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

cc: <Chancery@sydneycatholic.org>, <council@strathfield.nsw.gov.au>, <Strath...
Date: 10:50 pm 13/03/2012
Subject: MP 10_0231 Australian Catholic University (ACU) Strathfield Campus Concept Plan

Attachments: Objection Letter MP10_0231.pdf
I_Dear Mr Brown

Please find attached a letter expressing concemn for the above captioned
proposed development.
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13" March 2012

Mr Mark Brown
Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning & Infrastructure

GPO

Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear

RE:

Mr Brown,

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 bythe proposed expansion p lans of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) fora World Class Precinct, we her eby 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” Cl. 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
(DCP2005). The propose d building 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 suburb.

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 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 analysis data based on an incorrect assumption in relation to
the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the conclusio ns 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. '

The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been lacking and inadequate. The ACU’s selecti ve
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 bona 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.

The ARUP report analysis was based on out-of-date data relating to student numbers in 2008 and 2009. 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 issited on5 hectares of land inthe 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 tothe west, is app roximately 300
hectares, 1,e. the ACU site takes up approximately 1.67% of the total tow Density Residential Area that is our
hame, Why should 1.67% dictate the living standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

The current land holding 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 land 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
Macguarie 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 o n-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, it is inadeguate 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
restdents.

Furthermore, the Cencept Pian fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built environment
and will not be sympathetic toits surrounding environment, te its surrounding historical heritage nor will it
do any justice tothe site left by the Christian Bros in 1993. Infact, such a development will destroy the
heritage character of Mount St. 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
censuliants, mean that no reasonable decision maker can make a valid decisiory in support of this proposal.

if these reasons alone, are not sufficient for the proposal to be refused, then the propos al should be refused on
the fact that the ACU 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 erosicn of open green space and will not have comparable or
adeguate student:land area ratics, 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 refease my personal details to the ACU.

Yours Faithfully,

C.C.

Cardinal George Pell, Poiding Centre, 133 Liverpool Street, Sydney NSW 2000,
Ph. 9390-5100. £mail: Chancaery@sydneycathalic.org

Mr David Backhouse , General Manager, Strathfield Council, 65 Homebush Road, Strathfield 2135. Emall:
councit@strathfield.nsw.gov.ay

Mr Charles Casuscelli, Shop 1, 54 Burweood Rd, Burwood 2134. Ph, 9747-1711
Email: Strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.a u




From: Sebastian J <sebastian.jabbour@hotmail.com>

To: <plan_commeni@planning.nsw.gov.au>
Date: 10:43 pm 13/03/2012
Subject: Australian Catholic University Application No. MP10_0231

Attachments: Picture.jpg; Picture 001.jpg

Australian Catholic University Application No. MP10_0231
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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: MP10_0231

As residents. of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (AGU) expansion proposal, we write to Jodge our ohjection to the above
Goncept Plan, We strongly urge the Depariment 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 precinet

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 neighbourhooed. i

The ACU's lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful

“preaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Courl, The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary

to the intentions underlying the approval.

The propusal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due o an incomrect
assumplion 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 strounding residential precinct. The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoymert 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.

Mora 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 gonsult with affected residents and in providing an opporiunity for



residents to express and have their views and concermns addressed and considered.
Al best, the ACU's consultation ts merety 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 subjectofupto -

\ 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 objeclives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable sfudent to larxd ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

. Barker Road is a local road — the Gouncil 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 ACGU 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
envirenment and wili not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site: — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage characler,

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The misinformaition, use of
out of date student information, the errors 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,

Yours faithfully :
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To: <plan_comment@planning.nsw.gov.au>
CcC: <Strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au>, <Chancery@sydneycatholic.org>, <may...
Date: 9:11 pm 13/03/2012
Subject: MP 10_0231 Australian Catholic University (ACU) Strathfield Campus Concept Plan

Attachments: Objection Letter MP10_0231.pdf

Dear Mr Brown

Please find attached a letter expressing our concern for the above
captioned proposed development.

Thank you for your kind attention.

Yours faithfully



Strathfield
NSW 2135

13" March 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU} APPLICATION NO: MP 16_0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the proposed expansion p lans of the Austrafian
Catholic University {ACU) for a World Class Precinct, we her eby lodge our objection tothe Applicant’s Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus.

We strongly urge the Minister to reject the proposal for the foliowing reasons:

The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding low density residential area.

The total buik and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts onilS, to our “rights ta privacy both
visuaily and auraily” and the “preferred neighbourhood character” Cl 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
(DCP2005). The propose d building mass includes 2 multi storey developments onthe 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 suburb,

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

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

The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analysis data based on an incorrect assumption in relation to
the growth instudent numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the conclusio ns reached by
the University and its consaitants. The proposal will have substantial traffic, parking and other amenity ~
refated impacts onthe 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,

The Transport & Accessibility Study restricts our rights to visit family and friends. The Strathfield area has a
unigue community. Each family member, friend or acguaintance 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 selecti ve
provision of information toonly ahandful 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 bonz 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 pofitical pretence. There was no sincerity or good falth in their actions.

The ARUP report analysis was based on out -of-date data relating to student numbers in 2008 and 2009. This
is 2012. Notwithstanding this, the report was prepared on 14 December 2011 and yet there is no analysis of
student numbers in either 2610 or 2011,
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Why and how can a Concept Plan with such a significant and negative impact on focal residents, not be the
subject of up-to-date student information?

. The ACU is sited on5 hectares of land inthe midst ofa Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Resldential Area within the ACU's immediate vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The
Boulevarde tothe east, Cooks River to the south and Centenary Drive tothe west, isapp roximately 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 holding 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 land ratio with say, the University of Wes tern Sydney or Macquarie

University.
No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelitown Campus 4,830 166h 25
Macquarie University 30,000 13Ch 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 Councll 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.

e 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 o n-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, it is inadequate to meet the needs of the University.

