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Australian Catholic University (ACU) has been reviewing the long-term function of its NSW campuses and identified the need
to expand the Strathfield Campus to accommodate new teaching and learning spaces.

A Concept Plan has been prepared to guide the new developmem and accommodate an estimated 30 per cent increase

in student numbers over the next 10 years, while improving parking and traffic coydlqus and promoting the heritage

significance of existing buildings.

Three new development precincts to
provide new library and education
buildings - at a height and floor space
appropriate to the existing built form
and character of the locality.

JPoRs 70 TR

The ACU shuttle bus service, which
had two buses running every 10
minutes during peak periods in 2011,
will increase to thiee buses every 10

THIS 1§ compLETELY
FRUSE - A\ DENTS
COVSENT APPRCVE P 30'1”“
(1o 2 sl
) e — \340
ISR S00 -+ S IR

New underground parking area in the Consolidation of main site access and

north west of the egampus and two egress into fou s @long Barker
basement parking areas tal Road t of a new
minimum of 674 spaces -§& 100 er inter culatlon aga to reduce

cent increase lmpac

. \NC RE

New pedestrian links throughout the
campus.

affic flo arking
Road.

g

Upgrade to the landscape and public
domain of the campus to include new
pedestrian paths, public open space
and landscape iniproveimenis.

minutes during peak periods from
2012,

) 1l r
MASUITATE

COMHMuiTy ¢

In August last year, 220 properties surrcunding the
Strathfield Campus were letter-box-dropped about the
proposed development, and residents invited to the two

community consultation sessions to review the plans in full.

A third community consultation session will now be
held on:

Thursday February 23 at 7pm

Murray Hall, ACU Strathfield Campus

25A Barker Road

Strathfield NSW 2135

The Concept Plan will be advertised by the Department
of Planning and Infrastructure until 29th February 2012,
providing an opportunity for formal comment. Comments

can be made using the online respanse form or via a written

response to the Department of Planning and Infrastructure
and can be viewed in full at the following locations:

NSW Department of Planning and Infrastructure

website
http://majorprojects.planning.nsw.gov.au/

Department of Planning and Infrastructure Information

Centre
23-33 Bridge Street, Sydney

Strathfield Municipal Council Customer Service Centre
65 Homebush Road, Strathfield

Written submissions can also be addressed to the
following:

Mr Mark Brown

NSW Department of Planning

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001
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Resident's Address

Date DR I

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NOf MiP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above

Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

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

The proposat detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

It diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy inciuded in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

The ACU's lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court. The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect
assumption in refation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis
compietely invalidates the conclusions reached hy the university and its consultants.
The proposal wilt have substantial traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts
on the suirounding residential precinct.  The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

The ACU's consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU’s
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU's aitempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and

the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for



residents {o express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACL and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

Barker Road is a local road ~ the Ceuncil states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan atso fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation. use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal.  If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
{0 be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student. land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adeguately engaged with the community.

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

Yours faithfully



{

28" tebruary, 2012

MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT
DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Emalil: E.IQ.ILQQJILWJQ.'Ji;@ﬂiflﬁ.'li!li’ul&mgﬁ!ﬁ?_u

Submission of Ohjection Regarding

Expansion ofﬁ[;\_st"t_:;gﬁgghggj_i‘}gic University St‘rathff‘eLg_Camng,__STRATiiEjg_LQ

Application No, MP 1¢ 0231

To Whom ft-May Concern,

My objection to the above Application MP10 0733 because | believe that the

P wish 1o state
by Crescent will be detrimentally affected. The foltowing are My

residents of Alhert Road and Alteni
FEALONS

®  Increase of heavy vehicles in Allrert Road during construction and demolition of the

Proposed buildings
© Increased student ang statf cars in Albert Road and Allenby Cres
° increased air nolfution (with resulting poorer air quality) in the Albert Road area due to:
- demolition dust
- construction duse
exhaust fumes from increased traffic
students smoking at the roposed roofiop cate
& increased noise poilution in Albert Road from cars, trucks and the noisy students themselves
as they socialise at the Proposed 4 Storey high reoftop cate and also as they enter/leave ayr
sireet,
¢ ncreased presence
®  Increased rubhish an'Atbert Road left by staff and students
pollution from the large, modern, four storey, imposing, industriai style
which will sit on the hill at the high western end of Albert Road

of smoking outside our houses associated with students

¢ ncreased vfsuai
buildings {with cafe on top)
and overlook oy neighbourhoed, potentialiy rebbing us of Privacy in our yards
¢ Possible incregse in Braftiti associated with cueh r
Young schoolchildren attending the Adventist College and st

naderiy style iJuii’dings

& Safety concerns for the many
Patricks College whe walk Aibert Road each day



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

their letters at the post box

¢ Safety concerns for pedestrians due to visibifity issues, trees
the speed limit as they desperately trawl for parking instead of looking out for the imany
pedestrians in Albert Road or Alleniy Cres,

®  Loss of resident parking in Albert Road and Allenby Cres

¢ Loss of parking for guests of residents in Albert Road and crossing Allenhy Cres

¢ Loss of [ifestyle for residents because of no guest parking, even on weekends

e Increased difficulties for council street-sweeping vehicles

° Increased blocking of driveways in Albert Road and Allenby Cres resulting in residents’

chitdren being placed at risk wher they are unable Lo be collected
& loss of quiet family hours

and young drivers exceeding

¢ The new huildings will mean increased hours of operation and

for residents when they come home from work
= Loss of heritage value of beritage buildings, inctuding the home of our 1904 p
ings in Athert Road once & precedent has been set

rime Minister
o Increased risk of more four storey build
¢ Anunacceptable intensification of land use, {i.e. student/land ratio) which will result in

‘public health issues
*  Loss of fiora 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 which frequent the stand of

five turpentine trees that are 1o he removed

€ Decreased property values due to all of the above and due to the imposition of two hour

parking along one side of Albert Road.
Yours faithfully,

(Signed): ) H,-;...

(Name}:




(Z2.0)

1

Name: . lc el Leid

24" February, 2012

MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT

DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email: Plan _comment@planning. nsw.gov.au

Submission of Objection Regarding

Expansion of Australian Catholic University Strathfield Campus, STRATHFIELD

Application No. MP 10 @231

To Whom It May Concern,

I wish to state my ohjection to the above Application MP10_0231 because | helieve that the
residents of Albert Road and Allenby Crescent will be detrimentally affected. The following are my

reasons:

Increase of heavy vehicies in Albert Road during construction and demolition of the

®
proposed buildings _

= Increased student and staff cars in Albert Road and Allenby Cres
e Increased air pollutien (with resulting poorer air quality) in the Albert Road area due to:

- demolition dust

- construction dust

- exhaust fumes from increased traffic

- students smoking at the proposed rocfiop cafe
increased noise pollution in Albert Road from cars, trucks and the noisy students themselves
as they socialise at the proposed 4 Storey high rooftop cafe and also as they enter/leave our
street.
Increased presence of smolking outside our houses associated with students
¢ Increased rubbish on Albert Road left by staff and students
Increased visual peliution from the large, modern, four storey, imposing, industriai style
buildings (with cafe on top) which will sit on the hill at the high western end of Albert Road
and overlook our neighbourhood, potentially robbing us of privacy in our yards
= Possible increase in graffiti associated with such modern style buildings
Safety concerns for the many young schoolchildren attending the Adventist College and St
Patricks College who walk Albert Road each day



Yours fa

{Sigried)

{Namej:

Safety concerns for elderly residents trying to use Albert Road and cross the street o post
their letters at the post box

Safety concerns for pedestrians due to 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 Alienby Cres.

Loss of resident parking in Albert Road and Allenby Cres

Loss of parking for guests of residents in Albert Road and crossing Allenby Cres

Loss of lifestyle for residents because of no guest parking, even on weekends

increased difficulties for council street-sweeping vehicles

Increased blocking of driveways in Albart Read and Allenby Cres resulting in residents’
children being placed at risk when they are unable to be collected

The new buildings will mean increased hours of operation and a loss of quiet family hours
for residents when they come home from work

Loss of heritage value of heritage buildings, including the home of our 1904 Prime Minister
Increased risk of more four storey buildings in Albert Road once a precedent has been set
An unacceptable intensification of fand use, (i.e, student/land ratio) which will result in

public health issues
Loss of flora when the many beautiful, heritage trees that have taken a lifetime 1o establish

are removed
Loss of fauna and habitat for the endangered tawny frogmouths which frequent the stand of

five turpentine trees that are to be removed
Decreased property values due 1o ail of the above and due 1o the imposition of two hour

parking along one side of Albert Road.

ithfuliy,

[ gEenu.




18 February, 2042

Majoy Projects Assessment,

Department of Planming and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NG: MPIO (231

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

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

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by inctuding 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 wilfa! breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvats.

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 oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and

convenience.

The university’s consuliation with the local cormmunity has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to aminority of affected residents. More recently, it appeayrs that the university may widertake
some further consultation with some 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 by ACLL
Should the Minister not be inclined to dectine the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultanis mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a

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

We contirm that we ha\ve made no reportable political dosations in the previous two years.

Vi ; 4 It
Yours faithfutly, %\\“Cq\\/
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15" ¥ebruary 2012.

