfully,

vame:  Nidadas Tagn — Walne %’/%«V«

apDRESS: A4S @wvtuf‘g R SHeenfi\d %\m} 213

Ovedlyied0 ONI Jdv2S02 Wy

-
]

b0l 2102-954-6¢



Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructu
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

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

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

- The proposal detracts from the chavacter of the surcounding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local resldents by Including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road,

- The Neighbourhood Pollcy facluded in the proposal does not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity inpacts on the neighbourhood. The university’s lack of Integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvale, which
have generated iimpacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- The proposal contains (nvalld parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbets, This flaw in the analysis completely fuvalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and Its consultants, The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related fmpacts 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 thelr properties and would tnterfere with thelr safety, peace and
convenience,

- The university's consultation with the local community has heen nadequate, The university
orlginally provided infermation to lncal 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 epportunity to express their views.

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

Should the Minister not be Indlined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficlencles In the analysls
presented by the university and (ts consultants mean that ne reasonable declsion maker could make a
valld declston In support of the praposal. These errors and deficlencles would need te be remediated and
suhstitute analyses undertaleen hefore a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposgal,

We conflrm that we have made no reportable politiea] denations In the previeus two years,

Yours faithfully,

NaME: S e da J g ~Woprig %A%WWM%
appress: A& Mmﬁm Do wd Stiollgred 2138

Oved ivied0 ONI JEVIS0D WY GLOL 2102-984-8¢



_ 18% February, 2012
T

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

/
I

" -.:';;:_ h /
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY 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 Minister to deciine the proposal outright.

Qur key reasous for objecting to the Concent Plan are as follows:

- The propasal detracts from the character of the surrcunding residential precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by includhng new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the houndary 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 neighhourheod. The university's lack of integration with
the local community ¢s highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhoeod contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvais.

«  The proposal contains invalld parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth In student numbers. This flaw in the analysiz completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants, The proposal will have substantlal
traffle, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet, If
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet anjoyment of their properties and would Interfere with thelr safety, peace and
conveniance,

- The university’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
orlginally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. Moré recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents hut this will not provide those with an interestin
the proposal enough vpportunity to express thelr views.

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

Shouid the Minister not be inclined to decilue the proposal, the crrors and deflciencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decislon maker could make a
valid decislon in support of the proposal. These errors and deficlencles would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonakle assessment could be made of the proposal.

We conflrm that we have made no reportahle political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

NAME: QQH’ NET SAES 14’&‘“3/‘\_/32?

woress: A5 Reytvyre &y STRATWAELD 2135

OPedLploel DN JEVIS0D WY 6120

Z&0

Zide-b94-62



Major Projects Assessment,
Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam, ) ST /

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: ME:II!*--QEE‘.!

We, belug residents of Strathfield directly affectad by the operation of the Australian Catholic University,
ohfectto this Concept Plan, We strongly urge the Mintster 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 swrrounding restdenttal precinct and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by hicluding new 3 and 4 storey bufldings near the boundary af the
uriversity an Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal does not address sufticlently the parking,
traffic and other amenlty impacts on the nelghbourhood. 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 intentlons underlying those

approvals,

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student nunmbers. This flaw in the analysis completaly Invalldates the
conclusions reached by the university antd its consultants, The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet. if
aliowed 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

convenicnee.

= The unfversity'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 minorlty of affected restdents. Mord recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consnltation with some restdents but this will not provide those with an interest in
the proposal enough opportunity to express thelr views,

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

Should the Minfsternot be inciined to decline the proposal, the errors and deflclencles 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 propoesal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute anatyses undertalken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

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

Yours faithfully,

NAME: M o &V\Q\J‘
appress: _ R0 Hediepe, de,.
%%mﬂchg\cL U

“

Ly . OPediploch ONT 3EV2E0D WY G100 2102-484-62
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Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear SIr/Madam,

IVERSITY APPL

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

Our key reasons for objscting 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 parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the nelghbourhood, The university’s lack of Integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of Its original planning appravals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhooed contrary to the intentions underlying those
approvals.

- Theproposal containg invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an Incorrect assurmption in
relation to the growth in student numbers, This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
concluslons reached by the university and ity consultants. The proposal 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 propertes and would {nterfere with their safety, pease and
convenience,

-  The university’s consultation with the local community has heen Inadequate, The university
originally yrovided Information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents, Mord recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with somne residents but this will not provide those with an interest in
the proposal encugh opportunity to express their views.

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

Should the Minister not be {nclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficlencles In the analysis
presented by the universlty and Its consultants mean that no reasonable declston maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencles 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 ne reportable political donations in the previous two years,

Yours faithiully,

NAME: A\ e \&/\/M\ %\\)\Q |AQ/W\_{5

ADDRESS: % © QL Q (,7/
LWy aﬁﬁ#uﬁed & f/ > ;5
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Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 35

SYDNEY NsW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam, N e, //

RE:_AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MPI0.0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affected by the operation of the Auélélian Catholic University,
object to this Coneept Plan. We strongly urge the Minfster to decline the proposal outright.

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

- Theproposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential pracinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 2 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road,

- The Neighbourhood Policy included tn the proposal does not address sufficlently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbonrheod. The university's lack of integration with
the local community {s highlighted by its wilful breaches of its ariginal planning approvals, which
have generated lmpacts on the nelghbourhcod contrary te the intentlons undarlying those
approvals,

- The propesal contains invalid parking and traffle analyses due to an (hcorrect 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 restdential precinet, If
ailowed 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 safary, peace and
convenlence.

~  Theuniversity’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate, The university
originally provided [nformation to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
te a minority of affacted residents. Moré recently, lt appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interast In
the proposal enough opportunity to express their views.

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersignad, do not support the proposal hy ACLL

Should the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and deficlencies in the analysig

‘presented by the unfversity and its consultants mean that no reasonahle decision maker could make a

valld decision In support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencles would need to he remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm that we have made 1o reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours falthfully,

NAME: Maleoln ‘fir,\‘iﬁ\qﬁ- MW
AnpRESS: _¢30 chm?m 2a Stothale [ { N )35

AQredlpl8c0 2Nl IEVS02 WY §100 2102-934-567



Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Iufrastructure,
GPOBox 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MPAQ 0231, //

We, belng residents of Strathfield directly affacted by the operation of the Australian Cathalic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to declne the proposal outright.

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

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residentlal precinct and diminishes
the privacy of loca! resfdents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the bonndary of the
unlversity on Barker Road,

= The Nelghbourhood Policy Included fn the propusal does not address sufficlently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the nelghbaurhood. The university's lack of ntegration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its orlginal planning appravals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlylng thoss
approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and trafflc analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relatlon to the growth In student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely lnvalidates the
vonclugions reached by the university and its consultants. The propusal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential prechct, If
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ vights to
the quiet enjayment of their properties and would luterfere with thefr safety, peace and
conveniance,

- 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 residants, Mord recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consuitation with some restdents 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 supporst the proposal by ACU.

Should the Mintater 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 dacision maker conld maks a
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and
substitute analyses nndertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm that we have made ne reportable political donations in the previous twe years,

Yaurs faithfully,

NAME: ‘\/5 Hor icx )<m'c:}' h- %W

ADDRESS: vo iQeﬂ(%Jfﬁ F’:-}(/ §M%7Qﬁ[m'/

CLVLBE0 DNI 3HVI502 WY Gl-01 2102-984-62
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Mark Brown - Submission Details for Jennifer Anne Inglis

B iz PR SRR

From: Jennifer Anne Inglis <merriwash@gmail.com>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 28/02/2012 2:37 PM

Subject:  Submission Details for Jennifer Anne Inglis

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

2é%n,

LY A .

~ ey | Planning &
mgy Eﬁfrastrgctur@

Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Jennifer Anne Inglis
Email: merriwash@gmail.com

Address:
74 Churchill Avenue Strathfield

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content: :
t am a long time resident and homeowner of Strathfield. | have

noticed with concern the great increase in road congestion

around the large area surrounding the ACU site. Barker Road in

particular has become very effected by parking and traffic.

Although Barker Rd is relatively wide it is still a suburban

street under the control of Strathfield Council. The side streets

running by it and Newton Rd all are narrow and become

fully parked out most days, leaving only a single lane available

for all traffic.

Also students who park in these streets (we know they are students from observation and P plates) are very often
totally

inconsiderate to the local homeowners and often partially or

completely block the homes' driveways.

This is a serious present plight and could be improved at the moment by the introduction of a residential parking
scheme giving

access to long term parking by residents but only 2 hours parking for everyone else.

Students for the University can take a shuftle bus from the station

or walk from the siation. There is no need for the bulk of them to come in cars.

S0 on the traffic problems that would be caused by increased

traffic | object.

I ALSO object to other aspects of the Concept Plan.