*  The Congept Plan by the ACU wili NOT minimise the substantial impact on traffic and parking problems of the
residents,

e  Furthermore, the Concept Plan fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built environment
and will not be sympathetic toits surrounding environment, to its surrcunding historical heritage nor will it
do any justice tothe site left by the Christian Bros in 1993, In fact, such adevelopment will destroy the
heritage character of Mount St. Mary and the aesthetics of Mount Roval Reserve, '

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

If these reasons alone, are not sufficient for the proposal to be refused, then the propos atshould be refused on
the fact that the ACU 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.

Picase do not release my personal details to the ACU.

Yours Faithfully,

C.C. Car!inal George Pel!, Pol !ing Centre, 133 Liverpool Street, Sydney NSW 2000.

Ph. 9350-5100. Email: Chancery@sydneycatholic.org

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

Mr Charles Casuscellf, Shop 1, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134, Ph, 9747-1711
Email; Strathfield@parlisment.nsw.gov.a U




From: "Joan Sattout" <Joan@sattouts.com.au>

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

Date: 12:45 pm 13/03/2012

Subject: MP10_0231 - AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY - CONCEPT PLANS

Attachments: ACUCAMPUS docx
To the attention of Mr Mark Brown.

NSW Department of Planning

Dear Sir,

Aftached is our letter of objection regarding the ACU Strathfield Campus
development.

Thanking you in anticipation for your cooperation.
Yours sincerely

Samuel and Joan Sattout.



Our Ref: Samuel and Joan Sattout

Your Ref: MP_0231

13™ March 2012

Mr Mark Brown

22-33 Bridge Street

Sydney NSW 2000

Facsimile Transmission: 02 9228 6455

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

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: MP10_0231 — AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY — CONCEPT PLANS

We refer to the concept plans submitted by the Australian Catholic University (ACU) for its future
development of the University Campus located on Barker Road, Strathfield {the Plans).

These plans will turn our quiet streets into City Road, Broadway, it will make our homes feel like a
part of the Sydney University Campus. This is totally unacceptable. We did not bqy houses in the

Inner City for this reason.

We strongly object to the approval of the application of ACU.

impact

We are residents of Barker Road Strathfield not CITY ROAD, BROADWAY (Sydney University) and
the plans will have direct impact on:

1

2.

3.

The quiet enjoyment of our property;

The huge traffic flow of Barker Road; again it will become like City Road, Broadway
The value of our property; which we have worked ail our lives for

The heritage of Barker Road and its surrounds.

The safety issue - try driving down Barker Road and the surrounding streets during peak
{University hours) and see all the near collision caused P Plate students who are going in
and out of traffic trying to find parking before their classes start

It is getting harder to get out of our driveways because they are blocked by students parking
inches away from our exits. We cannot see the oncoming traffic. Again a safety issue.



7. Maybe ACU should look at expanding the University on Liverpool Road, this makes more
sense. There are many sites more suitable on the main roads.

8. Also, the infra-structure is already in place.

Students Numbers at Present

As we understand i, the current Development Consent allows for 750 students in attendance at a
time.

The enrolment figures show that ACU currently have 2,200 students on campus, at least 1,232 of
those students are on campus at a given time. | know because | live in Barker Road and watch
students frantically trying to find parking in an area that is not meant for this sort of traffic flow.

ACU are in breach of their current Development Consent.

Car park

it is evident from the number of cars parked not only on Barker Road, but in the surrounding streets,
that there is not enough parking to accommodate the current students.

The car park proposed in the Plan as a solution/fix to the problem will fall short of what is currently
required. Further, it will also fall short of the amount of car spots it will required if the plan is
approved. (4,400 students in the next few years) again, this is not City Road, Broadway.

The proposed ‘fix’, that no parking is allowed on Barker Road at any time, does not account for the
resident parking nor parking of the resident’s visitors,

We are hardworking rate palyers and demand our council (Strathfield Municipal Council)' look after
us. This is a democracy and we will be voting in the next election.

We ask that you reject the ridicules application made by the ACU, to turn our quiet streets into
Highways. We are currently seeking legal advice on potential compensation for the loss we may
suffer as a result of the approval.

PLEASE DO NOT ALLOW OUR QUITE STREETS TO BECOME HIGHWAYS
Yours sincerely

Joseph and Stella Sattout

118 Barker Road, Strathfield NSW 2135



Mr Stephen Kuo
8 Newton Road
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6™ March 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Mejor Projects Assessment

Department of Ptanmng and Infrastructure -
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY N8W 2001

Dear Sir,
Re:  AUSTRALIAN:GATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLIGATION NO: MP10_ 0231
As residents: of Strathfield. and residenits directly affected by the opération of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansion-proposal, ‘we write to lodge our-opjection o:the above
Concept Plan. We:strongly urge the Department’ and Minister to decline the proposal.
Key reasons for objecting 1o the Congept Plan are as follows:

- Th‘e_'_proposja_i detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct.

- 1t diminishes the privacy: of focal residents -by including new: 3 and 4 storey
bui!d é_ngSshéar :thé--bbundary ofthe:ACU and BarkerRoad,

The' Nelghboumood Po?scy included in the ‘proposal fa;%s to-address. the: parklng,_
traffic: and other amemty nmpacts onthe netghbourhood

- 'The "ACU‘s-iack of"miegrataan wath the Eocal commumiy 15 hsghhghted by ;ts wszui

'nelghbourhobd oont}ary to the tentnons underiy:ng the approval

- 'The ;_proposalf-contams mvahd parkmg and traffic analyses due‘to" an ingorrect.

i : h_ m student numbers,. The m-the! analysns--
si ns_;egched b_y_ the . :




- The ‘ACU's :consultation with the local ‘community has been inadequate. The
AGLU's selective . provision of information to a handful of residents was not
comprehensive.. :Morg recently‘ the. ACU's attempt at consuitation via the
distribution of @ Elyer and the holding of @ meeting at short notice does not reﬂect_-
on the ACU's. bona' fides.in seeking to .consult with affected residents and in
providing . an, opporiumiy for residents to express and have their views and -
concerns addréssed and considered. At best, the ACU's consultation is merely
an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information the: ARUP. report analyses out of date data relating to -student
numbers in 2008 ‘and. 2009.. This is 2012. The report was prepared on 14
December- 2071, yet there is no-analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or
2011, ‘Why and how-can:a: plan-with such significant @nd negative impact on

residents not-be:subject of upte date _student information.