Mr. Mark Brown,
Department of Planning,
22 - 33 Bridge Streel,
Sydney. 2001,

Dear Mr. Brown,
Re:  Application No. MP 10_0231
Australian Catholic University, Strathfield Campus, Strathfield.
With my greatest concern regarding the proposal of the increase in student numbers (o
the Catholic University Campus in the Strathficld vicinity.
[ am submiting my objection to this planning for a number of reasons :-

1} There is already congestion in road traffic in and around
the Strathficld area especially in the peak period within the school time.

s

Strathfield is already struggling with traffic getting to the
primary schools, high schools, kindergartens, hospital, old-age homes,
churches, shopping centre, the station, etc.

3) With the operation of Port Enfield. our roads will soon be busier as
traffic will use Wallis Avenue and other streets as a deviation to
Parramatia Road.

#) University students are already parking outside our homes in Barker
Street and nearby surrounding streets, and will no doubt 111 into
other adjoining streets nearby.

5) Parking outside of our homes would continue over week-ends and
after dark. Visitors and tradesmen would be disadvantaged over
a parking spot in close proximily of our homes.



) Finding parking to drop off and pick up children from school
is already a nightmare.

7 Strafield is renowned for its beautiful surroundings as a respecied
quiet family suburb.

8) Our property will devalue enormously should this proposal be granted.

The university wants 1o expand, but not at our expense, the residents of Strathfield.
With these concerns | strongly object to this Proposal by the Catholic University.

Kindly respect my wish as to the anonymity of this letter.

+

Yours truly.  }




e M3, Lehia, Harrd
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24" February, 2012

MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT

DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email: Plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au

Submission of Objection Regarding

Expansion of Australian Catholic University Strathfield Campus, STRATHFIELD

Application No. MP 10 0231

To Whom It May Concern,

I wish to state my objection to the above Application MP10_0231 because | believe that the
residents of Albert Road and Allenby Crescent will be detrimentally affected. The following are my

reasons:

* Increase of heavy vehicles in Albert Road during construction and demolition of the
proposed buildings

e Increased student and staff cars in Albert Road and Allenby Cres
¢ Increased air pollution (with resulting poorer air quality) in the Albert Road area due to:

- demolition dust

- construction dust

- exhaust fumes from increased traffic

- students smoking at the proposed rooftop cafe
Increased noise poliution in Albert Road from cars, trucks and the noisy students themselves
as they socialise at the proposed 4 Storey high rooftop cafe and also as they enter/leave our
street.
¢ Increased presence of smoking outside our houses associated with students
e Increased rubbish on Albert Road left by staff and students
Increased visual pollution from the large, modern, four storey, imposing, industrial style
buildings (with cafe on top) which will sit on the hill at the high western end of Albert Road
and overlook our neighbourhood, potentially robbing us of privacy in our yards
e Possible increase in graffiti associated with such modern style buildings
Safety concerns for the many young schoolchildren attending the Adventist College and St.
Patricks College who walk Albert Road each day



Yours fa

(Signed)

(Name):

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

their letters at the post box

Safety concerns for pedestrians due to visibility issues, trees and young drivers exceeding
the speed limit as they desperately trawl for parking instead of looking out for the many
pedestrians in Albert Road or Allenby Cres.

Loss of resident parking in Albert Road and Allenby Cres

Loss of parking for guests of residents in Albert Road and crossing Allenby Cres

Loss of lifestyle for residents because of no guest parking, even on weekends

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 to be collected

The new buildings will mean increased hours of operation and a loss of quiet family hours
for residents when they come home from work

Loss of heritage value of heritage buildings, including the home of our 1904 Prime Minister
Increased risk of more four storey buildings in Albert Road once a precedent has been set
An unacceptable intensification of land use, (i.e. student/land ratio) which will result in

public health 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 which frequent the stand of

five turpentine trees that are to be removed
Decreased property values due to all of the above and due to the imposition of two hour

parking along one side of Albert Road.

ithfully,

T X--




180 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and {nfrastructure,
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,
abject to this Coneept Plan. We strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal outright.

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

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinctand diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the

pniversity on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included i the propesal does not address sulficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbowrhood. The university's tack of integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning apprevals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbosrhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvals.

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic apalyses due to an ipcorrect assumption in
relation te the growth in student numbers. This faw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conctusions reached by the university and its consultants. The propasal with have substantial
graffic, parking and other amenity-related npacts on the surrounding residential precinet 1f
aliowed to ocour, the expansion ol the university would represent a hreach of residents’ rights to
the quiet enjeyment of their properties and would ierfere with their safety, peace and

convenience.

The university’s consuitation with the local community has been inadequale. The universiy
originally provided information to local residenis that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of alfected residents. More recently, ivappears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with aninterestin

the proposal enough oppertunity fo express their views.
Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACLL
Should the Minister not be inclined to dectine the proposal, the ervors and deficiencies in the analysis

presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker conld make a

valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deliciencies would need to be remediated and

substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessment could be made of the propesal.
We confirm that we have made no reporiable political donations in the previous [wo years,

Yours faithlully,

NAME:

ADDRESS:




18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRAL]AN 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 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 neighbourhood. The university’s lack of integration with
the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those

approvals.

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding 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 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 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 faithfully,

_— 7
NAME: idiiadai) (I//,x’///.“;:/ '

ADDRESS: (_F /{";7%'2.%’// (/;‘;(ét-: 7 v,//'f‘_{k’,?i/f?éz.d) NS ol f 35
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18th February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,
: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10.0231

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

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

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

university on Barker Road.

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

approvals.

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding 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 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 made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

NAME;: M Gt een @M
ADDRESS: __ > <L /xgwuz/ %&/Z
/:\Za/fccwmfﬁd (ol WS R /35
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PAUL AUSTIN VALUATION

AAPI, AAREI, JP, Registered Valuer 2040

Tel: 02 9746 8100

Fax: 02 9746 7610

Mob: 0418 215 392

EMAIL: oakbeach@bigpond.net.au

P J AUSTIN

ABN 87 270 017 210

66 Newton Road
Strathfield NSW 2135

24 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

I, being residents of STRATHFIELD am directly affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic
University and strongly object to the Concept Plan. I strongly urge the Minister to decline the proposal
outright.

Key reasons are.
A. TRUST.

I. The Australian Catholic University STRATHFIELD campus is a bad corporate Citizen not
complying with Court ruling.

2. The Australian Catholic University STRATHFIELD campus is a bad neighbour amplifying student
numbers with no regard how student numbers are cluttering the streets and placing our lives at risk
at many intersections.

The University was approved in 1994 by Judge Talbot to have student numbers of 1100 in total
and 750 students over both campuses at any one time. Both campuses include:

* 25A Barker Road — 179 Albert Road STRATHFIELD and the

e 163 Albert Road STRATHFIELD campus.

In the proposal the University mentions student numbers though a precise number of students now
attending both campuses will not be verified by the University.

Judging from our blocked streets and driveways, student numbers are now far in excess of those
approved in the Judge Talbot ruling.

Any approval to increase the on site building development and endorse this ongoing breach of
student numbers assessed in Judge Talbot’s ruling will only condemn our community to living
with a neighbour insensible of the impact the University has on our community.

" REAL ESTATE AGENT. AUCTIONEER & REGISTERED VALUER No. 2040



As the University has proved in the past it has no regard to a Court Ruling. A State Government
Minister granting this University permission to proceed with this proposal will simply ratify the
University’s past disregard to a lawflul ruling and encourage them to open a new page of grow into
the future heedless to the damage caused 10 us and our surrounding neighbours.

B. TRAFFIC CREDIBEHITY,

The Cathelic University STRATHFHELD campus had presemed a traffic survey in thewr proposal
which is flawed in many areas and 1 believe Lo be misinformation.

The traflic study included in the AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION
NO: MP10 0231 may have been better received if accurate road width information was included.

I road width information was included many conclusions reach in the survey would be different.

A more simple way of understand the community problem is to walk the streets after 10 am for
about 750 metres at all points around the campus when the University is functioning. Surrounding
roads are now blocked with between 800 and 1000 student cars.

should the AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231 be
approved by the Minister our neighbourhood will be blocked during University functioning times
from student cars parking from the STRATHFIELD Golf Course in the south to Arthur Street in
the north,

COVER DEVELOPMENT.

The AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION  NO: MPI0 0231 intends
o construct four storey commercial buildings on the site within a Residential 2(a) zone arca
surrounded by one and two storey restdential dwellings.

When Judge Tatbot initially approved the Catholic University 1o operate on the site with student
numbers restricled to a maximum of 750 students over both campus at any one time it would be
fair to believe be considered the size of the site and Jocation situated 1 the midst of a quict
residential precinets of one and two storey freestanding dwellings.

One of the proposed four storey buildings is intended to be af the intersection of Barker Road and
Mount Royat Reserve.

Happroved by the Minister tis building will be a stand out commercial blot on the streetscape and
fandscape, out of keeping with the surrcunding envirommeni.

D. HERITACGE ISSUFES.
The existing heritage buildings on the site are ol significant consequence as well as being attractive

and should the Minister approve AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION
MNEY: MP1G 0231 the existing butlding lose therr curtifage, visibility and significance.




E. EMERGENCY ACCESS.

With student parking now swarming the area it is difficult for cars to pass on many of our streets
with student kerb side parking on both sides of our streets. One car must pull over to allow an

oncoming car, truck or bus to pass.