The site is small and in an urban environment cannot provide for

such an intensive injection of Student numbers,

NUMBERS are vague. The University would not clarify. 750 on

campus becomes 900 under tuition every hour. This could of course mean 4000 + ....... How many students are under
tuition is only

a portion of the numbers who might be on site studyingwalking

eating etc., at any particular time.

The new buildings that are planned have been placed around the

edges of the property and not the centre. This means the surrounding

community would have to tolerate building up to 4 storeys high right

next to their home boundary. There is no building in the vicinity so high

and near a neighbour.

There is a feeling in the community that the University authorities have

not been open about all these matters. The student numbers have been

aliowed to snowball and the parking problem grow regardless of

upset locals. Therefore we feel that these plans will contain hidden bad aspects.

The heritage aspect of the buildings will be diminished by the proposed buildings, they don't specify how these
buildings can be

sympathetic to the old ones.

So, to conclude, | submit that the University should not be allowed to have more than their present enrolment - must

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\4F4E38... 29/02/2012



Page 2 of 2
be 2,500. These students should be confained on sife and not park nearby.

Also new buildings should be no higher that 2 storeys and no where near the old buildings. They must nof interfere

with the views of the old buildings.
New buildings could go at the back or centre of the property and not overpower the community boundaries.

IP Address: cpe-121-217-15-117.Inse1.cht.bigpond.net.au - 121.217.15.117
Submission: Online Submission from Jennifer Anne Inglis (object)

hitps:/imajorprojects. affinitylive.com?action=view diary&id=26740

Submission for Job: #4471 MP 10_0231 - Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Concept Plan
https:/imajorprojects. affinitylive. comZaction=view job&id=4471

Site; #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
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Mark Brown -~ Objection To The Austrlian Cathelic University, Strathfield Campus Concept
Plan MP10-0231

From: "H & P Hasbani" <hhasbanil@bigpond.com>

To: <Mark.Brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 29/02/2012 10:47 PM

Subject: Objection To The Austrlian Catholic University, Strathfield Campus Concept Plan MP10-
0231

CC: "H'™ <hhasbanil @bigpond.com>

Attention: Mr Mark Brown

Director General

NSW Department of Planning & infrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2000

Dear Mr Brown

| refer to the Concept Plan application for the Australian Catholic University (ACU} Strathfield Campus and
wish to object to the development. | am a resident on the corner of Newton Road and Wilson Street and am
affected by what is being planned. i object to the development on the following grounds:

1. Transport:
o Increase in traffic due to the additional
2. Safety:
o South Street traffic flow already unsafe with difficulty for cars and buses to turn out of and
into Barker Road
o Safety concerns for school children as this is a major through area for St. Patrick’s college with
children crossing Barker, South and Wilson Streets. it is already considered dangerous and
will just become more so.
o iIncrease incidents due to students exceeding speed levels in the area i.e. 50 km
o Undercover parking may potentially increase criminal rates due to the size and isolation of the
underground car park after hours. Security cameras are ineffective once the crime has
occurred. It must be noted that ACU is located in the heart of a residential and highest rated

zoned area in Sydney.

3. Security:
o Increase in violence/threats to residence as recently evidenced with the Albert Road incident

where a mother and child where threatened by a student after asking him to move his
vehicle from her driveway.

o Undercover parking will increase the number of homeless residing in these areas at night
causing increased stress levels as Strathfield is considered relatively safe, hence the reason
for paying a premium to live here.

o Increase in break-ins as it draws increased people traffic making it difficult for neighbourhood
watch to be effective,

4. Traffic:
o Traffic Statistics Flawed - ACU commissioned assessment taken during non-University peak

periods (i.e. during Friday on the last day of the fast week of the University of semester as
well as during the examination hreak}. This may have been a deliberate tactic to produce a
benign impact report as | have children that go to university and have been myself. i is
fairly common knowledge that particularly at those times, the amount of people at
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university cannot be compared to during peak time {e.g. Week 1 or 2 of semester Monday —
Wednesday).

o Barker Road traffic congestion already exceeds guidelines.

o Wilson Street will become a major thoroughfare with the entrance to a new parking station in
a tight suburban street.

o Additional parking will increase traffic flow into the area as more students will use cars rather
than public transport. This is encouraged as classes are scattered throughout the day, hence

the need to leave ACU during the day on regular intervals.

5. Economic:
o Devalue of property due to Himits placed on car parking; limited car parking during weekday

and potentially weekend; increased waste due to littering {already and issue and must stop).

o It's important to note that the homes are currently valued anywhere between $1.4 million to
S4 million dollars plus. ACU will be made liable for the devalue of these properties should
current and future concerns due to proposed plans eventuate.

o *Refer to Noise and Vibration issue causing economic issues.

o Residential Zone 1A - non commercial zone. The expansion of ACU will devalue properties in
the catchment area as interested buyers may be confused on the zoning.

o ACU's increase revenue at the expense of local Strathfield community — hard working citizens

who paid a premium to live in the area.

6. Waste:
o Increase in pollution due to littering. Note that current levels are unacceptable and action

needs to be taken by ACU to address this. This was evidenced when a elderly resident had
to resort to proving the amount of litter he collected each day of the week, including the
behaviour of one of the students who continued to litter in front of his home after he
repeatedly {in a gentlemen manner} asked him to remove his litter.

7. Car Parking:
o Issues with parking during University hours now and in the plan i.e. 2 hour zones on Wilson

will cause issues as follows:
o Additional parking will not reduce impact to residential parking, and likely increase it. This
is supported by the recommendation to broaden council parking restrictions into

Newton Road.
o Mothers in the community are unable to entertain other mothers in activities such as

mothers groups, charity events, family, etc.
o Grandparents and other carers no longer able to park in front of the homes of the
children they are caring for — note: not everyone has access to residential driveways.
o Ad-hoc events such as: visiting and caring for the ill; wakes for the deceased; helping
mothers of newborns; etc. restricted by the limited parking and restrictions on parking

hours.

8. Sodcial:

9. Resident Accessibility:
o Opposed to the underground parking access as the home owner on Wilson Street side wifl

experience an increase in noise, traffic, invasion of privacy due to attracting homeless.

10. Heritage: _
o Breach of heritage code by blocking the view of the views to Mount St Mary building and

down Barker Road, due to additional buildings.

11. Noise and Vibration:
o Increase in noise levels due to cars and students traffic.
o *Damages to homes which built on clay base. Increase in traffic will cause an increase in
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building movements resulting in cracks, instability of foundations and more importantly
additional costs to residence — also an economic issue,

12. Lack of respectful consultation: | was asked by a neighbour to attend the meeting heid by ACU on

Thursday, 23 February, 2012 to witness the severity of the issues associated with the plan and to
my surprise was shocked at the manner in which the community were treated and spoken to during
this briefing, At no time did the people of Strathfield community feel listened to, respected in the
tone addressed not taken seriously as no notes where minuted. When asked if anyone took notes,
confirmation was given that no notes were taken by the presenting panel. | found this extremely
disrespectful and unprofessional. Note: the people of Strathfield consist of high profile individuals
who have earned their positions and status in community as a whole. It was unnecessary to be
treated in this manner, particularly from representatives of ACU. It should not be forgotten that ACU
is actually a business as evidenced by their decision to expand and particularly to focus on building a
law school when it is difficult to argue that there is any further need for law graduates in a country
that is vastly oversupplied with lawyers. Consequently, it is unsettling as the expansion has been
framed as a community service that will provide a net benefit to the community.

13, Lack of adequate knowledge about the effects on the community: During the aforementioned
meeting, representatives of ACU seemed to have inadequate knowledge of the effects on the
number of students per hour on campus and how this would increase in the future and when asked
to clarify this, were unable and refused to do so. Given the extent of the proposed ACU changes and
the effect that it has on my community, it is extremely distressing to see that the leaders of the
organization cannot answer simple questions regarding the effects on the community. Further,
simply dropping fliers in letter boxes stating that my house will be in an effected zone and saying
what changes will be made without any explanation of the effects on the community makes it
extremely difficult to oppose these changes as there has not as of yet been any explanation of the
effects of the expansion.

14. Environmental and Residential Amenity:
o inability to access our properties due to difficulty in entering/exiting our driveways when
parked cars by students have provided little room to move and/or block our line of site. This
is a current problem which will only exacerbate with the new plan.

15. Catchment Impact:
o Increase in student levels beyond allowable limits. This is evident in the increased amount of

traffic and lack of parking experienced since | moved into the area in 1996.
o Inability for bike tracks to be utilised due to increased road traffic and unsafe access as
parking spots are taken up in small streets e.g. Wilson Road.

16. Incorrect address supplied on the application. See extract from the ACU website on all locations:
http://www.acu.edu.au/more_information/contact/. Strathfield campus street address is noted as
25A Barker Road, not 167 — 169 & 179 Albert Road, Strathfield as noted on the application. This may
have created confusion for those reviewing the application and its effects on the Community around
Barker Road.