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectarss of land in a residential.area. The current land is.
fotally inadeguate’ forthe expansion objectaves of the AGU and it does not provide.
equitable- studenttolanid ratio, say-between the University of Western Sydney:

and Maoquaﬂe Umversuy

- Barket: Road s & 1ocai road - the Council states that the volume of traffic should
not exceed 4,000 per day. Whai' the ACU proposals’ will see further intolerable.
and dangerous traffic conditionsiin that'siréet and local streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP acknowiedges tHe: positive dec;smn of the ACU not fo provzde adequate
site -parking -and: notes that while the -parking increase proposed appears.”
substant_lal_ i _ma_dequate

- The concept plan by 'th__e’.A_CU will notminimse the impacton fraffic--a'hd"parking or
residents. '

- The! concept pian also fails to maintain and enhance.the character of the exmtmg .
built environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the. historical site —~
fact such over development will destroy. the Heritage character.

The Departmient and Minister should, reject'the. ACU. propesal. The msmformatfon use of out
of date student: mformat;on the errors and deficiencies in.the analysis presented by the AGL)
and its consultants . mean that no: reasonabie decision maker could imake: a valid decision in’
support: {.)f the proposal. If these reasons alone are not sufﬂcsent for:the proposai 1o be
declined, it shiolld be dedlinad on thie fact that the: ACU is situated oh a mere 5 hectares, has
buildings:of historical ssgn:ﬂca cesand will see an erosiofi of open-green space, and not have
comparable oradeguate ‘student:land ratio and because the ACU has falled to: adequately

engage with the community..
We confirm that we have made:no reportable political donations in the previous two years,

Yours faithfully,.

Mr-':S_te';éhen-Kuo



Mr Matthew Kuo
6 Newton Road
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6™ March 2012

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: 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 and 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 growth in student numbers. The 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 consuitation with the local community has been inadequate. The
ACU's: sélective: provision of information to a handful of residents ‘was not
comprehensive. Mare. recently, the ‘ACU's aftempt. at consultation via ‘the
distribution of.a Fiyerand the holding of a meeting at short notice dogs not reflect
on the ACLPs bona fides in seeking to consuit with affected. residents. and in
prov:dlng an - opportunity for residents to eXPress ‘and have their wews and
concermns: addressed and.considerad. At best, the ACU’s consultation s merely
an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information the ARUP report ana%yses olit of date dala relatmg to student
fumbers in. 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The repori was prepared ‘on 14
Decenmiber 2011, yet there i$ no analysis. of student humbers in, either 2010, or
2011. Why and howi can ‘a plan with such significant and negative. impact -on
residents not be subjest of up to date student information.

- The ACU is sited ‘on 5'hectares of land in a. resuienixat area. The current land is
1otally-inadequate for the expansion objectives of: the ACU ‘and it does notprovide
equitable student to Jand ratio, say between the Umvers:ty of Western Bydney
and Macquarie University.

- Barker Road:is g Jocal; read ~the Council states that the voiume ‘of. traffxc should
not.exceed 4,000 perday, What the. ACU proposals will see further intolerable
and dangerous traffic.conditions in'that street and local streets of Strathfigld.

- ARUP.acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not 1o provide: adequaie
site parking and nofes that ‘while the parking increase. ‘proposed . appears
substantial, it'is inadequate.

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimse the impast on traffic and parking or
fesidents.

- The: ‘concept plan-also fails to maintain -and énhance 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:

anci 125 consu]tants mean ihat no reasonable demslon maker could make a: valsd ;'deciSIon |n'
-support of the prop_osaE I these reasons -alone .are. not sufﬁment for ti’ae proposal to-be
1d be: declmed on the fact that the ACU 15 sntuated on a mere 5 hectares has

We' :’;_'gh’f;s‘_'_rm-ib_é_it__'we :h. ave -'m_ade noreportable political donations in the previous two years,

Ybu’réiif&_iihfgi_iy;

Mr Matthew: Kuo



Mis Elaine Kuo.
6 Newton Road
STRA’THF%ELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

Mr Mark: Brown _

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 38

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear'Sir,
Re:  AUSTRALIAN.CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231
As: residentsof Strathfield and residents directly affected by the ‘operation of the Australian
Catholic Umvermty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write 1o lodge our objection to the above’
'-Concept Plan. ‘We strongly urge the Department and Minister to. deci:ne the propesal,
Key reasans for objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows:

- Tbéjpr.opos'a] detracts from.tbe-éhara‘c_ge'r;o'f.th_;—'z1s_urmu_n_‘ciing,res'ider-}'tiai precinct.

- It dlm;mshes the ‘privacy ‘of local residents by, mcludlng new 3:and 4 storey
bu;idmgs near the. boundary of the ACU and Barker Road

- The. Nenghbourhood Policy: mciuded inthe proposal fa;ls 1o: address the. park:ng,.
traffic and other amenity impacts on the. nelghbourhood

- The ACU s-dack of: miegratlon _w;th*the*lacal fcommumt"i*;s high!zghtad by its wilful

: €8] gt 5
'propertzes and WJii further nterfere w:th.thear safety peace and-convemence



. The ACU's consuitation with the local community: has been inadequate. The
ACU’s selective. provision of information to. & handful of residents was not
comprehensive. More recently, the ACU's. attempt at consultation via the
distribution of @ Fiyer @nd the holding of a meeting -at short notice doés 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 s merely
an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- "lnformation the ARUP report analyses out .of date data relating to student
numbers. in. 2008 .and 2009. This is 2012. The report was. prepared on 14
Deceniber 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 heclares of tand ina 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 betwéen. the University of Western Sydney

and Macquarie University.