It has become more serious as some students appear to have no regard to local home owners and
park across driveways, up to corners, in front of post boxes and just wherever they like particularly

if they arrive late for a lecture.

There are elderly, sick and infirmed neighbours in our midst and the on time arrival of an
ambulance may be a matter of life or death.

Our streets are blocked with over 800 student cars a day now when no approval for over 750
students over both campuses has ever been approved.

We fear what may happen to those student numbers if the Minister doesn’t simply reject the
AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231 in full and

retune the application back to where it came.

In closing, a good educator will lead by example. It appears this new generation of students at the
Catholic University Strathfield campus follow the example of the administration having no regard

to rules set by an authority.

We respectfully request the Minister to deny approval to this mischievous, dangerous,
overdevelopment of the still attractive site and that no Government State or Local ever grants any
permission to increase student numbers at the CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY STRATHFILD

CAMPUS.

Yours faithfully _
,"j

e
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Paul Austin JP AAPI (Certified Practising Valuer)
Registered Valuer 2040

Paul Austin Valuation.



18th 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 objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

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

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

approvals.

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

convenience,

- The university’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an 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 made no reportable political denations in the previous two years.
Yours faithfully,

NAL (oN L
NAME: IK (N /

ADDRESS: _L NEW ol LeA) STty Mew  LZI13S
ANG e,




18t 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 objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

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

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

approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding 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 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 made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully, B g

=
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18t February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

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

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

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

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

approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding 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 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 made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully,

NAME: DAN\E’/L/' 8%
ADDRESS: >s OX Lo @2

SRS N Q43S




180 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPG Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP16 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly affecred 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 proposal detracts frony the character of the surrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the bou ndary of the
unsiversity on Barker Road.

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

approvals,

- The proposal contains invalid parking aud traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
canciusions reached by the university and its-consultants. The proposal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the swrounding residential precinct, if
allowed to oveur, 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 inadeguate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
o 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 reasonahle decision maker could make a
valid decigion in support of the proposal. These errers 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 veportable politival donations in the Previous owo yeays,

Yours faithfully,

MAME:

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,

RE: AUSTRALI

Woe, being residents of Strathfield divectly 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 proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinel and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including 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 neighbourhood. The university's lacl 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 iucorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consuiiants. The proposal wili have substaniial
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 Jocal community has been inadeqguate. The university
originally provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive and was provided
te a minority of affected residents. More recently, it appears that the university may undertake
some further consulfation 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 proposat by ACU,
Should the Mindster not be inclined te decline the proposal, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants wmean 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 reportahle political donations in the previous two years,

Yours faithlully,

NAME:

ADDRESS:
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24" February, 2012

MAJOR PROJECTS ASSESSMENT

DEPT PLANNING AND INFRASTRUCTURE
GPO BOX 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Email: Plan _comment@uplanning.nsw.gov.au

Submission of Objection Regarding

Expansion of Australian Catholic University Strathfield Campus, STRATHEELD

Application No, MP 10 0231

To Whom It May Concern,

# wish to state my objection to the above Application MP1G_0231 because | believe that the
residents of Albert Road and Allenby Crescent will be detrimentally affected. The following are my

reasons:

e Increase of heavy vehicles in Albert Road during construction and demolition of the
proposed buildings
¢ Increased student and staff cars in Albert Road and Aflenby Cres
¢ dncreased air polivtion {with resulting poorer air quaiity) in the Albert Road area due to:
- demaolition dust
- construction dust
exhaust fumes from increased traffic
- students smoking at the proposed rooftop cafe
Increased noise poliution in Albert Road from cars, trucks and the noisy students themseives
as they socialise at the proposed 4 Storey high rooftop cafe and also as they enter/ieave our
street. )
s increased presence of smoking outside our houses associated with students
= Increased rubbish on Albert Road left by staff and students
¢ Increased visual pollution from the farge, modern, four storay, imposing, industrial style
buildings {with cafe on top) which will sit on the hill at the high western end of Albert Road
and overlook our neighbourhood, potentialiy robbing us of privacy in our yards
e Possible increase in graffiti associated with such modern style buildings
Safety concerns for the many young schoolchildren attending the Adventist College and St.
Patricks College who walk Alhert Road each day



Safety concerns for elderly residents trying to use Albert Road and cross the street to post
their fetters at the post box

Safety concerns for pedestrians due to 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.

e loss of resident parking in Albert Road and Allenby Cres

Loss of parking for guests of residents in Albert Road and crossing Allenby Cres

¢ lLoss of lifestyle for residents because of no guest parking, even on weekends

e Increased difficulties for council street-sweeping vehicles

ncreased blocking of driveways in Albert Road and Allenby Cres resulting in residents’

P
children being placed at risk when they are unable to be coliected

¢ The new buildings will mean increased hours of operation and a loss of quiet family hours
for residents when they come home from work

v toss of heritage velue of heritage buildings, including the home of our 1904 Prime Minister

e Increased risk of more four storey buildings in Albert Road once a precedent has been set

¢ Anunacceptable intensification of land use, {i.e. student/land ratic) which will resuft in
public heaith issues

o Loss of flora when the many beautifuf, heritage trees that have taken a lifetime 1o establish
are removed

e loss of fauna and habitst for the endangered tawny frogmouths which frequent the stand of
five turpentine trees that are to be removed

=« Decreased property values due to all of the above and due to the impasition of two hour

parking along one side of Albert Road.

Yours fafthfully,

{Signed):
(Name): //f/fz (s /A//){Lfc o /
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28 February, 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Depariment of Plasming and Instruciion
PO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

Bradley and Anne MceGann
I3 Edgar Street
Strathficld NSW 2135

infogmegann.id.au

Re: Concept Plan for the Austratian Catholie University (ACU) reft MP 10_0231

We wish to lodge a strong objection to the plan to extend student numbers and hours for the

Australian Catholic Liniversity (ACU)Y al Strathfield.

We live in Edpar Street which runs behind the Ovals at the Northern end of the ACUL After spending
HO years batltling 1o retain our property’s amesnity from the expansion of St Patrick’s college, we now
find we have another fong battle ahead with the ACU trying to expand s infrastructure and students

in the area as well

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

The following issues relating 1o the areas 1o the North of the ACU campus should be seriously

considered when evaluating this proposal:

a. Traffic congestion araund St Pairick’s college, particularly in Fdgar, Marion and Francis streets
is afready at breaking point, This area should not be ignored when looking at the traffic
management plan, the plan can only increase the traffic woes on this side of Barker road.

b. Parking in Edgar Street is already at capacity, parking in Shortland Avenue has been increasing
in recent vears 10 the point where 1t is already close to being parked out. T understand that a
lot of this parking is overflow from the University. Edgar Street. Marton Street and Shortland
Aversue are now guite dangerous to navigate during St Patrick’s coliege peak drop off and
pick up times. Increasing ACU student numbers and introducing resiricted parking on the
other side of Barker road will have a devastating impact on parking around St Patrick’s

college.

o Any parking in Marion Street increases the raffic congestion around the St Patrick’s Francis

Street drop of T zone and rapidly leads to gridlock.

d. The original waffic management plan presented for the St Patrick’™s college work promised
restdential parking but never delivered. We are highly dubious about the state goveriments’,
council's or ACLTs ability 1o deliver a satisfactory parking solution 1o the residents in light of

the huge increase in studem numbers sought.

e. Currently, during peak pickup/dropofT times ai 8t Patrick™s college Shortland Avenue is

fmpassable due wo cars Hned up {o get into the drop off zone.

£ We are particularly disturbed at the proposal (o extend the functioning of the University into the
weekends, Cuorrently we enjoy full amenity of our praperties and the surrounding area on

weekends, with occasional interruptions from sporting events at 8t Patrick’s college. 11



appears this proposal will see an unrestricted, bustling 24x7 Campus at our doorstep. This is
nol acceptable. Strict controls would need to be implemented on any weckend usage, such as
limiting student numbers so that all weeker:d students can {it in the provided university
carpark, and that any such car park would be free for students on the weekend to keep students
cars away from resident’s properties.

g Massive increase in visual and aural potlution. Qur property is diagonally opposite the
extremely farge above ground ear park planned 1o replace the western oval. We will also have
clear view of the new towers proposed.

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

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

it 1s not appropriate to allow this increase in usage in the middle of this quiet suburban area, we have
already taken our fair share of public infrastructure. We implore you, please do not further transform
this residential area in this fashion.

Thanking you for your considesation,

Yours sincerely,

Bradley and Anne McGann

Charles Casoscelii RIFD MP

Councillor Paul Baron, Mayvor of Strathfield Council

Cardinal George Pell
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18% February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madarm,

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 cutright.

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

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

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

approvals.

- The proposat contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. This 8aw in the apalysis completely invalidates the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The propesal will have substantial
traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet. f
allowed to occur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residents” rights to
the quict enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and

convenience,

The university’s consultation with the lecal community has been inadequate. The university
eriginally 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
sonse frther consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interest in
the proposal enough opportunity (o express their views,

Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposat 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 & 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,

™ ! ; ’ .
name: oAU e "S('”r-ff-'}\' MO( Fodh T g
ADDRESS: (o O 7 PO % i/
Csben d \ 4‘\\ A S Y e

%




18 February, 2012

Major Projects Assessiment,

Department of Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Hox 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.