In summary:

The expansion of ACU is unigue and cannot be compared to past and potential expansions by any other
university, such as University of Sydney, University of Technology, Sydney, Notre Dame (all in
Broadway/Central), or UNSW located in Kensington and let’s not forget Macquarie University, which has
essentially created its own suburb to house it, given the geographic location of ACU.

Potential Qutcome should the submission process:

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\dF4EAA... 1/03/2012



Page 4 of 4

1. Claims against the university for emotional issues caused to the Community due to:
1. Increased violence including potential deaths
2. Increased noise levels

3. Increased pollution
4. Increased inconvenience due to lack of access to and exiting driveways

2. Claims against ACU for the devaluing of homes in the surrounding areas.

Suggested solution:

ACU to close the Strathfield Campus. The mandate of the ACU site has evolved significantly since it was a
seminary over a century ago. The creation of the Australian Cathelic University was based on a need in the
community for teaching and nursing education. Approval was provided with the express limitation to size
and impact to the local community. This has clearly been exceeded and the ACU has become a commercial
enterprise like other major universities. The ambition to grow across Australia as the only truly national
university and expanding to become a full service university is clearly obvious. It is therefore time for the
University to vacate the Strathfield campus and invest in a new campus or continue to expand its other

sites. Options available include:

a) Build in Olympic Park, only 5.4 km from ACU, Strathfield. Reasons why include:

Availability of land.
It's what other Universities are doing with multiple campuses to avoid disrupting communities.

Correct zoning to accommodate ACU’s expansion.

Convenience of transportation.

Less disruptive to the Strathfield Community as people have paid a premium to have the
convenience of living in the city in a non commercial environment.

f.  Easy of access to other facilities which attract the greater intake of students e.g. Olympic
swimming facilities, Bi-Centennial Park.

g. Access to bike tracks.
h., Less Community backlash as limited or in most cases is not a residential area.

oo o

b) Expand other sites such as the North Sydney Campus,

in conclusion, the ACU has shown blatant disregard for its charter and the local community. It has gradually
evolved and expanded the use of the site which is clearly in a residential zone. The community has been very
patient with a religious organisation that has consistently communicated its commitment to help the
broader community by training teachers and nurses. This latest development application has shown the ACU
to be a commercial enterprise which is no longer fit to occupy its position in Strathfield. Not only must this
development application be rejected in its entirety but the ACU must also have its permission to operate as

a university in Strathfield immediately withdrawn.

Giuseppina Hasbani
0404858052
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Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Nenad Mihalic
£mait: nmihalic@bigpond.net.au

Address:
8 Bareena st

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content:
| write to express my opposition to the proposed development.

The scale of the development is grossly exaggerated compared to the local residential community in which the
proposed development is focated. The erection of 4 storey education buildings is totally out of keeping with local
amenity and the historic buildings currently on site.

The area is a residential poorly serviced by public transport and retail services. It is populated by families with school
aged children and elderly residents. It is not an appropriate location for the proposed development nor does it have the
capacily to support the influx of students that will be realized as a result of the universities expansion.

Th e community has not been adequately informed of the proposed development and as such has not had the
opportunity to consider the impact on the local community.

The ACU has failed to adequately inform the local community affected by the proposed plan. Few residents were
informed of the proposal via information from the ACU. Instead residents found out about the proposed development
through other means such as neighbors, local media and letterbox drops from other concerned locals.

Communication and community engagement from the ACU has been appalling. The ACU has made little to no attempt
to listen to community concerns or address the issues raised by the community. Communication materials from the
ACU fail to adequately communicate the importance of the information to residents. Published information did not
promote the availability of information in languages other than English or for those with visual/hearing impairments.

There are nu merous traffic, transport and child safely issues the plan does not address. The proposed development
also fails to adequately provide infrastructure and services to support the increased student cohort. This has been a
long standing problem with the students at attending the university. This problem will be greatly compounded by the
proposed plan as it fails to adequately address student transport issues.

IP Address: cpe-144-136-80-188.pfcz2.cht.bigpond.net.au - 144.136.80.188
Submission: Online Submission from Nenad Mihalic (object)
hitps://majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view diary&id=26796

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

Site: #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
hitps:/fmajorprojects affinitylive.com?action=view_site&id=2434
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Nenad Mihalic
£ nmihalic@bigpond.net.au
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Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Bozana Mihalic
Email: bozana@alert.net.au

Address:
8 Bareena Street

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content;
{ write to express my opposition to the proposed development.

The scale of the development is grossly exaggerated compared to the local residential community in which the
proposed development is located. The erection of 4 storey education buildings is totally out of keeping with local
amenily and the historic buildings currently on site.

The area is a residential poorly serviced by public transport and retail services. It is populated by families with school
aged children and elderly residents. It is not an appropriate location for the proposed development nor does it have the
capacity to support the influx of students that will be realized as a result of the universities expansion.

The community has not been adequately informed of the proposed development and as such has not had the
opportunity to consider the impact on the local community.

The ACU has failed to adequately inform the local community affected by the proposed plan. Few residents were
informed of the proposal via information from the ACU. Instead residents found out about the proposed development
through other means such as neighbors, local media and letterbox drops from other concerned locals.

Communication and community engagement from the ACU has been appalling. The ACU has made little to no attempt
to listen to community concerns or address the issues raised by the community. Communication materials from the
ACU fail to adequately communicate the importance of the information to residents. Published information did not
promote the availability of information in languages other than English or for those with visual/hearing impairments.

There are num erous traffic, transport and child safety issues the plan does not address. The proposed development
also fails to adequately provide infrastructure and services to support the increased student cohort. This has been a
long standing problem with the students at attending the university. This problem will be greatly compounded by the
proposed plan as i fails to adequately address student transport issues.

P Address: cpe-144-136-80-188.pfcz2.cht.bigpond.net.au - 144.136.80.188
Submission: Online Submission from Bozana Mihalic (object)
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Site: #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
hitps://majorprojects. affinitylive.com?action=view_site&id=2434
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Bozana Mihalic
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From: David Davies <dndavies@gmail.com>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 29/02/2012 3:38 PM

Subject:  Submission Details for David Davies
CC: <assessments@planning.nsw.gov.au>
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Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: David Davies
Email: dndavies@gmail.com

Address:
75 Barker Rd

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content:
| am very concerned about the increase in traffic flow on Barker Rd and the lack of adequate parking facilities to

accommodate the extra students envisaged. The traffic and parking are already overstretched and increasing student
number will make this worse, even with the slight increase in parking. Much more attention needs to be given to public
transport options, both government and private.

My other big concern is the height of the development planned for the Barker Rd facing building. These buildings are
planned to be 4 storeys high and will be very imposing on this residential district. No buildings in the area have been
allowed to be more than 2 levels above ground level, other than the historic home which was t he seminary on the fop
of the hill. The area would be adversely affected by the imposition of 2 large modern boxes which neither complement
the existing historic house nor the surrounding houses.

{P Address: c114-77-197-132.rivrw3.nsw.optusnel.com.au - 114.77.197.132
Submission; Online Submission from David Davies (object)
https://majorprojects. affinitylive.com?action=view diary&id=26790
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29 February 2012

Mr. Alan Bright 5, <¢
Acting Director, Metropolitan & Regional Projects S\th 5
NSW Department of Planning & Infrastructure
23-33 Bridge Street

SYDNEY NSW 2000

Attention: Mr. Mark Brown

Diear Sits

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY CAMPUS CONCEPT PLAN
25A BARKER RD STRATHFIELD
APFPLICATION NO. MP10_0231

We act for Dr. and Mrs. A Pistolese and Mr. Joseph Baini of No. 20 Barker Road and No, 48
Barker Rd, respectively, Strathfield, With their homes opposite, in Mr. Baini’s case, directly,
the campus of the Australian Catholic University’s (“ACU™), our clients’ environmental
amenity will be detrimentally affected by the proposed development.

This submission is made pursuant to Section 75H(4) of the Environmental Planning &
Asscssment Act 1979 (“EP&A Act”™) and constitutes our ¢clients objection to the proposal and
to the adequacy of the Environmental Assessment (“EA™).

1. THE EA IS FUNDAMENTALLY FLAWED AND REQUIRES SUBSTANTIAL
REVISION

Whilst our clients® position is that the Application should be refused by the Minister as
constituting an overdevelopment of an educational establishment in a residential area, in the
first ipstance our clients urge that the Director-General require, pursuant to Section 75H(2) of
the EP&A Act, that the proponent submit a revised EA as the Director-General's
Requirements of 17 Febraary 2011, insofar as they pertain to student and employee numbers,
traffic generation, transport and parking, especially, have not been adequately addressed.