& Barker Road is-a local road ~the Council states: that the: volurme of {raffic. shouid
not:exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU. propesats ‘willsee: further Tntolerable
and ‘dangerousitraffic conditions in that street'and local streats ‘of Strathfiéld.

P ARUP acknowledges the positive deécision of the- ACU not o provide adequate
site parking and notes that while the. parkmg incfease: proposed . ‘appears
substantial it is inadequate.

- The coricept plan by the ACU will not minimse the impact on traffic and parking or
residents:.

» The concept:plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the exmtmg
built:environment.and will not be a: sympathetlc treatment of the historical site —~
fact such over development will destroy the hefitage character.

The Department and:Minister should reject the ACU ‘propesal. The misinforiation, tse.of out
ate student information, the errors and deficiencies in the: analys;s presented by the ACU
‘and its ‘consultants mesan that no reasenable decision maker-could make a-valid decision in
.suppert of the propoea] if these reasons alone are not sufﬂc:ent for the proposal 10 be

engage wnth the commumty
We:confirm that we have matle no :-r‘epoﬂabte political donations n'the: previous two years.

Yours faithiully,

Mrs Elaing Kuo



Dr Roderick Kuo
‘ 8 Newton Road
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

Mir Mark. Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and: Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

DearSir,
Rei -AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLIGATION NO: MP10_0231
As residents of Strathfield and residents . ci;rectty affected by the. operat;on of the Australian

Cathoic. Umvers;ty {(ACU} expansmn proposal ‘we - write 1o’ lodge our-ohiéction to the above
Concept Plan We strongly. urge: the ﬂepaﬁment and: Mlmster to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting tothe Cancept Plan-are as follows:
- The proposal de_tras;_t’é:frbm the-character of the surrounding residential precingt. -

- It diminishes the' pnvacy of focal: residents by mcludmg new 3 and 4 storey
buildings near the boundary of the:ACU and: Barker Road

= The Nelghbourhocd Pohcy mctuded tn:the proposal fails to address the. parking,
traffic:and other amenity- mpacts on the: nenghbourhood

- 'The ACU's lack: of: mtegratton wrth {the local commumty i highlighted by its’ ‘wilfol
breaches' of. its original. planning -approvals. .and Order- of the -Land. -and -
Environment Court.  The A actions: have “impacted negatively. on- the:
'nmghbourhood contrary {othe mtentrons underlymg the approval

- The proposal contains i walid parkmg and traffic analyses dueto-an. incorreot
gssumption in relation 16 growth:in student numbers, The flaw. in the analysis.
.completely mvahdates the conclusions ‘reached ‘by the unwersaty and its
e su_bsiant:al traffic; parking and other amenity:
_re_l_ate_d "impac_isron th rounding: residential precinet. The ‘expansion of the
ACU represeénts a' bl h of ‘residents® rights. 1o 'the quxet en;oyment of theif
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 ineeting 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 1o express. and frave their views. and
concerns addressed and considered. At-best; the ACU's consultation Is merely
an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information the ARUP report analyses -out- of -date- data. relating to student
nuribers in 2008 and 2009. This. is 2012, The report was prepared on 14
December 2011, yet there is fio-analysis of student numbers in either 2010’ or
2011. Why and how -can & plan with: stich significant and negative impact on
residents not be subject of up:to date sttident information.

- The ACU is sited on & hectares of land in a résidential area. The curreni land is
totally inadequate for the expansion-objectives ofthe ACL and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney
and Maequarie University. .

- Barker Road s a local road = the. Coungil statés 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 local stréets of Strathfield.

- ARUP -acknowledges the positive: degision of the ACU not-to provide adequale
site parking and notes: that while the parkmg increase proposed appears
substantial, it is inadequate.

- Therconcept plan by the ACU will not minimse the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

- The concept plan also fails to maintain @nd enhance the character of the exsstmg-
built environment and will not be a; sympa!hetsc treatment of the historical site —
fact such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the: ACY proposal, The misinformation, use of out
of date:student. mformation the ‘errors -and deficie Cles in‘the analysis presented by the ACU
and its consultants mean that no reasonable lecisi n‘;maker could-make a valid decision in
support of the proposai ¥ 1Ehese Teasons-alen not sufficlent for the: proposal 1o be
deolined; it'should be declined on the fact that the ACU is:situated on:a mere:5 heclares; has.
buiidings of historical _srgmf;oance and will seean erosion RR-green space and not have
-comparabte or-adequate’ student. Jang ratio and because the ACU has failed to- adeguately.

engage with: ihe commumty

‘We confirm that we have miads no:réportable political donations:in the previous two years..

Yours faithfully,

-DF-.FEOdér'iék" o



6" March 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment:

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir,

Miss Jessica Kuc
6 Newton Road
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

Re:  AUSTRALIAN GATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP1 0_0231

As resndents of Strathfield ‘and residents directly affected by the operation.of the Australian
Catholic University (ACH): expanszon proposal, we: write to lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. “We stmngly urge the Department and Minister to decline the-proposal. '

Key reasons for objec.tin_g tothe Concept Plan are-as. follows:

- The -'pr'op‘os‘ai tie't’r-ao‘és*from '-the-character-'of-ihe surrounding residential.precingt.

- It dlmzmshes the privacy - “of local. reSIdents by including new 3 and 4. storey
bwldmgs near the bcundary of the ACU and. Barker Road.