Cur 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 of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the
university on Barker Road.

- The Nejghbourhood Policy included in the proposal dees not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The university’s lack of integration with
the local community is highliphted by its wilful hreaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary te the intentions underfying those

approvals.

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

convenience.

The university's consuitation with the local community has been inadequate. The university
originally provided information te 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 interestin
the proposal encugh opportunity to express their views.

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

Should the Minister not be indined Lo 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 b 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 confinn that we have made no reportable pelitical donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfuily,

vame: (R Coe B0 b (AL NTL €
ADDRESS: (5 o> 20 Ry 4
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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 NGO: MP10 0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly aftected 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 proposal detracts from the character of the surreunding residential precinet and diminishes
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Due to these and other reasons, we, the undersigned, do not support the proposal by ACU.

dto be remediated and

substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessiment could be made ¢ the proposal.

We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous 0o vears.

Yours faithfully,

Frfd A

ADDRESS: [




%39

Bob Rebergﬂ

R.W. Reberger
41 Newton Road
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135
25" February, 2012.

To Major Projects Assessment

Dept. of Planning & Infrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY.

REFERENCE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY (A.C.U.)
STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

STRATHFIELD NO. M.P. 10_0231
OBJECTION: | wish to lodge my strong objection to the above project.
REASONS: My reasons are summarized below:

i Unreasonable increase in road traffic resulting in safety issues and loss of residents
amenities.

A.C.U. states that it presently has 3600 student numbers (i.e. 7200 traffic movements)
and wishes to increase these numbers by 30% to 4800 students.

The streets in proximity to the A.C.U. are experiencing heavy traffic density andin
recent years it has become dangerous to reverse one’s car from my residence onto
- Newton Road.

The street is already saturated with midweek parking from 8.30 am to 5.30 pm. Please
especially note that many of these modern cars are 5.U.V. (Sports Utility Vehicles) and
they do restrict one’s view of the oncoming traffic.

The proposal to provide some four points of access and egress to the University from
Barker Road will make that street extremely busy and, | suggest, dangerous.

A significant number of these young students hold red or green provisional licences.
By definition they are less experienced than more senior drivers.

li The proposal to build 2x 4 storey buildings along the border of Barker Rd!
What an eyesore these will be!

Presently the residents have a view of the beautiful Mt. Royal building and several
groves of trees bordering Barker Road.

The proposal is to remove the trees (Precinct A), diminish the view of Mt. Royal and
replace this with a four storey building, new car entrance and a set of traffic lights!
This is not progress!



SUMMARY:

| am opposed to any proposal to increase the student numbers at A.CLL The university
campus totals only 5 hectares and is set amidst a residential area with a residential 2ZA

Zoning.

The university might contend that they already have existing three storey huildings on
site but these are set back from Barker Road. This contrasts markedly with the proposal
o erect two x four storey buildings virtually on the Barker Road Soundary!

strathfield shouid be seen as a relatively small mainly residential area hemmed in by
Centenary Road to the West, Parramatta Rd to the North, Liverpool Rd to the South

and the Strathfietd shopping area to the kast.
Apart from residential units that have been constructed near strathfield and Homebush

stations there are no other buildings higher than 2 storeys in this residential area!

There are many other adverse $eatures of this A.C.U. proposal but the above aspects
definitety require deep consideration.

Thank ypu




18" February, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning and nfrastructure,
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Siv/Macam,

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 dedine the proposal outright,

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

- The proposal detracts from the character of the swrrounding residential precinet and diminishes
the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the

university on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal dees not address sufficiently the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. The vniversity’s lack of integration with
the lecal community is kighlighted by its wilful breaches of its original planning approvals, which
have generated impacts on the neighbourhood contrary to the intentions uisderiying 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. i
allowed to oceur, the expansion of the university would represent a hrreach 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 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 encugh 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 o reasonabie decision maker could make a

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

We confirm that we have made no reportable pelitical donations in the previous two yvears.

Yours lq:t]zltﬁ

ADDRESS:




HOWARD WARWICK LAWSON
18 SOUTH STREET
STRATHFIELD
NSW 2135 AUSTRALIA

28" February 2012

RE: ACU Concept Plan (MP10 0231)
Dear Sir,
| object to the concept plan by ACU.

Attached is a photo iliustrating typical traffic congestion and parking problems inherent
during University hours, taken on Tuesday the 20th February at 14.05am.

it depicts my wife attempting to enter South Street from our place of residence aided by a
passing motorist giving way. Cars are parked both sides of the street, notably is one car in
particular (identified by its attached 'P" plate) parked over the edge of our driveway making it
impossible for her to turn left and obstructing her view of oncoming traffic.

All this and the University plans to increase its student numbers by 30% over the next ten
years with no real answer {o residential concerns.

Yours Sincerely,

Howard Lawson,

Howard Warwick Lawson
18 South Streal (PO Box 3273, Strathfichd, NSW 2135, Australia
Telephone +81 2 9764 2485 Taobile 0418 457791 Emal socrosoiipg.com au
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Re: Australian Catholic University Application No: MP10 0231

Dear Sir/fMadam,

As a resident of -South Street Strathfield since 1976, | have lived and raised a family here with great
contentment. However in the last few years | have noticed dramatic changes in the area due to the ever-
expanding nature of the Australian Catholic University located at the end of our street on Barker Road.

During University operating hours, cars are parked all along South Street outside our house on both sides
of the road, right up to (and even across) driveways. This not only causes great difficulty in entering and
leaving our own properties, but it creates extremely dangerous conditions in our ability to see oncoming
traffic. My husband has even taken to monitoring the front of our house in an attempt to prevent such
behaviour. There are also incidents of cars parked in no-stopping zones, litter is often dumped on our
nature strip, and the ability to navigate the local streets surrounding the campus have become more and
more difficult with time. And so | am writing to strongly object to the ACU Concept Plan (MP10 0231) as |
believe it would ultimately devastate the status of this once peaceful area. Outlined below are just some of

my general concerns:

* The anti-social behaviour by some of the ACU students (parking across driveways, littering) already
curtails our lifestyle and raises serious safety concerns, so any further increase in student numbers will
likely only result in an increase of this behaviour.

* The planned expansion of the ACU will irrevocably change the make-up of our neighbourhood
* The concept plan will likely devalue surrounding property values

Concerns and issues within the plan:

* Environmental Assessment 4.9.2: Providing shuttle-buses, extending cycling routes, and targeting
students living within close proximity to walk are all appealing alternatives to decrease traffic, but even with
such incentives in place the ease at which to travel by car will always be the most viable option given
that the campus is located in a residential area. Indeed it may also be argued that by providing more on-
site parking this will only serve to encourage more students to drive, again only exacerbating current
problems.

* Transport and Accessibility Study 3.10: At the time of writing this objection the ACU website still does not
discourage car driving to the campus, nor does it encourage walking or cycling. Is this any indication of
how the University will approach its own recommendations?

)
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* Environmental Assessment 4.9.3: There is no real consideration in the plans for streets adjcining the ACU
that are potentially affected by the development. Only Barker Road is taken into account, with any
suggestion of increased traffic concerns elsewhere ignored or disregarded. How can the development
seriously contend there will be no increase in traffic affecting these surrounding areas? | can
personally attest to the added congestion present at Wilson, Newton and South Street (to name but a faw)
as a result of an increase in student numbers these last few years. Consequently are any potential safety
measures also being ignored in light of this rather disappointing oversight?

> Transport and Accessibility Study 3.9 “The student classroem attendance for ACt Strathfield was
collected during 2008 and 2008.” Why is there no survey available reflecting current University
student numbers for 2011 or 20127 This seems disingenucus.

« Transport and Accessibility Study 4.5 There will be a 9 per cent increase in on-site student enrciments
from 2200 to 2400 students, with the total on site parking increased by 86 per cent to 644 parking spots {not
100% as claimed by ACU advertising). Confusingly however, it is aiso ciaimed this ACU development will
‘accommaodate an estimated 30 per cent increase in student numbers over the next 10 years.” So what is
the true nature of this development? if it is the intention of this developmant alone to accommodate such
an increase, | do not see how the ACU will not ultimately engulf the surrounding residential area. On the
other hand if this is but the first stage of subsequent developments, how will the agsthetic make-up and
integrity of the area realistically be maintained? It is also my understanding there is some dispute between
the ACU and Strathfield Council regarding its requiation of student numbers - could you please took into
this?

= While the claim that a 30% mcrease in student numbers with a 100% increase in parking might sound
fmpressive (as claimed by ACU advertising), there are a number of issues this completely ignores or
misrepresents. Firstly it cherry picks its numbers to make them sound more impressive, with the total
number of parking spots only increased by 86%. Secondly, this is not a percentage-based issue, but a
figure-based issue concerning the number of people congregating in a particular area at a given time. The
percentages become redundant if the actual increase in numbers acts to overwheltm said area. And lastly
such a claim ignores the current crisis regarding parking and traffic, and only concerns itself with future
growth, (which, as | oulline below, results in ar increased negative impact for residents).