The overwhelming flaw in the EA is that rather than inform the public of the conditions of
the current development consent governing maximum numbers of students permissible on
campus at any one time, maximum number of students permitted to be enrolled, maximum
number of teachers permitted to be employed and the permitted hours of operation and then
describe what is proposed by reference to the same criteria, thus enabling the public (and the
Department of Planning & Infrastructure “DPI™) to evaluate what is proposed over what is

494 Liverpoo! Road, Strathfield South NSW 2136
PG Box 56 Strathfield South NSW 2138
DX 23826 Strathfield
P: (02) 9742 3553 F: (02) 9742 3554 M: 0404 028 431

ABN 52 783 078 288
Liahility Limited by a scheme approved under Professlonal Standards Lagisiotion
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currently approved in relation to these historically - on this particular site - fundamental
criteria, the EA undertakes no such comparative analysis. Rather, in terms of current and
proposed student numbers especially, the EA engages in what can be fairly characterised as
an claborate exercise in obfuscation and misrepresentation. This is clearly inimical to the
public participation objects of the EP&A Act.

The EA as constituted by the Hassell Report (December 2011) and its Appendix E, the Arup
Transport and Accessibility Study (December 2011), is grossly deficient as it fails to
adequately examine the environmental impact of the proposed expansion of the ACU -
involving the addition of 14,850 sq.m of new floor space, that is, Gross Floor Area ("GFA”) -
especially in relation to increased student numbers, increased staff numbers and the increased
hours of operation,

In doing so the BA fails to properly evaluate the consequences of both hugely increased
student numbers (based on what is permitted, not what 1s currently taking place — see below),
substantially increased staff numbers (37% - see below) and substantially extended hours
(and days) of operation in terms of the resulting increased traffic generation and the resulting
increased demand for on-street parking by students and stalf in the residential streets
surrounding the ACU.

The adverse amenity impacts on the residential locality have not been properly identified
(and therefore cannot be properly assessed by the DPI) due to the misrepresentation of the
proposed increase in student numbers found in the EA,

The EA fails completely to assess the ACU’s Application for a very substantial expansion
and intensification of its facilities against the existing development consent that the ACU is
currently obliged to operate under: development consent 93/164 of 16 December 1994
granted by the Land and Environment Court per Talbot 1. It is this starting point for
environmental assessment of the Application that the EA wholly avoids addressing, rendering
the EA fundamentally flawed and thus of little utility in assisting the DPI undertake its
statutory task.

Development consent 93/164:

(a) through Condition 32, places specific maximum limits on the number of
students present on campus al any one time day and night, 510 and 274
students, respectively, as well as the maximum number of students enrolled
day and night, 1,100 and 700 students, respectively, as well as imposing a
maximum number of teaching staff at 190;

(b} through Condition 30, the 1994 consent restricted the ACU’s hours of
operation to Monday to Friday 8.00am to 9.00pm only, with the library - only
- also open on Saturdays between 8.00am and 5.00pm. The 1994 consent
proscribes the ACU from any operation on Sundays;

(c) through Condition 31, the 1994 consent imposes a mandatory gap of 30
minutes between the conclusion of day classes and the commencement of
night classes.
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Condition 31 was specifically imposed 1o ensure that the limited on-site parking facilities
would be used by, sequentially, day then night students — the day students would vacate the
parking spaces they had occupied making them available for the night students — and thereby
lessen the demand for and use of the local residential streets as a de facto free parking lot for
the ACU’s student body. Such use was recognised by the Court in 1994 1o be problematic
and part of the application then before the Court for increased student numbers was an
increase in on-site parking provision to try and address the problen.

The EA instead, disingenuously, measures the Application against the numbers of students
currently attending/enrolled at the university in breach of Condition 32 of the 1994 consent,
hence in breach of the EP&A Act; see Section 3.8.2 of the Arup Report (Appendix E of the
EA) where it is plainly, but untruthfully, claimed (without citing the basis for the claim or
referencing the applicable development consent) in the {irst paragraph at lines 3-4 that:

“Currently Strathfield campus is allowed to hold a maximum of 2,200 students at any
one (ime ",

This ostensibly permissible figure of 2,200 then becomes the threshold from which the
proposed expansion of student numbers to 2,400 at any one time is assessed by Arup to be a
modest 9% expansion. The purported 9% increase is then applied to determine matters such
as the increase on street parking demand and increase traffic generation resulfing in a
fundamentally flawed document in its methodology, findings and conclusion.

The EA also stresses the Application’s “100%” expansion in the number of parking spaces
provided for students and juxtaposes that against the purported 9% increase (according to the
Arup report) in student numbers so that on a superficial examination the percentage increase
in the number of parking spaces - 100% - compares very favourably with the increase in the
number of students - 9% - encouraging the conclusion that on-street parking by students is
thus likely to diminish.

In the Hassell Report, however, at page 50 the current number of students - no distinction is
made between present on campus at any one time and enrolled - is stated to be 3,600 (not
2,200 per its companion report, Appendix E) and the proposed number of students is stated to
be 4,800 (not 2,400 per Appendix E). The Hassell Report thus states the increase in student
numbers will be 1,200 and refers to this as a “307°% increase, not a 33% increase.

1t is difficult for a Strathfield resident to place reliance on either the 2,200 currently enrolled
figure from the Arup report or the 3,600 figure from the Hassell report, when the ACU’s own
website states that the Strathfield campus currently has enrolled “4,043....including 105
international students”.

The residents of Strathfield are thus confronted with an EA which, in one of its components,
the Arup report, claims a 9% increase in student numbers whilst the other component, the
Hassell report, claims a proposed increase of 30% in student numbers, yet the ACU’s own
website undermines both of these figures by stating a different and higher figure for current
enrolment than that in the Arup report and the Hassell report.

Whilst the discrepancy between the two reports is problematic (and could be pariially
explicable through the statement at page 50 of the Hassell report that there is “predicted” to
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be 4,800 students “with an upper limit of 2,400 students (50%) own the campus al any one
time”) the bigger issue is that both are wrong as they both inaccurately set the base figure for
student numbers too highly. The current number of students permitied on the campus at any
one time under the law of New South Wales is not 2,200 or 3,600, but 510 by day and 274 by
night, that is, 784 in total. The current number of students permitted to be enrolled is not
2,200 or 3,600, but 1,100 by day and 700 by night, that is, 1,800 in total. The percentage
increases referred to in the Hassell and Arup reports are thus meaningless.

It is noteworthy that a reader also finds on page 50 of the Hassell report that the number of
“staff” proposed as part of this Application is 260. As the 1994 development consent per
Condition 32 stipulates a maximum of 190 “reachers employed” this means the Application
involves an increase in “staff” of 70, ie, a 37% increase. 1t is this figure of a 37% increase in
“staff” in an educational institution that provides a truer picture of the scope of the expansion
of the ACU that this Application involves. As the EA elects not to distinguish between
“teachers employed’ and “administrative/ancillary employees”, and does not define what it
means by “staff”, it is open to the ACU to claim that the 260 “staff” includes only teachers.
This leaves open the unanswered question: how many employees in total does the ACU
propose under this Application?

The critical flaw in the EA is that vather than accurately inform the reader of the conditions
of the current development consent governing maximum numbers of students permissible on
campus al any one {ime, maximum number of students allowed to be enrolled and maximum
number of teachers permitied to be employed and then describe what is proposed by
reference to the same criteria thus enabling the public (and the DPI) to evaluate whai is
proposed over whalt is currently approved, the EA can be fairly characierized as an elaborate
exercise in obfuscation iniended to obscure and confuse rather than plainly inform.

Should the end of the preceding sentence be regarded as objector hyperbole, take for example
Section 3.9 of the Arup report where instead of referring to the terms of the 1994
development consent on the question of what is permissible (the Arup report makes no
reference to the conditions of the 1994 development consent), it adopts instead irrelevant and
highly misleading criteria such “room wutilization ratio” and concludes (second paragraph,
lines 5-6):

“Therefore in Strathfield campus the maximum utilization of students [sic] is only 55-
60% of its permissible capacity.” [emphasis supplied]

Two of our clients, misled by this above reference to permissible and the preceding statement
at line 1-2 of the first paragraph of Section 3.9 of the Arup report, that is:

“In 2008 Semester 1, the peak student capacity [sic] reached 8§84 students attending
lectures and tutorials where room capacity being [sic] 1585 at that time.”

were, for a short time, operating under the mistaken belief that the development consent
granted by Justice Talbot must have been superseded by a later consent which amended or
deleted Conditions 30-32 and put in their place conditions of consent which set maximum
student numbers by reference to the physical capacity of the ACU’s lecture and tutorial
rooms or something of that nature.
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Accordingly our clients sought a meeting with Strathfield Council’s General Manager to
ascertain whether Conditions 30-32 were the current conditions of consent and, if so, address
the issue of Council inaction on the ongoing breach of Condition 32 by the Applicant.
Annexed to this submission as ‘Annexure A’ is a copy of our letter to Council dated 16
February 2012. At the time of writing no reply has been received.