- The Nenghbourhood Pohcy included in the proposal fails o addfess the: parkmg,
traffic and other amem‘{y tmpacts onthe: nesghboufhood

- Th_e_AGU S lack of lntegratton with the:logal community s hlghiaghted by its wilful

.Enwronme

or;gmai pla nn . approvais and Orcier of the 5'1_‘ nd and

nelghbaurh_ ‘_d_ _ébnt}ary to: the mtentrons underiymg the approval

- The:
: 'assumptzon 4
completely invalidate
consultants: The P
related. impagts ©

ACU. ‘represents -

propertiesiand wil _urther mterfere wuth thieir safety, peace and canvemen'{:e

Droj osa!*contalns:mvalad parking arid. traffic ‘analyses dite to-an mcorfec‘;_'-
jon to growth in-student:numbers: The: {i .

‘the: conclusions reached by the’ umversny
wilk have substantlal traﬁ‘%c parkmg and ot e




- The ACU's consultation with the local community- has been inadequate. The
ACU's.-selective ‘provision: of information to @ handful of residents was not
comprehensive. . ‘More: recently, the-ACGU's -attempt &t 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 tlckmg the-boxes, .

- Information ‘the ARUP report analyses: out of date data relating to student
numbers - in 2008 an ;_2009 This is 2012, The report was prepared on 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 impsct on
residents not be subject of up o date studentinformation.

- The ACU is sited-on 8 hectares of land ih a residential area, The current land is
foially madequate forthe expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between ‘the University of Western: Sydney .
and Macquarfe UmverSJty

.. Barker Road is'a’ tocal road =the Council states that the volume of traffic should.
not exceed 4.000 per day What the ACU propasals will see further intolerable
and dangerous traffic conditions in that' street and local streets of Strathfield. -

~ ARUP acknow%edges the positive ‘decision- of the ACU not te provide adequate'
site parking “and. notes: that while ‘the parkmg increase proposed. appears
substantial ‘it is: madequate

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

- The concept:plan als “fails to maintain and enhance the character of the EXIsttng
built environmentand will not-be a sympathstic.treatment of the historical site = in
fact suchover deve opment will destroy the. heritage character,

The Department and. Minister should_ re;ect the ACU: proposal. The. misinfornation, use of out:
of date stident mformat;on th el and‘deficiencies in the. analysis presented by the ACU -
and its. consuitants mean that:no reas ___abie decnsmn maker could make a: vahd decaslon in

cémparable OF adeguate student:w_ Jand: ratio and because the ACU has fa:ied to adequately‘“
engage. with the commun:ty '

We Gon'ﬁrm_'that-Wé:haye;made'jn__o_ fg_;'qp'rt_ajbi_e.pdiitica'l_do_n‘a’iigns?in the previous two years:

Yours fajthfully,

Miss Jéssica Kuo



DrDick Kuo
9'Wallis Aveniie
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

Mr Mark:Brown:

Major Pro;ects Assessment’
Depaitmentof Planning and infrastructire
GPD Box 39

SYDNEY' NSW- 2001

De.a'r!:Sffr:_,?
Re: - AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: M P10.0231
As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the. ‘operation of the: Australian.
Catholic University {ACU) expansion proposal, we write 1o lodge ‘our objection: 1o the abave.
Concept Plan. We. strongly urge the Department and Minister 1o dec]me the: proposai
Key,reasm_s_ --fpr.-obj_e'ctmg tothe -G_pncept Plan are as follows.___

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding résidential precinct

1t diminishes ‘the privacy. of local residents: by mcludmg new. 3 ‘and 4. storey-
bu dings inear the boundary of the ACY and Barker. Roaci

= _The Neeghbourhood ‘Paficy - mcluded in the proposal falis to- address the parking,
1 nd other amemty tmpacts onthe. nelghbourheod

'neighbourhood contrary 1 the untentaons under‘ ingthe: :

. The: proposal containg: invalid parkmg and traffic analyse:
: iy relation to growth-in “student.
ely: _mvalldates the conclusions rea
nts, The proposal ‘will-have: substantuai I
pacts: on fhe surrounging. residential’ preci
gsents @ breach of residents’ r:ghts :
s and will further: interfere with their: safety peace and:conveniense

' analyszsr
ty ‘and. its
th amemty




- “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
'comprehenswe ‘More- recently,. the -ACU’s attempt at ‘consultation. via. the
distribution of a Flyer and the holding of 2 meeting at short notice does Aot refiect
on the ACU's bona fides in seeking to consult with affected residents.and in:
prowdmg an opporiun;ty for res:den’fs to express and have iheir views-and
concerns addressed and considered. At best, the ACU's consultation is mersly
an.exercise of ticking the boxes

- Information the ARUP: report - analyses out of dale data. relatmg to student
numbers: in 2008 and. 2009. This is 2012. The report was-prepared on. 14
December: 2011, yet 1I:herr—;* is no analysis of student numbers.in either 2010 or
'20_11 Why and how can a plan ‘with such significant and negative impact-on:
.rlei_s..i(:ie_nts_ not be subject of up fo date student information,

- The. ACU is-sited on 5 heptares of Jand in a residential area. The. current-land is
totally madequate for the expansion’ objectives of the ACU and it does not provide.
‘equitable student to tand ratio, say- between the University: of Western Sydney
and. Macquaﬂe University.

- Barker Roadisa. focal road - the Council states that the volume. of: traffic should
not-exceed’ DOD per day. What the ACU proposals will sge further intolerable -
'and dangerous traffic conditions in‘that street and local streets:of Strathfield.

- ;ARUP acknowiedges the positive decision of the ACU -not to provide- adequate
site: parking ‘and notes that while ‘the- parking increase proposed ‘appears:
‘substantial, itis- madequate

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

- The conceptplan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the emstmg
buiitenvironmeni and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site ~
fact such over development will destroy the heritage character. '

The Departmentand: Mlmster should reject the ACU-proposal, The misinformation; use of out
of diate student information, the errors‘and deficiencies in the ahalysis presented. by the ACU:
and its; consuitants me‘an that no reasonable ﬁeclsmn makez’ could make a valid. decasmn in
stipport of:: ap

dechned it

We :_c'or;fi_bm_ei_th_a't]w;a_' :ha’y_é_::_mad_e noreportabie political donations inl the previous twoyears.