« Transport and Accessibility Study 5.4. The report freely admits that an overflow will occur and demand for
residential garking will increase. While it acknowledges that residents should be favoured first, the
report goes on to deny this as a poessibility, only to ensure their recommendations will allow residents to
enjoy a maximum twe hour parking period during university ferms; the same as any visitor 1o the area. To
add insult, the effecliveness of the proposed parking changes are suggested to be monitorad for 3 to 5
years, so at best will adversely impact the lifestyles of the residents for that timeframe. The proposal does
not even accommodate the possibility that other such visitors to the area (such as invited guests or trades
people) will have any long term or convenient places to park.

= Environmental Assessment 4.4 How does the Concept Plan ssek 10 uphold the integrily of the residential
area when it freely admits it is already in excess of the maximum allowed height for 2 area adjoining -
fand zoned residential? While the issue of having 3-storey buildings in a 2-storey area may already be of
concern, o refer (o the planning of vel another additional storey (Le. 4-storey buildings) as "not substantiaily
greater” i troubling to say the least itis a 100% increase above the maximum allowed helght., All this
while the ACU Pamphlet advocates the new bulldings are planned "st a height and floor space appropriate
io the existing built form and character of the locality.” So will any inquiry be underiaken o ook into this
admitied viciation, and will any punitive action be taking place?

= dtis also my understanding the operating hours of the UniversHy are to be increassd, s0 are we to
expect our current problems and future concems with the University 1o now extend throughout the whole
day?
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» Environmental Assessment 4.22 5. claims the surrounding community was consulted, with meetings helg
in August of last year. Although we are directly affected by the actions of the ACU development (living but a
block away from the campus), we did not receive one of the rare 220 information flyers, nor were we
even informed of the open on-campus consultations.

CONCLUSION:

Despite the fack of communication of this planned development by the ACU, as a concerned resident |
believe | have done my best to understand the current proposal. In the last fortnight | have managed to
attend three of the public meetings, consuit the concept plans exhibited at Strathfield Council, visit the ACU
webste, and read through the various local newspapers and distributed pamphlets. And even with all this
information | still cannot say with any great certainty what the true nature of the development is, given all
the discrepancies, misrepresentations of numbers, and oversights missing from the proposat. Consegquently
I cannot even begin fo comprehend the ultimately adverse effects the development could have upon our
neighbourhood. What | can say is based upon current conditions {at least in respect to parking and traffic),
there are serious issues which have simply not been addressed, with the concept plan either taking them
for granted or ignoring them compietely. #t also came up at meetings that the ACU is in breach of certain
regulations, or is currently in dispute with Strathfield Council over them (regarding building height
resfrictions, maximum alfowed student numbers and parking).

For the majority of my working life | have been a teacher, working both locally and abroad, so { believe |
know something first hand about the impact a quality education can have on one's life. So please
understand | am in no way wanting to deny someane a right to a quality education. This is in fact not_even
an issue aboul education; i is an issue about an instiution wishing o expand in an area that is already
under strains to accommodate its growth.

Unfortunately | had little time to prepare this obiection, so have not been able to go into as much detail nor
cover as many issues as | had originally intended (e.g. concerns with heritage listings and changes to focal
amenities etc). So perhaps this objection can be viewed as but a mere glimpse into the multifaceted
concerns and issues many local residents seem (o hold in respect to this development,

Yours sincerety,

ACU2012.doc
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Mark Brown - Submission Details for Maria Tsito

vitch

From: Maria Tsitovitch <m.yachmennikova@hotmail.com>
To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 6/03/2012 10:10 PM
Subject:  Submission Details for Maria Tsitovitch
CC: <assessments@planning.nsw.gov.au>
2

3¢ | Planning &
M Infrastructure

Disclosable Political Donation: no

Name: Maria Tsitovitch
Email: m.yachmennikova@hotmail.com

Address:
11 Wilson Street

Strathfield, NSW
2135

Content:
| am against this proposed development as it will significantly add to the local traffic volumes and increase already

crowded parking in the surrounding streets.

| am also against proposed limitations on local residents street parking as | consider that this is unfair to residents.

The above plus the scale of the proposed developments is not in accordance with the residential streetscape and will
result in a devaluation of resident's properties.

IP Address: cpe-144-136-80-253.pfcz2.cht.bigpond.net.au - 144.136.80.253
Submission: Online Submission from Maria Tsitovitch (object)

http s://majorprojects.affinitylive.com?action=view diary&id=27058

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.com?action=view_site&id=2434

Maria Tsitovitch
E : m.yachmennikova@hotmail.com

Powered by AffinityLive: Work. Smarter.
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Mark Brown - Fwd: ACU Objection letter

From: I

To: <mark.brown@planning.nsw.gov.au>

Date: 6/03/2012 9:46 PM

Subject: Fwd: ACU Objection letter

CC: <chancery@sydneycatholic.org>, <council@strathfield.nsw.gov.au>,

<strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au>,
Attachments: Objection Letter to ACU Proposal.docx

Dear Mr Mark Brown,

Please find attached my ACU objection letter .

Objection letter attached.
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STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

February 28, 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP 10_0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Australian
Catholic University {ACU) for a World Class Precinct, we hereby lodge our objection to the Applicant’s Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus,

We strongly urge the Minister to reject the proposal for the following reasons:
»  The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding low density residential area.

¢«  The total bulk and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts on US, to our “rights to privacy both
visually and aurally” and the "preferred neighbourhood character” 1. 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
{DCP2005). The proposed huilding mass includes 2 multi storey developments on the boundary of Barker
Road including one 4-storey building opposite South Street and one 3-storey building opposite Wilson Street.
It not only spoils the streetscape but will be an invasion of our privacy, and in time, detracts and reduces the
property values of the surrounding neighbourhood suburh.

»  The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal substantially fails to address the issues of parking, traffic
and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

. The ACU’s lack of integration with the focal community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original
planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment Court. The ACU’s actions have impacted
negatively on the neighbourhood, contrary to the intentions underlying the approval.

e  The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analysis data based on 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. The expansion of the ACU represents a breach of
resident’s rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further interfere with their safety, peace
and convenience.

e The Transport & Accessibility Study restricts our rights to visit family and friends, The Strathfield area has a
unique community. Each family member, friend or acquaintance is separated by only 1 or 2 degrees.
Facebook has helped us to stay connected. Almost everyone knows someone on each street or each block.

. The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been lacking and inadequate. The ACU’s selective
provision of information to only a handful of residents was not comprehensive enough. More recently, the
ACU’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and the holding of a meeting at short notice does
not reflect on the ACU’s hona fide in seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an
opportunity for residents to express and have their concerns addressed and considered. At best, the ACU's
consultation is merely an exercise of political pretence. There was no sincerity or good faith in their actions.

o The ARUP report analysis was based on out-of-date data relating to student numbers in 2008 and 20089. This
is 2012, Notwithstanding this, the report was prepared on 14 December 2011 and yet there is no analysis of
student numbers in either 2010 or 2011.



Why and how can a Concept Plan with such a significant and negative impact on local residents, not be the

subject of up-to-date student information?
The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land

in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density Residential Area within the ACU's immediate
vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The Boulevarde to the east, Cooks River to the south and
Centenary Drive to the west, is approximately 300 hectares, i.e. the ACU site takes up approximately 1.67% of
the total Low Density Residential Area that is our home., Why should 1.67% dictate the living standards of the
rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

The current land helding by the ACU is totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will become an unattractive area of large dominant buildings, paved or concrete footpaths, covered
walkways integrating pedestrian linkages throughout the campus and a mini city within its gated walls.

it does not provide equitable student to fand ratio with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie
University.

No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

The student-to-area ratio is dense and inadeguate, and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

Barker Road is a local road. The Council has stipulated that the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles per day. The ACU proposal will see further intolerable and dangerous traffic conditions on Barker
Road, as well as an increase in speed and traffic in the surrounding local streets of Strathfield.

The ARUP report has acknowledged the ACU's decision not to provide adequate on-site parking and is
content to accept this decision. It further notes that whilst the on-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, it is inadequate to meet the needs of the University.

The Concept Plan by the ACU will NOT minimise the substantial impact on traffic and parking problems of the
residents.

' Furthermore, the Concept Plan fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built environment

and will not be sympathetic to its surrounding environment, to its surrounding historical heritage nor will it
do any justice to the site left by the Christian Bros in 1993. In fact, such a development will destroy the
heritage character of Mount 5t. Mary and the aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve,

The Department and the Minister of Planning should reject the ACU proposal wholeheartedly. The misinformation,
the use of outdated student data and the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the ACU and its
consultants, mean that no reasonable decision maker can make a valid decision in support of this proposal.

If these reasons alone, are not sufficient for the proposal to be refused, then the proposal should be refused on
the fact that the ACL is situated on a mere 5 hectares in the midst of a 300 hectare low density residential area,
has buildings of historical significance, will see an erosion of open green space and will not have comparable or
adequate student:land area ratios, not to mention that the ACU has failed to adequately engage in consultations
with the local community.

We hereby declare that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years nor up until the
application is determined. '

Please do not release my personal details to the ACU.

Yours Faithfuily,

C.cC.