2. THE 1994 DEVELOPMENT CONSENT

It is for good reason that Justice Talbot explicitly identified the key issues in the appeal
before him in 1994 as: “Traffic”, “Access” and “Parking”. They remain the key issues in the
curreni Application for the simple reason that the ACU 1is located in a residential
neighbourhood some two kilometres distant from Strathfield Railway Station and the primary
means of transport to the ACU being private motor vehicle.

The then “existing development consent provided limits (o the numbers of students attending
the University at any time to 320 during the day time and 247 during the night time and the
number of teachers and administrative staff to 78 and 21 respectively” {pp 1-2 judgment).

[t is noteworthy for the purposes of the Director-General’s consideration of the ACU’s
current Part 3A Application, in terms of the extent that the ACU pays any heed to conditions
of development consent, that at the time of the 1994 Court hearing the ACU had:

Y total enrolment for 1994 of 687 day time students and 600 night time students and
actual enrolments of in December 1994 of 618 and 548 respectively” (Judgment, p.2
lines 2-4)

‘That is, the numbers enrolled and attending the ACU, especially at night time, substantially
exceeded the numbers permitted under the then-applicable development consent.

It is evident from the judgement that Justice Talbot devoted a great deal of attention and
effort to attempting to balance the university’s expansion ambitions against the adverse
impact on the amenity of residents from the additional traffic and the additional demand for
on-street parking generated by increased student numbers. In the Court’s decision to
determine the development application by way of conditioned approval it is noteworthy that
Justice Talbot:

(a) allowed an increase (over the-then applicable development consent) only of
190 students during the day time, that is, from 320 to 510;

(b) refused any increase in night time student numbers (over the-then applicable
development consent), that is, they remained fixed al a maximum of 274
students;

(c) refused to permit any classes to be conducted on weekends; and

(d) restricted the library’s weekend operating hours 1o Saturdays only between
8.00am and 5.00pm.

It is apparent from the Court’s judgement and the conditions of consent that the total
prohibition of university operation on Sundays and the Saturday operational restriction (o
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“library only” and then only during the daytime. The Court was mindful that the ACU was
located in a residential area and the residents of that area were entitled to have the educational
establishment in their midst not functioning fully over the weekend. In other words, the
residents were entitled to have a break from the adverse amenity impacts generated by the
ACU. The current Application disregards such considerations entirely.

3. THE ACU’S CURRENT OPERATION

It has been apparent to our clients, especially Mr. Baini, that the ACU has not been
complying with Conditions 30-32 of the 1994 development consent for many years. Until
very recently (and subsequent to this firm being instructed in mid-February 2012) it was
beyond the resources of our clients to prove this ongoing breach of the EP&A Act.

The EA per the Hassell Report and its Appendix E, the Arup Report, omit, understandably
from the perspective of their client’s interests, to address, by reference to any hard data,
actual current student attendance/enrolment numbers day and/or night.

Extraordinarily it is now apparent (from correspondence that has very recently come into our
clients’ possession and afier our letter of 16 February 2012 “Annexure A” was sent {0
Council) that not only is the ACU disregarding Conditions 30-32 of the 1994 development
consent as regards maximum student numbers and weekend operation, it is doing so with,
initially, the acquiescence and, latterly, the written “approval” of Strathfield Council, dating
back to February 2009,

Annexed to this submission as “Annexure B” is a letter from Strathfleld Council to Ms
Teresa Le Strange (of 2 Francis St, Strathfield) dated 9 February 2009 wherein the following
is stated in reply to Ms Le Strange’s concerns as regards student numbers at the ACU and the
ACU’s compliance with the 1994 development consent:

“Number of students attending the Australian fsic] University

[An abridged, though accurate, re-statement of Condition 32

Council has been in contact with Patricia Resini, Communications Officer at the
Australian Catholic University ai North Sydney. Patricia advised that there are
approximately 750 students attending the [Strathfield] college during the day and 300
during the evening. There are currently 3,400 students enrolled, 1000 being
government funded.

Council will continue 1o investigale and (ake appropriate action (o manage this

i3

issue.

No action in relation to this breach was taken under S121B of the EP&A Act by the Council
and no proceedings in the Land and Environment Court were commenced by Council; cither
under Section 123 of the FP &A Act to obtain an injunction in Class 4 of that Court’s
jurisdiction to restrain or prevent the continuance of that breach or under Section 127 of the
FP&A Act to prosecute the ACU in Class 5 of that Court’s jurisdiction for committing the
offence under the EP& A Act that the breach constituted.
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Annexed to this submission as “Annexure C” is a letter from Strathfield Council to Ms
Teresa Le Strange dated 9 July 2009 wherein the following is stated in response to Ms Le
Strange’s continued efforts to have the Council enforce the environmental laws of New South
Wales upon the ACU:

“At the public forum of Council on 7 July 2009, you queried the status of the breach
of Land and Environment Court Order [sic] by the Australian Catholic University.

Legal Counsel has been sought in regards to the Australian Catholic University and
is currently in proceedings [sic]. Council will provide further information when if
becomes available.”

It is noteworthy that the Council’s letter does not speak of an alleged breach of the 1994
development consent by the ACU, but of the status of the breach. Again the Council took no
action under $121 of the EP&A Act or commenced any Court proceedings under S123 or
S127 of the EP&A Act.

Annexed to this submission as “Annexure D™ is a Statement made by the Australian Catholic
University on 24 February 2012, 1t is entitled “ ...Re, council letter enquiry”, apparently in
response 1o a persistent claim made by the ACU fo our clients (and other Strathfield residents
objecting to the expansion of the ACU) that the ACU had received written authority from
Strathficld Council permitting the ACU to exceed the student numbers and hours of operation
set forth in the 1994 development consent.

We note that the ACU has been unwilling to provide our clients with a copy of such written
authority from the Council.

“In February 2010, ACU sought and obiuined from Council permission (o pilol a
number of strategies o inform its master planning process. The strategies consisted of
the following:

(i) Conducting small post-graduate classes on Saturdays and Sundays;

(ii) Opening the library between 9.00am and 4.00pm Saturdays and Sundays;

(iii)  Adjusting the maximum student numbers to 900 at any one time between
8.00am and 8.00pm Monday to Friday combined across the two precincis (ie
Barker Road and Albert Road) ...~

We wish to draw to the Department of Planning and Infrastructure’s attention the obvious
legal facts that the Council has no power under the EP&A Act 1979 to authorise any of the
matters referred in items (i) to (iii) above without a modification to the 1994 development
consent or a fresh development consent being firstly obtained. Further the ACU in carrying
out the use of its land in the manner set out in items (i} to (i) above, is committing an
offence under the law of New South Wales.

It is noteworthy that even the ACU’s own town planning consultants, Hassell, acknowledge
in the EA (at page 30) that the current legal authorisation governing the use of the land that
comprises ACU’s Strathficld campus is the 1994 development consent. Prudently, the Iassell
Report makes no reference to the “permission” purportedly sought and obtained by the ACU
from Strathfield Council in February 2010.
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Regrettably, the transport and traffic sub-consultants, Arup, appear to rely on the instructions
of their clients as to what is permitted in terms of student and stalf numbers rather than the
1994 development consent,

We note that the current development consent for the “Albert Road” “precinct” that is, the
Edmund Clancy Building, DA 0102/ 252 as amended by DA 2011/165, provides for a
maximum number of students on site at any one time during the day to be 240. Thus even if it
were legally open to the ACU 1o “adjust” and “combine” maximum student numbers across
two geographically separate sites, and it most certainly is not, the 900 students at any one
time referred to in the ACU’s press release still exceeds what is legally permissible under the
two different consents applying to the two sites: 510 plus 240 equals 750 students,

4. THE CONCEPT PLAN AS DESCRIBED IN THE EA — HASSELL REPORT

An Executive Summary as required under the DGRs of 17 February 2011 should encapsulate
what the proposed development involves in order that a member of public may assess what is
proposed as against what is currently approved under the EP&A Act. The Executive
Summary of Hassell Report is notably unhelpful in identifying what in precise terms the
subject Part 3A Application seeks approval for: numbers of students, numbers of employees,
hours of operation, etc.

4.1 PROPOSED HOURS OF OPERATION

Only at page 44 “environmental assessment” of the Hassell Report does a reader find what
the ACU’s proposed hours of operation in this Application are. Given the importance
attributed 1o the issue by the Land and Environment Court in 1994, the hours of operation of
the establishment as sought by the proponent are found on page 44 in these terms:

“The campus will operate within the normal hours of 7.00am to 10.00pm during
weekdays....

On weekends the campus will operate from 8.00am to 5.00pm. ...
(Emphasis supplied)

Eh

In the context of the current consent, which is the only legitimate or meaningful context,
there is nothing “normal” about the university operating for a fifieen hour day on weekdays
and the term obfuscation becomes pertinent again. Nor is it unremarkable that it is now also
proposed to operate the ACU seven days a week.