Yours faithfully,

R P P L Tk AT S R

Dr Dick Kua

T



Mrs: Ramona Kuo
) Wallis Avenue
STRATH_F%_E_LD N_S_W 21365

6™ Narch 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Ma_;or Projects Assessment

Depaitment of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dedr Sir,
Re:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231
-As residents of Stra‘{hfueid and- residents directly aﬁected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University {ACU) expansion. proposal, we write to lodge-our objection to the: above
Congept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Mmtster to decline the:proposal.
Key.ireas'ons for _ob_j_e._c%i_njg to the'-c:onc'ept Plan are as follows:

= The proposal detracts from the character of the suirounding ;r‘e,s'id_e_n_tgai precinct,

o It diminishes the pnvacy of local residents: by mcludmg riew 3, and 4 storey
bundmgs near the boundary: of the ACU and Barker Road.

v ~The. Neaghbourhood Policy mciuded in the: proposat fails to address the parkmg,
fraffic-and cther amensty Jmpacts on the nelghbourhood

- The ACU's Jack of miegratlon with ‘the Eocal commumty is; h:ghlsghted by its. wilful
and: Order ‘of the ‘Land .and

breaches of its: or;gmal ‘planhing appro
Environment Court.  The ACU's act ave mapacted negatively -on the
nesghbourhood contrary tothe intentions | nderlyung the approval.

ACU represents a breach Of" 'remdents to thé'quzei emoyment of thew
_pmpernes and will further: interfere with their saféty. ‘peace and convenience.




- The ACU's consuitation with the local community: has been ‘inadequate. The
ACU's selective provzsnon of information to a. handful of residents was not
comprehensive. More recently, the ACU's attempt at consultation. via. the
distribution of @ Flyer and the holding ofa. 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 ttckmg the boxes.

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

- “The ACU is sited on 5Hactares of land in a residential. area. The'current land is
totally inadequate for the.axpansion objectives of the: ACUL. and it does not provide
equitable student to land. ratio, say between the Umversnty of Western-Sydney

and Macquarie University,

“ ‘Barket Road.is-a Iocal rpad — the Councl si:at_e' ‘that the volume. of traffic should
not exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU. proposals will see. further intblerable.
and dangerous traffic condmons inthal street and. loca! stfeeis of Strathfield.

+ .ARUP -acknowledges the. positive. decision . of the. ACU not to’ provide. adequate
site. parking and notes. that while the parklng lncrease proposed ‘appears
substantlal itis madequate

w The. concept p!an by the ACU will not minimse the’ impact on iraffc and. parklng or
reszdents

The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance. the character of the ex1simg
built-environment and-will not be a: sympathetqc treatment of the historical site —
fact such overdevelopment will destroy the heritage character '

The Department aﬁd Mamster should reJect the ACU propesa% The misinformiation, use-of out
th aiysns presented by the: ACU.
and its: consultants mean that 1o reasonabe decas:on mak uld:make a:valid: decision. in

suppert of: ihe proposai Ef these reasons alone are not; uffictent: for-the: proposal 1o be
,Viu_ ited on.a mere: 5:hecteres has

: pen-green.sp :
comparabie or adequate student iand ratio and because the ACU has failed to adequaﬁely:
engage w1th the communxty

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

Yours faititully:

Mrs Ramona Kuo
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Mr-Mark Brown.

Major Projects Assessinent

Depardment of Pla ;nmg and !zafﬁ“astm?tu;@
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2007

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: ﬁﬁ?ifﬁ 0231

A residents of Strathfisld ang Tesidents directly affected'by the aperation of th@ Augtralian
Latmim University (ACUY. mpans;ori proposal, we write 1o edge our objectior 1o the abova
*:‘s:xm@;taf: Plan, We. ahangiy urgethe Department and Minister to decline the’ proposal.

Keay reasons for ija'c-_ﬁﬁg tothe Concapt Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts fiom the character of the surrounding residential precinct

It-diminishes the privacy of locat r@s;dams by including new 3 and 4 siorey buildings
nearthe boundary of the: AC:U on Barker Road,

- The Ne;ghbourhaod Poiicy sncluded in the proposal fails to. address the parking.
traffic and othes amenity impacts o the neighbolrhosd.

- ?‘he ACU s §ack of niegratson wrih ihe iocai cemmunsty is hzqhhgh%&zd by rts wsiful

~sei,_
More: reoc,ntéy, iha ACU (3 attempi: at con%ulia% fon: ma thsa d:atrsbumra of a Fiy&r and

the-holdi ing of & mestingat stiort notice does 1ot refiet:t ofithe AGU 4 bo nafidesit
seeking (o consult with-affected residents and in providing an opportunity for:




residents to express-and have their views and wncems addressad and considered.
Al best, the ACU's consuliation is merely an exerdise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009 This is 2@12 The report was pr{.paled 14 December 20?1 yat
there is no analysis of siident numbers i -either 2010 0f 2011, Why and how cana
plan with such sig ”ﬁﬁ(;a;m_ and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to

date student information, -

The ACL is sitedon 5 heotares ofland in & résidential'area. The current land is
totally inadequate. for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does nict provide
equitable student toland rat;o say between the Umversuty of Western Sydney and

Macguarie Unwersfiy

Barker Road is a logal ;oad ~the Counci! states that the volume of iraffic sheuid not
exceed 4,000 per day What ﬁ;he ACU: proposals will see further infolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions: inthat street and the local streets of Strathfield..