Cardinal George Pell, Polding Centre, 133 Liverpoo! Street, Sydney NSW 2000.
Ph. 9390-5100. Email: Chancery@sydneycatholic.org

Mr David Backhouse, General Manager, Strathfield Council, 65 Homebush Road, Strathfield 2135, Email:
council@strathfield.nsw.gov.au

Mr Charles Casuscelli, Shop 1, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134. Ph. 9747-1711



Email: Strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au




From: Simeon Votier <simeon_oz@hotmail.com>

To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 6:58 pm 6/03/2012
Subject: Objection to Application No. MP 10_0231

Attachments: Letter on MP 10_0231.pdf

Please see our objection to this application. Simeon Votier13 Melville AvenueStrathfield NSW 2135
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 3%

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSIT\" APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU} expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

- it diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposat fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

- The ACU's lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
-breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment -
Court. The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect
assumption in relation to the growth in student numbers. This fiaw 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 impacls
on the surrounding residential precinct. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

- The ACU's consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive,
More recently, the ACU's attempt at consuitation via the distribution of a Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for




residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU's consuitation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011, Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and

© Macquarie University.

- Barker Road is a local read — the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

- The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

- The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will hot be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the herifage character,

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the erors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consuitants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the community. -

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

“Jucie LA

Yours faithfully

Simeon Vobier




28 South Street
Strathfield
PCU031373 NSW 2135

28 February 2012

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning and Infrastructure

GPO Box 39
Sydney NSW 2001

Dear Sirs

APPLICATION: NO MP_0231
LOCATION: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY,

STRATHFIELD CAMPUS, STRATHFIELD
Attached is our submission on this project.

Yours sincerely
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Submission In Relation To Concept Plan For Expansion of the Strathfield
Campus of Australian Catholic University: Part 3A Assessment, Application
Number 10_0231

Summary

This submission addresses five of the Director-General's Requirements for this application. The
conclusions of this submission are as follows:

The proposal fails, to a material extent, provisions for educational establishments contained
in the Strathfield Consolidated Development Control Plan (DCP) 2005. in particular, it fails
those provisions related to the built environment, neighbourhood amenity, building height
and sethacks, traffic and parking.

- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct by including
new 3 and 4 storey buildings near the boundary of the University on Barker Road and,
therefore, does not satisfy the DG Requirement in relation to the Built Form and Urban
Design.

- The proposal does not address sufficiently the parking, traffic and other impacts on the
neighbourhood and, thus, does not satisfy the Localised Impact and Integration
requirement, The University’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by
its wilfui breaches of its original planning approvals, which have generated impacts on the
neighbourhood contrary to the intentions underlying those approvals.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect assumption in
relation to the growth in student numbers. The principat assumption used is that student
numbers wilt increase by 5%, when they are actually forecast to increase by 170%. This flaw
in the analysis completely invalidates the conclusions reached by the University and its
consultants. The proposal will have enormous 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. Accordingly, the
DG’s Requirements in terms of Transport and Accessibility Impacts are not satisfied by the
University’s proposal.

- The University has provided information to local residents that was not comprehensive, was
provided to a minority of affected residents and has not given those with an interest in the
proposal enough opportunity to express their views. As a result, the DG’s Requirement for
Consultation has not been satisfied.

Due to the failure to satisfy these requirements, we object in the strongest terms to the proposat by
ACU.



The University is located on a small amount of land in the middie of a traditional, low-rise residential
area. There are minimal buffer zones between the University and the surrounding houses. The
campus is on 5 hectares. This is equivalent in size to 50 to 60 of the local residential blocks. if the
University was able to have over 2,500 students, staff and visitors on the campus at any one time or
on any one day, this would be equivalent to ailowing households each to have, say, 50 occupants.
Given that the majority of students, staff and visitors travel to the campus by car, the impact of the
University on the surrounding roads and precinct is obvious. The area was not built for anything like
this daily population tevel.

The growth of student numbers at the campus, which we betlieve is outside of what has been
previously approved, has already imposed untenable impacts on the local community. Any growth

would exacerbate this.
We strongly urge, therefore, that the proposal be rejected outright.

At the very least, the errors and deficiencies contained in the Environmental Assessment for this
proposal mean that no reasonable decision-maker could make a valid decision in support of the
proposal. The submission below provides details of these errors and deficiencies, and these would
need to be remediated and substitute analysis 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.

Background

The Director-General’s Requirements for this application, which were issued on 17 February 2011,
inctude the following key issues which the proposal must address:

No. 1: Relevant EPIs, Policies and Guidelines: Amongst other planning provisions, the proposal is
required to address the Strathfield Development Control Plan 2005.

No.2: Built Form and Urban Design: The height, bulk and scale of the proposed development
within the context of the locality and surrounding residential development; and an analysis
of architectural form and character of the subject site and surrounding precinct and the
contribution the proposal has on this character.

No.5: Localised Impact and Integration: Preparation of an ‘ACU Neighbourhood Policy’ that
outlines the initiatives that ACU will action to improve the integration of the proposed
intensified University campus with the surrounding residential area and the wider Strathfield

area,

No.7: Transport and Accessibility Impacts: Daily and peak traffic movements fikely to be
generated by the proposed development, including the impact on nearby intersections; and
minimal levels of on-site car parking for the proposed development having regard to the
proposed intensification of student/staff levels without further impacting on the
surrounding residential precinct.



No. 20: Consultation: Undertake an appropriate and justified level of consultation in accordance
with the Department’s Major Project Community Consultation Guidelines October 2007, in
particular surrounding residences and Strathfield Municipal Council.

Strathfield Development Control Plan (DCP) 2005

Part M of this DCP for educational establishments requires that any proposal from the University
should:

- Maintain and enhance the character of the existing built environment:

- Minimise the adverse impact upon the residential amenity of adjoining sites in terms of
privacy and views;

- Ensure the height and scale of any developments integrate with adjacent land-uses and does
not negatively impact on nearby streetscapes;

- Have maximum heights adjoining residential land uses of two stories;

- Maintain adequate separation between adjoining sites to retain a fealing of openness;

- Provide sufficient levels of car parking on-site for staff, students and visitors;

- Minimise the impact on nearby properties from parking and traffic; and

- Minimise the impact of traffic generated on the local and regional road network.

The proposal by the University fails, by a material extent, all of these provisions of the DCP. The
proposal involves the construction of 3 and 4 storey buildings on, or near to, the University's
boundaries and adjacent to residential areas. This will detract from the character of the existing
built environment, impact adversely on the residential amenity of adjoining residents in terms of
privacy and views, affect negatively the surrounding streetscape and reduce substantially the feeling

of openness around the University.

The proposal does not provide sufficient on-site car parking for staff, students and visitors. The
shortfall in on-campus parking will add to the influx of cars into surrounding streets and will detract

significantly from the amenity of local residents.

With the growth in student numbers, and with the motor vehicle being the preferred mode of
transport for users of the University, the number of cars driving to the University will create
significant traffic problems for the broad area around the campus.

Built Form and Urban Design

The proposal by ACU includes 3 and 4 story buildings being constructed near to the boundary of the
University adjacent to Barker Road. These buildings will be taller than buildings currently on the site,
and talier than any other building in the surrounding area. By being on Barker Road, the new taller
buildings will readily be observable by residents around the University and by people passing
through the area,



The precinct surrounding the University is a well established residential area with low-scale, well-
maintained residences, tree-lined streets and with most houses having large, well-kept gardens. The
construction of 3 and 4 story buildings will change fundamentally the character of the precinct.

Having buildings of this height everlooking residential houses will also impact adversely the privacy
of residents,

Furthermore, the censtruction of such bulky buildings near to the front boundary of the University
will detract significantly from the heritage landscape of the property, This landscape has been a
landmari feature of Strathfield for decades.

It is also proposed that a car park entrance be built at the south-eastern carner of the University.
This will inevitably impact on an existing park in that vicinity, Mt Reyal Reserve. This too will alter

negatively the streetscape and character of the local area.

(On this basis, it should be concluded that the proposal fails to satisfy the DG’s Requirement that it
contribute to the character of the surrounding precinct.

Localised Impact and Integration

The ACU Neighbourhood Policy included in the Concept Plan and dated October 2011 has almost
nothing to say about how the University will avoid further impact on the surrounding residential
precinct from overflow car parking and the resultant noise, disturbance and litter, as well as from

increased traffic levels.

All the Policy says on these matters is that the University will “inform staff, students, visitors to, and
tenants of, ACU of their responsibilities when they park with and around ACU” and will “provide
end-of-journey facilities to support forms of transport other than single occupant motor vehicles”.

Itis presumed that the University already informs its users of their responsibilities. This has not
prevented significant amounts of litter being left behind in residential streets. Nor has it prevented
students parking across driveways and parking in other ways that prevent residents from moving

their own vehicles.

Alsa, there are many examples of residents bringing concerns regarding litter, noise and
inappropriate parking to the knowledge of the University and heing rebuffed. It appears that the
concerns of local residents are not of interest to the University.

n terms of community responsibility, it should also be peointed out that it would appear that the
University has wilfully exceeded the terms of its original ptanning approvals with respect to student
numbers. Approvals from the Land and Environment Court in 1994 and Strathfield Council in 2002
allowed the University to have a limit of 1,100 students enrolled by day and 700 enrolled by night.
The University now claims to have in excess of 4,000 enrolled students.



These same planning approvals set a fimit of 750 students to be on the campus at any one time.
According to information in the University’s application, during the first semester of 2008, there
were 884 students on the campus at one time. The application goes on to say (without verifying the
claim) that the University is entitled to have up to 2,200 students on the campus at any one time.