Both represent a major extension of operating hours from that which has been approved by
the Land and Environment Court with enormous potential to adversely impact upon the lives
of local residents. If the Concept Plan is approved, residents within a several hundred metre
radius can anticipate students parking their cars outside their houses as early as 7.00am and
Jeaving as late as 10.00pm five days a week, with no reprieve on Sundays.

1994 Consent 2012 Proposal
Days operating Monday to Friday Seven days a week
(Saturday, Library Only)

Hours per day 8.00am to 9.00pm 7.00am to 10.00pm
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Astonishingly, no “environmental assessment” of this major extension of operating hours is
undertaken in the Section of the EA entitled “04  FEnvironmental Assessment”,

Accordingly the Director General’s Requirements of 17 February 2011 cannot possibly have
been complied with.

42  PROPOSED NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND EMPLOYEES

The extended hours of operation are especially significant if the numbers of students and staff
are to be increased. The latter will increase by at least 37% and it is plain that the former are
going to be substantially, but it is exceedingly difficult to establish because as demonstrated
carlier in this submission the Hassell report and Arup report are not consistent with each
other, wrongly state the base figures of what is currently permitted and in doing so go to great
trouble to obfuscate the proposed increase over that which has been approved.

The DPI should require the ACU to particularise what it is seeking in terms of maximum
numbers of students enrolled, maximum numbers of students by day and by night, maximum
numbers of teachers employed and maximum numbers of non-teaching employees. Then set
those figures against the figures in Conditions 30-32 of the 1994 consent, so that the nature
and extent of the proposed expansion can be properly understood beyond the addition 14,850
square metres of additional gross floor area.

43  TRANSPORT AND ACCESSIBILITY STUDY

The adverse impact on local residents of the combination of increased student numbers, stafl
numbers and lengthened operating hours is hugely exacerbated if the students rely
overwhelmingly on private motor vehicles to travel to the ACU. Especially if the students
then use the kerbside parking of the local street system as their all day free parking lot -
which they do in proportions the Arup study makes no attempt to quantify.

Objective No. 12 of “Strathfield Consolidated Development Control Plan 2005 - Part M -
Fducational Establishments” states the following, rather obvious, town planning proposition:

“To provide sufficient on-site car parking for peak parking needs including those of
students, teachers, visitors and others so as not to adversely impact on the
neighbourhood and the local road network”

The Arup report crucially fails to undertake any survey of where the ACU’s students and
staffilemployees reside and how they make their journey to the ACU. To undertake such
would be an easy task.

This omission of any modal split for the journey to university/work means that any
predictions of demand for on-site and off-site car parking and the adequacy of existing and
proposed on-site parking provision lack the essential quantifiable base data. This is a defect
which must be remedied if the environmental assessment of the Application by the DP1 1s to
have any methodological integrity.

The Arup report contains no data on public and private bus patronage by students or stalf to
the ACU. At Scction 5.1.1 of the Arup report, based on incorrect numbers of existing
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students as particularized above, it is stated in an attempt to estimate the existing traffic
generation by the ACU:

“assuming 40% of students and staff [*see below] park on street during the universily
term”

there is no basis provided for that assumption. It is with a degree of surprise and alarm that
we learn that 40% of the ACU’s staff are assumed to park their vehicles in the local streets
instead of in the 90 car parking spaces currently and specifically allocated to staff — sce page
50 Hassell report. It is noted that the Application proposes an additional 40 staff car parking
spaces from the existing 90 up to 130. If 40% of staff are currently parking on the street and
the staff numbers are being increased from 190 to 260, then it would appear that increased car
park allocation for staff may well be utilised by those employees or teachers currently
parking on the street rather than be available for the use of the 70 new staff’ members
proposed. In this regard, it is noted that the number of new statf (70) is significantly more
than the number of additional staff car parking spaces (40).

What can be inferred from the Arup report is that a very high proportion of students, not to
mention staff, drive to the ACU in a private motor vehicle as opposed to taking public bus or
university provided bus transport from Strathfield railway station or elsewhere, walking or
cycling. The Arup report notes that:

“During the site visits very few students were observed to walk 1o the campus” s 3.5
(emphasis supplied)

“Dhuring the site visit very few students were observed (o ride to campus by bike” s
£ 3
3.6 (emphasis supplied)

At 3.7.1 of the Arup report the public bus routes servicing the campus are identified, routes
407 and 483, but there is no comment whatsoever on the level of usage of such bus services
by students and no bus patronage data provided.

Again at 3.7.1.1 in discussing the ACU’s provision of a free shuttle bus service between the
campus and Strathfield railway station, there is no comment whatsoever on the level of usage
of this shuttle bus service. We are informed there is presently one bus operating, but we are
not informed of its capacity.

The clear inference to be drawn is that the level of usage of both public and shuitle bus
services is very low; if it were otherwise the ACU’s consultants would surely highlight the
fact given that traffic generation/parking demand and supply is a dominant theme in both the
Arup report and the Hassell Report.

The Arup report is more telling in what it does not say. If students are not walking, cycling or
catching public or shuttle bus to the campus in any significant proportions that leaves only
one mode of fransport left: private motor vehicle. The Arup report claims that the current
ratio is one parking space for every nine students and the proposed ratio is one for every five,
but the student numbers fed into such calculations are wrong as stated above. What is clear
however is that close to eight out of every current nine students drive to the campus and park
in the local street network.
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The Arup report in dealing with parking impact states at Section 5.4 that its on-street parking
survey based on three individual days of survey “shows that the parking occupancy in the
nearby residential streets is 76%7, ie 3 out of 4 kerbside car parking spaces in a selection of
local streets were occupied. It then states that such an: “eccupancy rate is acceptable
considering the majority of the residential properties have more than one off-street parking
space” (emphasis supplied).

The Arup report then goes on to make the astonishing and unsubstantiated claim in the next
sentence that: “Residents can still obtain a parking space within reasonable walking distance
if they wish (o park on-street for a short period of time”. It does not explain how a 76%
kerbside occupancy rate provides this doubly-conditioned, that is, reasonable walking
distance and for a short period of time, opportunity for residents.

There is no data on the rate of parking space turnover provided. It is reasonable to assume
that students parking in the local residential streets will do so in the same space for a period
of several hours, that is, for the duration of their daily attendance at campus. No effort has
been made by Arup to establish by survey of the students how long the average student street
parker occupies a space on any day.

The inescapable inference to be drawn is that:

(a) the authors of the Arup report comprehend that the local sireet network
provides the parking spaces for a very high proportion of the students
attending the ACU as well as 40% of the staff; and

(b) the local residents can fairly be deprived of the opportunity for themselves and
their visitors to park on the street outside their homes because the ACU does
not wish to expend the money constructing sufficient on-site parking spaces to
accommodate the demand for parking spaces that the ACU generates.

4.4  PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT AND SITE COVERAGE

The Application proposes the additional 14,850 sq.m of GFA (o be developed in buildings
ranging from 2-4 storeys in height, with several four storey buildings aligned along the
Barker Road frontage. The ACU characterises this as - Section 4.5.2 Hassell Report - being
consistent with and responsive to both:

(1) the built forms of existing university buildings which are 2-3 storeys in
maximum height; and

(il  the built form of the surrounding residential locality, which have a
maximum height of 2-3 storeys, “however are pre-dominantly single
storey”.

That the proposed building heights respond to and are consistent with the existing campus
and the surrounding locality is self-evidently an absurd contention and should be rejected by
the DPL. It is noted that the proposed site coverage, that is, the proportion of the site covered
by the footprint of buldings, is 55%.
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This is a high site coverage for any development and very high for a tertiary educational
institution, Our clients urge the DPI to require the ACU to obtain comparative figures from,
for example, the University of New South Wales, Macquarie University, the various
campuses of the University of Western Sydney. Once obtained it will be fair to conclude that
the ACU’s Application constitutes an overdevelopment of its site.

We would be most grateful if our clients were given an opportunity over the forthcoming
weeks to meet with you and further discuss the matters raised in this submission.

Yours faithfully
SS LE

sarah@sattouts.com.au
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Our Rel: SS0064

URGENT

Mr David Backhouse

General Manager

Strathfield Municipal Council
PO Box 120

Strathfield NSW 2135

BY FACSIMILE AND POST: (02) 9764 1034

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY - BARKER ROAD STRATHFIELD

We act for Dr and Mrs A Pistolese and Mr Joseph Baini of Barker Road, Strathfield.