- ARUP acknowledges the: pcssrtlve decision of the ACU not 1o provide adﬁquaie oh
site parking and hotes that whﬁe the parking increass proposed appears sui::sstanﬁai it

s Inadequate, _

- The concept _p_fas"a_'-b'y_-{he‘ﬁﬁi}jwi!E_ not tiinimise the impact on traffic and parking or
rasidents.

- The concept plan also fas{s io mamm n-and enhance the character of Ehe exmimg Built.

environment and will not bea syr“pathetio treatment of the historical site ~ in'fact:
such over development will desiroy the herifage character

The E)epartment and M;mster f-shouid reje;:t the ACH proposal, - The misi ﬁfcrmatfon use of
out c‘? date student mf@r‘mamn the, _ 'rs and deficiersc; aa n tha analymg presented by iﬁe

declslan n suppm‘t Df th@ propasai !f these reascan% alane ar{a raoz :»uﬁ‘ic*seni’ for the propos.ﬁi
to be declined, it should be: ciecim' d.on the fact: that the ACU s sitlated ona mere 5

ﬁectares has bundzngs of histc ) tgn ’f‘icanme aﬂd will'see anerosion of opam-c;rean $péce
and Hot have: ‘comparable or: ate student: fand ratio and: bacausa the ACU hagfailedio

adeguately: engagad viith the: wmmumty

We confirm that we have mads no reportable political donatiohis in the previous two years:

Yours falthfully -,




/),/ q\
i Q?éf/f‘“ /

oy

Resident’s Address ¢ Floremas 517
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Mr Mark-Browr
Ma;er Pm}ec" -Assessment
[}@par‘tment of: PJaﬂnmg ang %nfraﬁtructwe
GPO-Box 38
SYDNEY NSW 2007

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO! -MP10_0231

As eemdents of “a‘trathﬂefd ‘and residents dir ecﬂy affectad by the: cperaﬁm of the Australian
Cathollc: i)nwerssty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to %odge BUr ob}@rtmn o the shove
i:,_enc__c}pt Plan. W_e__st; ongly urge the Departiment and Minister to ;i_ec.i;_ne the proposal.

Key reasonsfor objecting to the Concept Plan are as follows
The proposal detracts from the character of the 'swro'undi'ng residential pracinet

-l diminishes the privacy of local ramdeni« by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings:
nearthe bolndary of the ACU on Barker Road.

“ The Ne;ghboumood Poiwy mrfuded in. &he proposa! fa;ia {0 'address the parkmg!

-cm irha ""urroundmg rsssdenisai pr&%c:mct
‘breach of residents! rigt
interfere with their safety paaca ami conven eence

The: ACU 's consuitaiwn wath the ioc:al cemmumw haa been_ xnad&quai’e The ACU s

selective pro

More recently, the ACU 1sUliatic 2 :
the hol dmg ofa meetmg af: shorif ﬂOi’iC dass not reﬂec;_ on tﬁe AGU 3 bmna fides in

se@kmg to ceﬁsult w;ih affec:iecé resi dents arzd it prowdmg an oppsﬁumty for




residents 16 express and have thelr visws and concerns addressed and considerad,
A best, the ACU's consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes,

Informationin the, ARUP repnn anaiyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008, and 2008, Thisis 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yat
there s no ana]ys s of student nunibers in either 2010 or 2011 Why &nd how can &
plan wﬁ:ﬁ suc:h &1gmfscani‘ and négative impact on residents ot i:}e subject of up to

date student mfarmatm

- The ACU is: sxted on § heclares ofiand in-a residential area, The clirent land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectwes of the ACU and it doss not. provide
equitable sfudent to fand ratio, say-between the University of Wsstem Sydney and

Macguarie Umwrsrty

- Barker Rt;ad 58 Eaca! road - the Coundll states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4, GDO perday. Whiat the ACU pr oposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous: iraffic conditions in that street and the local streéts of: Sirathfield..

< ARUP scknowiedgea the positive deoxs ion of the ACU not to pmwde adequam on
site parking and notes: that. whx}e the parkmg increase proposed appears sui::stan‘hai #
is maciequai‘@

. "f he .cm_;:epﬁ._;::.!a_h;b'y“i:%fa‘ge ACU willnot minimise the impact-on traffic and parking or
residents. '

The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character Df the exzstmg built
environment and wslf ot be a sympathetic treatment of the histforical site —in fact
such over development will des*{my the heritage character.

The Department and Minister should rejectthe AGU proposal. The. misinformation, use of
out of dete student mfermetfen the effors-and: deficiencies in the anaiyats presem:ed by the
ACU and. lts consultants: megn that o reasanabie dec:stcm maker colld-ake a valid-
decision in supportof i sroposal Fthese regsons along arenot sufficient for the proposal
o hedeclingd, it should be deg s_ned on: the fact that the ACU ss s tuated on. a mere 5
hectares Hag build i¢]

and: n@t have GOMpa il dequate stud@nt éand f*atxe and because theA SU
adequateiy:a:ngagad-,_ \ thig community. h

"as fasied to.

W@ﬁconﬁrm:tnat we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two vears:

Yours faithfully
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Wir Mark: Brown
%\ssa_;(:;r Projedis Aesessrent
i}eparismm of Planning and Infrastruciure

}"’i} Box 35
YONEY NEW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC 'tﬁé?@?i?fﬁ??ﬁ??‘%ﬁ APPLICATION NO: MP40 0234
An résééi_@ﬂi& of Strathfield and residents di :"@my aﬂ@cim by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACL) sxpansion propesal, we.write 4o fcdge our ohjection 10 the above
sorpept Plan, We strongly ge e Depsitmait and Minister to decline the proposal.