The University stated on 23 February 2012 that it had a letter from Strathfield Council consenting to
an increase in student numbers at any one time to 900. The Council has challenged this claim but, in
any case, the Council is not entitled to vary a planning approval in any material respect merely by
issuing a letter, In making the claim as to its right to have 900 students at any one time, the
University stated that it measured its compliance with this limit by counting the students who are
actually “in class”. That is, it appears to ignore students on-campus that are in the library or waiting
for a lecture or tutorial. It would appear, therefore, that the University is understating materiaily the
number of students that are on-campus at any one time.

Local residents have noticed, in recent years, substantial increases in traffic levels and in the number
of students parking in residential streets. It is now clear why this has occurred: The University has

wilfully expanded beyond its original planning approvals.

These very sizeable expansions of student numbers outside of the original approvals suggest that the
University does not take its responsibilities to the surrounding residential area seriously.

It goes without saying that, if the University increased in size even further, there inevitably will be
impacts on the surrounding residential precinct and the wider Strathfield area from increased
parking, traffic, noise and litter. Simply informing users of the University of their responsibilities will
not prevent these impacts from occurring.

These impacts will only be made worse by the suggested changes to the operating hours of the
University from 8.00am-9.00pm presently to 7.00am-10.00pm, and by the suggestion to open the
University library on a Sunday when it is currently closed.

In terms of the University providing “end-of-journey facilities to support forms of transport other
than single occupant motor vehicles”, presumably again the University is providing such now and it
is not preventing significant impacts on the surrounding residential and wider Strathfield areas. The
ACU'’s submission clearly states that the preferred mode of transport for students to the campus is
by motor vehicie, It is difficult to see why this will change.

One initiative introduced by the University has been the use of shuttle buses to transport students
between Strathfield Station and the University. These buses may reduce the number of cars
traveiling to the University but there is still an inundation across the precinct of University related
motor vehicles. Moreover, the shuttle buses are causing congestion issues at Strathfield Station.
Parents are finding it difficult to find space at the Station to pick up their children arriving on trains
due to the continual presence of the shuttle buses around the pick-up areas. The simple fact is that
the University has already grown beyond the size appropriate for its positioning in the middle of a
residential precinct and is generating too many student movements in total, be they arriving by car
or requiring transport from the train station.



Should the University be given approval to expand, the loss of amenity for local homes would cause
the values of residences to fall significantly. This is in contravention of item 7 of the University's
Neighbourhood Policy, which, in part, requires it to “ensure the activities of the University will not
have a negative impact on the economic value of the surrounding neighbourhood and its land uses.”

in summary, therefore, the DG’s Requirement that ACU’s Neighbourhood Policy provide initiatives to
improve the integration of the University into the surrounding residential area and the wider
Strathfield area is not met because the Policy proposed by the University is so clearly deficient as it
relates to parking, traffic and overall amenity impacts on the surrounding area. This deficiency is
exacerhated by the University’s practice in recent years of wilfully growing beyond the scope of its

original planning approvals.

Transport and Accessibility Impacts

Parking

As outlined above, the original planning approvals limited ACU’s enrolled students to 1,100 by day
and 700 by night, and limited students to a maximum of 750 on-campus at any one time (AAQT),
According to Arup, the University was required to provide 363 car parking spaces on the campus.

From details within the Transport and Accessibility Study undertaken for the Australian Catholic
University by Arup, we are aware of the following information:

Students on campus AAQT, 1st semester 2008: 884 (18% in excess of original approval)
Students enrolled at ACU currently: 4,000 (122% in excess of original approval)
Car parking spaces on campus: 346 (5% less than required)

We are also aware from the same Study that during the first week of the University term on 26 july
2011 between 1.30 pm and 2.30 pm, there were 787 vehicles parked either on the University
campus or in immediately surrounding streets. It is assumed that most of these vehicles (say 90%)
relate to users of the University. Thus, the University is currently providing less than half the number
of car parking spaces required by the students, staff and visitors to the campus.

In the University’'s application for its expansion, Arup and Hassell have drawn conclusions ahout the
impact of the expansion on the surrounding residential precinct. Arup base their conclusions on a 9%
increase in student numbers from 2,200 at any ene time (AAOT) to 2,400 AAQT; Hassell base their
conclusions on a 30% increase in student numbers from 3,600 enrolled to 4,800 enrolled.

Let us look at the Arup analysis first. Their starting point of 2,200 students AAOT must be a mistake.
It is three times the University’s originally approved limit and, therefore, is an unbelievable number.
What is more believable is that the University is looking to expand student numbers on the campus
to 2,400 AAQT by 2016.



If we use a more believable figure of 900 students on the campus AAOT currently, the expansion to
2,400 students AAOT represents an increase in student numbers of 170%. This is so far in excess of
the assumption made by Arup of a 9% increase as to completely invalidate their conclusions.

Of course, if we use the Himit contained in the University’s planning approvals of 750 students AAOT,
the proposed increase in student numbers is 220%.

Let us now look at the Hassell analysis. It would appear that they have relied totally on the Arup
worl for their conclusions. Thus, Hassell's conclusions are invalidated as well. For good order,
though, we point out that Hassell quote a 30% increase in student numbers by focussing an
enrolments. 1t is self-evident that, in assessing the impact on the surrounding residential area, the
number of students actually on-campus is more crucial than enrolments. As a result, Hassell also
substantially underplays the expansion of the University by using a 30% increase in student numbers
when the number of students on the campus AAOT will be increasing by 170%.

Based on data collected by Arup, there was a shortfall in 2011 of approximately 360 car parking
spaces for users of the University. {This shortfall is calculated by taking the 787 vehicles parked on or
around the University on 26 July 2011, assuming 10% {i.e. 79) do not relate to the University, and
then subtracting the car parking spaces on-campus of 346.) This is why the surrounding residential
streets have heen inundated by vehicles parking during the University terms.

A resident of the area around the University has estimated, by counting individual vehicles, that in
the first week of the first semester in 2012, there were upwards of 1,000 University-related cars
parked on residential streets. This suggests that the impact from growing student numbers is

increasing materially.

It is important to note that the stated objective of the Land and Environment Court in approving the
University’s application in 1994 was that the University should provide sufficient parking for the
University on-campus and that traffic and on-street parking impacts from the University shouid he
alleviated. The University's decision to breach its criginal planning approvals has contributed to
these requiremenis not heing met.

The University is proposing to increase the number of car parking spaces an the campus by 298 by
2016. This number appears significant but does not even overcome the shortfall calculated in 2011
of around 360 spaces. If that shortfall is now much higher, say as high as 1,000 spaces, the increase
by the University of on-campus parking represents less than half of the current shortfall.

If student numbers are increasing by 170%, it is clear that the shortfall in car parking spaces by 2016
will be extremely large, even after allowing for the proposed increase in the parking on-campus.

All of this car parking shortfall will need to be accommodated on local streets. Not only is there not
sufficient capacity for this shortfall, it clearly and profoundly means that the University’s application
fails the DG’s Requirement of there being no further impact on the surrounding residential precinct.

Hassell claims that there is a second volume of the Transport and Accessibility Study that has
analysed a number of comparable planning controls and that ratios of one car parking space per six
students and one space per two staff members are considered reasonable parking rates for the
Strathfield Campus. This analysis does net appear to be provided in the publicly available material



and, therefore, cannot be critically assessed. However, it challenges commonsense that these
parking rates can be judged reasonable when the criginal planning approval for the campus required
one car parking space for every two students when there is already a very sizeahle shortfall in
parking spaces, and it can readily be forecast that the Concept Plan will result in a massive shortfall
of parking spaces and will cause local streets to be saturated completely with cars.

The impact on surrounding streets wauld be exacerbated if the University began charging students a
fee to park on-campus, which it claims it is entitled to do. Parking on local streets is, of course, free.

in addition to the very large error in student growth assumptions contained in the Transport and
Accessibility Report prepared by Arup, which invalidates the Report’s conclusions, the Report also
presumes that the character of the surrounding residential precinct should be attered forever. The
following are direct quotes from the Arup report;

“The Arup on-street parking survey during the University term shows that the parking occupancy in
the nearby residential streets is 76%. This occupancy rate is acceptable considering the majority of
the residential properties have more than one off-street parking space. Residents can still obtain a
parking space within reasonable walking distance if they wish to park on-street for a short period of

time.”

“It is therefore recommended that these on-street parking spaces should he well utilized while stili
retaining some free spaces; e.g. achieving peak occupancy rates about 80-90% in streets close to

ACU'”

“There should still be a reasonably equitable distribution of all the parking spaces between the

residents, visitors and employees in the area.”

“Demand is forecast to exceed supply and hence overflow parking will continue to occur in the
surrounding streets. Therefore, parking restrictions in the residential street will be required. Two
hour parking restrictions are proposed for only one side of the street between 8.30 am and 3 pm,
Menday to Friday, during the University terms. The proposed parking restriction will ensure there
will be some level of vacant parking spaces for the residents who need to park on-street for a
maximum two hour period during the peak University period. The effectiveness of the proposed
parking restriction could be monitered for a period of between 3 and 5 years and if warranted
another parking occupancy survey could be undertaken at that time. However, it is imperative that
the recommended modifications to the current parking restrictions in the area must be
accompanied by regular parking enforcement by the Strathfield Council parking officers and

rangers.”