We refer to the meeting of 16 February 2012 at Council's chambers wherein on behalf of
Council you:

1.

acknowledged that the Australian Catholic University ("ACU") was known by
Council to be operating in breach of the current development consent {granted by
Talbot J of the Land & Enviromment Court in December 1994), specifically Condition
32 of that consent which provides that the maximum number of students on campus
at any one time was limited to 510 and the maximum number of daytime students
enrolled was to be limited to 1,100;

that the ACU had not provided Council with an explanation as to why the
documentation supporting the ACU’s cuirent application under Part 3A of the
Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 ("EP&A Act") per the Arup
transport and traffic study is explicitly but erroneously premised on the maximum
number of student on campus at any one time to be 2,200; and

undertook to commence action under s121 of the EP&A Act against the ACU for the
ongoing breach of Condition 32 of their 1994 development consent.

Our clients appreciate that under S121 of EP&A Act the Council must first issue to the ACU
a "Notice of Intention to make a Section 1218 Order" and then give the ACU a statutory
period of time to respond and explain their breach before issuing the Order itself.

In the circumstances of the pending Part 3A Application, with the closing date for
submissions being 29 February 2012, our clients quite reasonably regard prompt action by the
Council under $121 to be essential.

494 tiverpool Road, Strathfield South NSW 2136
PO Box 56 Strathfield South NSW 2136
DX 23826 Strathfield
P: (02) 9742 3553 F: (02) 9742 3554 M: 0404 028 431

ABN 52 783 078 288
Liability Limited by a scheme approved under Professional Standards Legisiation
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We would appreciate a reply within the earliest practical time confirming that the Council has
issued the "Notice of Intention to make a S121B Order" and providing my clients with a copy
of that notice.

Yours faithfully
SS LEGAL

sarah@sattouts.com.au
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i Telephone 025748 9999 | Facsimile 02 97641034 ABN 52719 940 263

9 February 2009

‘g / Rob Bourke
P L /7)%
; u’f ~ 4
Teresa Le Strange f A AN (
2 Francis Street [ J “ /ié’/ el
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135 [ o

Dear Ms Le Strange

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY AND FLOOD STUDY

Further to our previous meeting on 15" January 2008 | have undertaken investigation of the
issues you have raised and obtained the foliowing infermation for your perusal —

Number of students attending the Australian University

The conditions of consent in accordance with The Land and Environment Couri advises:

“The number of student enrolied al the University at any one time shall not exceed 1,100
during the day and 700 at night”.

“The number of students in attendance on the site at any one time shalt not exceed 510
between the hours of 8.00am and 5.00pm Monday to Friday and 247 beiween 5.00pm and
9.00pm Monday to Friday”.

Council has been in contact with Patricia Resini, Communications Officer at the Australian
Catholic University in North Sydney. Patricia advised there are approximately 750 students
altending the college during the day and 300 during the evering. There are currently 3400
students enrolled, 1000 being Government funded.

Councit wifl continue to investigate and take appropriate action to manage this issue.

Flood Study at 2 -4 Francis Street

Following your meeting with Council Officers on 17" December 2008, it was recommended
to commission WMAwater (former Webb, McKeown) 1o carry oul an investigation of the
flood behavior in the vicinily of 2-4 Francis Street,

A copy of the Consuitant's reporl was received by Council on 5% February 2009 and is
attached for your information.

As indicated in the Consultant’'s report, the flood study for Powells Creek was based on
limited survey data and therefcre does not provide an exact flood extent through each




property. Additional survey data from Airborne Laser Scanning (ALS) would improve the
accuracy though it is impossible to determine 100% accurate map.

Council has requested a guotation from AAMHATCH for ALS data. This is required for flood
modeling of its catchment in future floed studies.

Also a quotation has been submitted to Council from WMAwater for review flood levels
within the Powelis Creek and Saleyards Creek catchments. Council will proceed with the
task once the ALS data becomes available.

Councit will be in contact with you in the progression of the matters which have been raised. if
you have any questions me on 02 9748 9968,

ROB &(ID‘SRKE
DIRECTOR OPERATIONS
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s St

Patrick Wong
9 July 2009

Ms Teresa Le Strange
2 Francis Street
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

Dear Ms Le Strange
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY

At the public forum of Councit on 7 July 2009, you queried the status of the breach of Land
and Environment Court order by the Austraiian Cathotic University.

legal Counsel has been sought in regards to the Australian Catholic University and is
currently in proceedings. Council will provide further information when it becomes available.

Should you have any future questions, please do not hesitate to contact Patrick Wong,
Director Technical Services, on Phone; 9748 9933.

L SERVICES
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Burwood Scene statement
Re, council letter enquiry

Australian Catholic University (ACU) and Strathfield Council have engaged in communications over a
number of years in relation to the Strathfield Campus site and these communications have included

discussions concerning permitted student numbers.

In February 2010, ACU sought and obtained from Council permission to pilot a number of strategies
to inform its master planning process. The strategies consisted of the following:

(i)
{ii)
)

{iv)

Media Contact:

Caitlin Ganter
Communications Officer
Australian Catholic University
Tel. 07 3623 7491

Mob. 0407 495 299

caitlin.ganter@acu.edu.au

e

Conducting small postgraduate classes on Saturdays and Sundays.

Opening the fibrary between 9:00 am and 4:00 pm on Saturdays and Sundays.
Adjusting the maximum student numbers to 900 at any one time between8:00 am
and 8:00 pm Monday to Friday combined across the two precincts (i.e. Barker Road
and Albert Road).

Provision of a shuttle bus service from 7:30 am to 8:30 pm Monday to Friday during
semester to assist with the reduction of on street parking.

Ends
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90 Newton Rd
Strathfield 2135

NSW Planning & Infrastructure
33 Bridge St, Sydney 2000

29™ February 2012
ATTN: MARK BROWN

CONCEPT PLAN FOR AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY CAMPUS,
STRATHFIELD (MP 10_0231)

We strongly object to the abovementioned development application, as it will
significantly diminish the residentia! quality of much of the Strathfield area.
Specifically:

1. Substantial increase to the volume of traffic in Barker Rd (now
designated to become a four lane highway) and adjacent streets, resulting in
unnecessary congestion, increased pollution from vehicle exhaust and
subsequent reduction of air quality, reduced vehicular and pedestrian safety in
streets surrounding the university. Streets are currently unable to cope with
vehicles associated with the existing level ACU clientele.

2. Contingent to the increased volume of traffic is the issue of parking.
Vehicles belonging to studenis have already taken over all residential street
parking in the vicinity, creating substantial inconvenience for residents in
these areas. This proposal makes no provision to provide adequate parking
for the increased student population and makes no apology for its attempt to
continue to burden the residents of Strathfield with this task, the expectation
being that residents must sacrifice the general ambience of their suburb to
accommodate this organisation’s appetite for expansion.

3. Destruction of the visual ambience of the local area. Strathfield is a long
established, quiet, leafy residential suburb, with an architectural heritage
dating back well over one hundred and fifty years, with many homes heritage
listed. This particular part of Strathfield is in no way compatible with the
erection of any multi- storey building, let alone of six them. Once again the
contingent problems of the increased daily population will also impact on the
residential quality of the area, including noise, privacy and public transport
issues.

4. Failure to acknowledge the aesthetics of existing ACU buildings. The
proposed complex appears to be cramped and poorly planned, with little
consideration being given to the significant architectural heritage of the
existing ACU buildings.

5. The proposal appears ill-considered and generally reflects the lack of
consultation with the local community, as evidenced above.
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6. Apparent failure to recognise the impact of the e-learning componentin
current and future tertiary education. Recent trends in tertiary education
include on a high proportion of courses and course content being delivered
off-site. The traditional "bricks and mortar’ approach to education is becoming
less relevant in favour of on-line options which guarantee accessibility to ali.

This proposal and its associated lack of cammunity consultation, demonsirates The
Australian Catholic University has no regard for its neighbours, the Strathfield
community or indeed, its own heritage.

The adverse consequences of this proposal to the residential amenity of the area are
obvious and unacceptable.

We are therefore requesting that planning permission not be granted.

Sincerely
oz '
P\AM/L/

Virginia Combe Richard Combe



18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
PO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLICINIVERSITY APPLICATION NQ: MP1U OZ%‘I\

We, being residents of Strathfieid divectly affected by the operation of the Au'stralm
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal Odh mh

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

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential ]Jrecmht angx nmmqhu
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the’ bounddry of the

university on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the propoesal 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
retation 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 precinct. if
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ righls 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 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 farther 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 inclived to decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonahie decision maker could make a
valid decision in support of the proposal. These ervors and deficiencies would rieed te be remediated and
substitute analyses undertaken hefore a reasonable assessment could be made of the proposal.

We confirm rhat we have made no reportable political donatians in the previous two years

Yours faithfully,

NAME: SUSHEN 9 HPARUE L E L
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Major projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
23-33 Bridge Street

Sydney NSW 2000

Dear Mark Brown

| reside at 1 Todman Place Strathfield. | object to the Australian Catholic
University {ACU) concept plan referred to above for the following reasons:

3

At present when the university is in session traffic congestion is
intolerable. Therefore extensive delays getting out of my driveway in
the morning and evening.