These guotes indicate that Arup (and, therefore, Hassell and ACU) are not concerned that the
University, by breaching its original planning approvals, has already had a substantial impact on the
tocal area and that any growth of the University will change forever the character of whatis a
traditional, low-rise, garden residential suburb. It is not reasonable that parking occupancies of up to
50% are imposed on neighbouring streets. Nor is it reasonable that the nature of these streets would
be allowed to be changed fundamentally by traffic generated by the University. This was never the
intenticn behind the planning approvals for the University. If these things were allowed to occur hy



the NSW Government, it would represent a breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of
their properties and would interfere with the safety, peace and convenience of local residents.

Should the University be given approval to expand as it is currently proposing, the values of local
residences will fall materially. it would be unjust if a University were able to extract value from the
surrounding community in this way.

Traffic Levels

The traffic analysis included in the Concept Plan was undertaken by Arup. Similarly to its parking
analysis, Arup have assumed erroneously that student numbers will increase by 9% from 2,200 AAQT

to 2,400 AAOT.

Based on this small increase in student numbers, Arup’s conclusion is that the increases in traffic
levels are acceptable,

This includes, for example, the number of vehicles travelling along Barker Road. Arup assumes that,
based on a 9% increase in student numbers, University-related traffic movements will increase by

10%.

On this analysis, traffic levels along Barker Road increase somewhat from 7,500 to 8,250 vehicles per
day. If the correct increase in student numbers of 170% is assumed, it is almost certain that Barker
Road would fall outside the RTA’s upper iimit for this road.

Similarly, the traffic analysis for all other intersections and streets in the area will be negatively
atfected if the correct assumption is used for the growth in student numbers. In short, the traffic
generated by University-related moter vehicles is already a major problem for the broad area
around the campus. This would hecome significantly worse if the University were permitted to grow

further.

There are a number of other traffic-related issues that mean the proposal by the University
inevitably must have substantial adverse impacts on the surrounding residential area.

For example, most of the streets in the surrounding area are not sufficiently wide to accommodate
continuous parking conditions and still allow the normal functioning of the street. Examples of the
problems created are as follows:

(i) Because most of the streets are substantially tree-lined, the Council is required to utilise
street cleaning vehicles to ensure that stormwater gutters and drains do not become
clogged and ineffactive. These vehicles cannot operate effectively with significant
numbers of cars parked in the streets.

{ii} Already, residents are having difficulty, due to the width of the streets, backing out of
their driveways when cars are parked continuously directly opposite their driveways. As
well, some residents have experienced heing parked-in by students who park across
driveways or park too close to residents’ vehicles when they are also parked on the
street. These issues would only get worse with any growth of the University.
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(iif) Buses run along some of the residential streets around the University. One example is
South Street, Strathfield. With cars parked on both sides of this street, there is barely
recom for a bus to get along the street. If there is another vehicle coming the other way,
it can be dangerous and difficult for that vehicle to move to one side, and this is
exacerbated if the spaces in which to pull over are limited because of the occupancy of
most of the car spots along the street. See enclosed photographs numbered 1 and 2
which were taken on Thursday 23 February 2012 at around 11.30 am in South Street.
These photographs show clearly that, with University-related cars parked along the
street, the passage of a bus along the street creates a dangerous situation for a car, or
another bus, that may be approaching from the other direction.

(iv) With cars parked continuously along a street and adjacent to residents” driveways, it is
very dangerous for residents to back out of these driveways as they do not have a clear
line of site along the street. See enclosed photographs numbered 3 and 4 which were
taken on the same day and at the same approximate time as the photographs
mentioned in (iii} above. They were taken in South Street and Albert Road, Strathfield,
both near to the University. The photographs show clearly the potential danger for a
local resident backing out of the relevant driveways.

Unfortunately, the University’s Transport and Accessibility Report, undertaken by Arup, does not
address any of these issues whatsoever.

Another traffic-related issue with the University’s growth proposal arises from changes to the
positioning of the driveway entrances into the University. One entrance is to be on Barker Road,
near the end of Wilson Street. It would appear that, if this were to become a new entrance, Wilson
Street will become a major vehicle thoroughfare for students, staff and visitors to the University.
This will have significantly negative impacts on the residents of Wilson Street, which is not a street
designed to be a major thoroughfare. Again, this issue is not addressed in the Arup report,

Similarly, there is to be a new car park entrance into the University on Barker Road near the end of
South Street. Arup, Hassell and the University seem to accept that this positioning will have a
negative impact on the residents of South Street. The Arup Report states that “a signailed
intersection is considered to be the most appropriate response to address new access arrangements
at this location given the expected traffic generation”.

In terms of traffic consequences, therefore, the University’s growth proposal fails completely the
DG's Requirement that there should be no further impact on the surrounding residential precinct.

Consultation

According to the Hassell Report dated December 2011, consultation by the University with the local
community on this proposal was restricted to information flyers to approximately 220 properties,
which invited people to two consultation sessions in August 2011,
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We calculate that there are at least 2,500 houses in the vicinity of the University impacted by traffic,
pariking and other amenity issues created by the University. Thus, the flyers were distributed to less
than 10% of affected houses.

Also, the flyer did not mention that the University was looking to grow its student numbers. Thus,
many residents that received flyers were not on notice of the need to attend the consultation

meetings.

As a result of this lack of early consultation, residents in general only became aware of the
University’s proposed expansion in mid to late January 2012. Much of the information flow to
residents since then has been due to the efforts of local residents, not the University.

On 23 February 2012, the University undertook a further information session for local residents.
This, of course, was very late in the process. Also, at that information session, the Vice Chancellor of
the University, Chancellor Greg Craven, threatened the local residents present at that meeting with
legal action should they make statements concerning the University that the Vice Chancellor
deemed to be inappropriate. Also at that meeting, the University claimed to have the support of
Strathfield Council for their application. We understand this to be a misstatement.

It is plain that information concerning the proposal was not accurately or widely distributed by the
University. As a result, and when combined with the complexity of the proposal, the vast majority of
those likely to have an interest in the proposal have not had nearly enough opportunity to express
their views. This conclusion is not altered by the University holding a further information session in
late February 2012,

Accordingly, the DG's Consultation requirement has also not been satisfied,

Mark and Jane Phillips
28 South Street Strathfield
28 February 2012
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Resident’s Address

Date 7_3 2wr2

Mr Mark Brown S . shucture
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfisld and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACUj sxpansion proposal, we write to Jodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting fa the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

It diminishes the pn’vai:y of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

[

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

- The ACU'’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court. The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary

to the intentions underlying the approval.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incormrect
assumption in refation to the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis
compietely invalidates the conclusions reached by the university and its consultants.
The proposal will have substantial traffic, parking and other amenity-related impacts
on the surrounding residential precinct. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

-~ The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU's attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for
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residents lo express and have their views and concerns addressed and congiderad,
Al best, the ACU's consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes,

Inforrmation in the ARLP report analysas out of date rlata redating 1o student numbers
i 2008 and 2009, This is 2012, The report was prepared 14 December 2011 vt
there Is no analysis of student numbers in either 20410 ar 2011 Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up o

date student information.

The ACU is sited on 8 hectares of land in a residertial area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACYU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and

Macquarie University.

Barkar Road is a tocal road - the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathiield.

ARUP acknowiedges the positive decision of the ACLI not to provide adeguate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate. -

- The concept plan by the AGL will not minimise the impact on raffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan also faits i maintain and erhance the character of the existing puilt
environmant and wWill ‘Aot Be & sympathetic treatmenit of the historical site ~ in fact
such over deveiopment will destroy the heritage character

The Departrment and Minister shoull refect the ACL proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presenfed by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. I these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be daclined on the fact that the ACU is situated on & mere &
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of OPSr-green space
and nat have comparable or adequate student: land ratic #nd because the ACU has fajled o
adequately engaged with the cormmu rity.

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

Yours faithfully i ; N /
CREIING & Iirastuciye
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Resident’s Address 34 garjiris FA
STRATHE ALy . 9,75

Date
& / / 1.
SW COVERNMENT
Mr Mark Brown , Ble lmlgnut icture
Major Projects-Assessment
Department of Planning and Infrastructure 0 8 MAR 2012
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001 DEVELOPMENT ABSESSMENT AND
SYSTEMS PE "’-"{“.,”\HJ.
Dear Sir

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

- It diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

- The ACU’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court. The ACU'’s actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

- 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. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

- The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU’s bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for



residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

Barker Road is a local road - the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the community.

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

Yours faithfully /) /7 / ’

s



Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001
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Dear Sir

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

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

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

It diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

The ACU’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court. The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

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. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

The ACU's consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU'’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and

the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU’s bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for

STRATHEIELD. 2135



residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU'’s consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

Barker Road is a local road — the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the community.

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

Yours faithfully
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects-Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP1 0_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

- It diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

- The ACU'’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court. The ACU’s actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

- 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. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

- The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU’s
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU’s bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for



residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- Barker Road is a local road — the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

- The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

- The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the community.

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

Yours faithfully
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Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_023¥ -

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

- It diminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

- The ACU’s lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment -
Court. The ACU’s actions have impacted negatively on the nelghbourhood contrary
to the intentions underlying the approval.

- 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. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

- The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been inadequate. The ACU’s
selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at short notice does not reflect on the ACU'’s bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opportunity for



residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

Barker Road is a local road — the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the local streets of Strathfield.

ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequate.

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on a mere 5
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable or adequate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the community.

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

* Yours faithfully
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