Students do not observe the 50 km per hour speed limit.

There is inadequate parking within the ACU campus as a
conseqguence majority of the student’s park on the streets, most
students park illegally across driveways, close to intersections and bus
holts. Most days' we cannot park in front of our homes.

The proposed number of in-house campus car parking spaces is totally
inadequate for the projected increase in students (650 extra spaces for
an increase of 4800 students). The streets surrounding ACU in
Strathfield are inadequate for the current traffic load, how will they
handle the increase in traffic. Any further increase will endanger the
students and residents of the area.

The Strathfield campus is too small for the proposed development.
Four storey buildings are out of character for this area and will dwarf
most of the adjoining residents.

The proposal will also increase noise & other pollution in a residential
area, especially during the construction phase.

Please consider the impact of this development on the residents of Strathfield
in your decision making.

Yours Faithfully

/ 7 g
2
s “y / s
A At PR

Sashie Sekaram

1 Todman Place
Strathfield NSW 2135
Sashie s@bigpond.net.au



TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Australian Catholic University Application # MP 10_0231

| wish to state my Strongest Objection to the ACU's EXCESSIVE EXPANSION plan.

Effectively the University is telling us in their handout that they will be spending $55,000,000 to attract a further
200 new students only. If you believed this, as the saying goes.

This proposed development includes four storey buifdings, destruction of native fauna and trees, new road wavys,
new traffic lights, 2 hour parking and no standing areas on our peaceful streets. All this in what is currently
classified as a "low residential area” this is totally unacceptable, and must be stopped.

It has been commaon knowledge that the University has been operating outside of its guidelines for years.
Unfortunately for one reason or another, Strathfield Council has not taken any steps to rein them in. at a recent
meeting on the 23" February 2012. Vice-Chancellor Professor Greg Craven stated that the University had a letter
from Strathfield Council allowing increased students, since this meeting Strathfield Council’s General Manager,
David Backhouse stated that Strathfield Council “Never Gave Any Authority” to the ACU to adjust the maximum
number of students, but did confirm that council wrote back on 1% April 2010, acknowledging its pilot program for
a period of 6 months, It would appear that neither the ACU nor Strathfield Council bothered to follow any of this
up again. Someone is being economical with the truth. It would prove invaluable to Vice-Chancellor Professor Greg

Craven to produce this letter.
The operation of the University for what appears to be a proposed 7 days and 5 nights is unacceptable.

The belligerent attitude of the University is-totally at odds with this peaceful suburb. The number of additional cars
on our roads will turn this place into a train wreck. Noise will be heard from 6:00 am to 11:00 pm Monday to
Friday. And week-ends won’t be much better. As for the rubbish that will be teft behind, that is sure to increase
also. | continually pick up empty drink containers and fast food wrappers from the nature strip in front of my
house, | was of the belief it was my house only that was being targeted but after talking to my neighbors it appears
we were not the only ones. The students treat this suburb as their own dumping ground.

[ call upon Mayor Paul Barron to finally get the Council to support its Rate Payers and Object to the Australian
Catholic Universities proposed plan for expansion.

The Bradley report states that Universities will be free to determine their own student numbers in the future,
again | point you to the amount of $55,000,000 that the University is about to spend. If this proposal goes ahead,
Strathfield will be more like a commercial area not residential anymore.

| have not made any donations political or otherwise to anyone involved with this matter.

Bosiljka Bardella
24 South Street Strathfield 2135

29" February 2012

-

&9



18" 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 operation of the Australian Catholic University,
object to this Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

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

- The proposal detracts fram the character of the surrounding residential precinctand 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 wilful breaches of its original planning approvais, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underiying 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 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
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 interestin
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 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,

oy

vame: _Lavid L Was g
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Mark Brown - Mr. Mark Brown, Senior Planner, Metropolitan & Regional Projects South

o SN e S B R R R e S

s Cacha A e e L e o A
From: "Chantal Bardella" <cbardella@bmfinancial.com.au>

To: <Mark.Brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 2/03/2012 12:58 PM

Subject: Mr. Mark Brown, Senior Planner, Metropolitan & Regional Projects South
CC: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Attachments: ACU.docx

Dear Mr. Brown,
Please find the attached letter.

Many thanks
Chantal Bardella

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\dF50C3...  5/03/2012



TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Australian Catholic University Application # MP 10_0231
I wish to state my Strongest Objection to the ACU’s EXCESSIVE EXPANSION plan.

Effectively the University is tefling us in their handout that they will be spending $55,000,000 to attract a further
200 new students only. If you believed this, as the saying goes.

This proposed development includes four storey buildings, destruction of native fauna and trees, new road ways,
new traffic lights, 2 hour parking and no standing areas on our peacefui streets. All this in what is currently
classified as a “low residential area” this is totally unacceptable, and must be stopped.

It has been commen knowledge that the University has been operating outside of its guidelines for years.
Unfortunately for one reason or another, Strathfield Council has not taken any steps to rein them in. at a recent
meeting on the 23" February 2012, Vice-Chancellor Professor Greg Craven stated that the University had a letter
from Strathfield Council allowing increased students, since this meeting Strathfield Council’s General Manager,
David Backhouse stated that Strathfield Councit “Never Gave Any Authority” to the ACU to adjust the maximum
number of students, but did confirm that council wrote back on 1% Aprit 2010, acknowledging its pilot program for
a period of 6 months. It would appear that neither the ACU nor Strathfield Council bothered to follow any of this
up again. Someone is being economical with the truth. It would prove invatuable to Vice-Chancellor Professor Greg

Craven to produce this letter.
The operation of the University for what appears to be a proposed 7 days and 5 nights is unacceptable.

The befligerent attitude of the University is totally at odds with this peaceful suburb. The number of additional cars
on our roads will turn this place into a train wreck. Noise will be heard from 6:00 am to 11:00 pm Monday to
Friday. And week-ends won't be much better. As for the rubbish that will be left behind, that is sure fo increase
also. | continually pick up empty drink containers and fast food wrappers from the nature strip in front of my
house, | was of the belief it was my house only that was being targeted but after talking to my neighbors it appears
we were not the only ones. The students treat this suburb as their own dumping ground.

| catl upon Mayor Paul Barron to finally get the Council to support its Rate Payers and Object to the Australian
Catholic Universities proposed plan for expansion,

The Bradley report states that Universities will be free to determine their own student numbers in the future,
again [ point you to the amount of $55,000,000 that the University is about to spend. If this proposal goes ahead,
Strathfield will be more like a commercial area not residential anymore.

I have not made any donations political or otherwise to anyone invelved with this matter.

Chantal Bardella
24 South Street Strathfield 2135

29" February 2012
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Mark Brown Submlss:on Deta:is for Vadlm Leonov

From: Vadim Lecnov <vieonov@uvirginbroadband.com.au>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 3/03/2012 11:44 PM

Subject:  Submission Details for Vadim Leonov

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

2|

Gt " PR

g Planning &
Infrastructure

Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Vadim Leonov
Email; vleonov@virginbroadband.com.au

Address:
10 Myrna Road

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content:
Traffic congestion and parking already a problem due to increasing student numbers. This project will seriously

aggravate this situation, also raising issues of safety.

iP Address: - 119.12.230.44
Submission: Online Submission from Vadim Leonov (object)

hitps://imajorprojects. affinitylive. com?action=view diary&id=26994

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

Sit e: #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
hitps://majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view_site&id=2434

Vadim Leonov
E : vieonov@virginbroadband.com.au

Powered by AffinityLive: Work. Smarter,

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\4FS52AC... 5/03/2012



Mark Brown - Subm;ssmn Detalls for Stephen Kuo

From: Stephen Kue <stephenrkuc@@hotmail.com>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 403/2012 4:21 PM

Subject:  Submission Details for Stephen Kuo

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

&%@ﬁ@ |

Plarning &
§ Infrastructure

Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Stephen Kuo
Email: stephenrkuo@hotmail.com

Address:
6 Newton Rd,

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content:
10_0231

| am unhappy with the plans, It will increase traffic congestion and cause parking difficulties outside our home.

IP Address: ¢122-106-53-202.riviw1.nsw.optusnef.com.au - 122,106.53.202
Submission: Online Submission from Stephen Kuo (object)
hitps://majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view diary&id=27000

Submission for Job: #4471 MP 10_0231 - Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus Concept Plan
https://majorprojects.affinitylive. com?action=view_job&id=4471

Site: #2434 Australian Catholic University - Strathfield Campus
https://majorprojects affinitylive.comZaction=view_site&id=2434

Stephen Kuo
E : stephenrkuoc@hotmail.com

Powered by AffinityLive: Work. Smarter.

file://C:\Documents and Settings\mebrown\Local Settings\Temp\XPGrpWise\4F53968... 5/03/2012
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