Gonsen
Key reasons for objecting to the Concept’ ”gr"fﬁ areas ollows
The proposal detracts froi the cé*éa‘ifatiié?ﬁ-ﬂf-étﬁe surrpunding residential precinct
it »cﬁm;misme% the.pri vacy of logal resideris. by imiu{mm; new 3 and 4 storey ﬁus%dnu;a

near the boundary of the ACH on Batlker Road,
pr@poaal fails 1o atdress the parking,

The ?\!e;qhboumcad F"Q feyincluded in'ihe
traffic and otheramenity. mmzzcﬁ% an: the: ﬂﬁ?ﬁqhhﬂwhi}(}d

iack o mi@gratzcm wiith: x.h@ imza Eommunity is bighliahted by its witful
5, and.Order of the Lend and Environment
a*twe»%ly oh ihe neighbourhodd conty ary

The ACLIS
breanhes of 1t:a ol gl r*sai f}icﬂﬂfﬂ ng @
Court. The ACUs astions have: zmpact@d neg,

o the ntentiois: Lﬁ”%dﬁ’}ﬂ}fir‘}{} the appmva!
*fhc, t}i@gmﬁaﬂ {;emanﬁs mmkdipmcmg_«md’-t' *’"‘&c az‘za&y&e% d&i&? ic: aari zﬁcou@zﬂ

| ‘_.and r}tﬁ@r ameméy ;@Jdmcﬁ irnm@m
e expanmw {ff i fics Aﬁiﬁ mprmmmg a

"'ﬁect cm tha A(,;_ _*‘agbiém ’f(&% i

' 'ht; cimg Gf 4 e e‘im 'hm‘t ﬁ{:»‘hmn
sgeking to consy it thh affmt@d Tesl jdenis: mﬂd m pmwc& g an opportun ty for

%?-":z



residents 1o express and have thelr views and conserns addressed and considersd.
Al bez\sf" the ACLPS consulfation is mersly an exeitise of ticking the boxes.

information in thie ARUP report analyses aut-ofdate data re faling to student numbers
in 2008 and 2008, This s 2012, The reportwas p;”epafcad 14 December 2017 vet
thera is nd analysis of student numbers in sither 2010 0r 2011, Why and how can a
planwith such si gﬁﬁlCcﬁﬂf and negative impact onres idents not be sublect of up to

date student information.

Thie AGU is sited on 5 hectares of laihd :'inj.af-sfé;i_s;i_d_e_ntfai area. The current land is
totally inadeguate for the expansion objettives of the ACU and I does hot provide
colitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Westem Sydney and
Mavuuarie University.

Barker Road is @ local read - the Counsll states tha’f‘%h@ volume of traffic should not

exosed 4,000 per-day. What the ACU p?@posais will see further intolerable and
darigerous trafic conditions in that street arzcﬁ ih@ local streats of Strathfield.

ARUP scknowleddes the positive dedisionof the ACU not to provide adenuate on
mi@ parking and:notes that while the park] n@ mreave proposed sppears substantial i

s ﬁadaguaie

The concept plan by the ACU will not rf'éinirrg}i_'_s_e.t!ﬁé_{:%_mpai::'t an traftio and parking or
residenis, '
The concept plan also {an% fo maintain and enhande the character of the existing built

ehvironment and will not be @ swmpathwtsc irgatrment of the historical site = in fact
ai}ﬁh Gvar dm{mopmwm wifl destroy: ihe h@niag@ character.

This: Bapa rrnent and Minister.shotild: {%jﬁ(’f the AGU probosal:. The misinformetion, use. of
Butof date: Siuﬁemi infarmation: the errors and deﬁa;@n' ies inthe anal ysis. pregented my the
Aﬁw-ﬁa‘md ‘z s Bpnsultants mean thatne. r@%m:&‘bie decision mdkar mu%cé makeg valid:
BaisHinE upgwﬁ* of the ;:} opma% JE: ihm@ SEsan aloris aie not sufficiant for: the proposal
U.ﬁm -sstudwd w a mere 5

ad@quamiy :arégaqed with m c:ommumty
We confirn that we have made no reportable political donations i the prévious twa vears.

Yours falthiuly




Marram Rarhan
R&aﬁiﬁiﬁ%’t’h Adaress (f fﬁ{c,fe nee ‘yr
‘f:’(.?'ﬁ‘)f“{gcﬂ j\[ ot
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Mr Mark Brown

Majer Projecdis-fssessment
PDepartmeriof Planning aﬁd infraste uuuze
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNMIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0234

As residents of Strathfield -and ;eéident’@‘ directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University: (AGU) expanslon pmposal we write o lodge our objection to the.above
GConcept Plan: We'sh oﬂgfy uxcfe the: Depadment and Minister to dechn@ fhe ploposai

Key reasons for ab;ec;i;m_g_ .;toi-;the (;anept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrouinding residertial precingt

it diminishes the privacy of focal residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings:
near.the boundary of the AGU on Barker Road,

The ._N‘e'igﬁbﬁufho:o_d Policy incitided inthe proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other a?mé‘ﬁiiy-"'m;ﬁ"ac{s o the neighbourhood.
The. AGU 'stack of-'mi‘egra‘i;m with the logal mmmumty s highhghted by its-witful

brea{;hess; of its original ptan',_ g-apprcwaie and Order of the Land and: Erwrrorzmenf
g A CU?S actaons aye 1mpactes:i nagaimaiy onthe neighbourhosd contrary

i‘o tha mtentzans umderlymg the ap;ﬁraval

The.a pmpas&l -canta ns mvahd paz ktng_ and f;:*aff[c; ana%ysm due tc) an mcorfect

_. andful of reszdeﬂts was-;nai commehensw
3@14:&1:{0:1 wa thea d:s‘mbuﬁcn o{ 2. Flyer and



N

residents lo express and have theirviews and-concerns addressed and considersd,
At-bast, the ACU’s consultation Is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

infcrmatuon it the ARUP. report ahalyses: out of date data relating to student numbers

it 2008 4nd 2009. This is 2012, The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet

thera ig ho analysis of student ?}i,imb._ers ineither 2{}10 or 2011, Why and how can g
plan with such significant and negative ithpact on residents ot be subject of upto
date student information. o

The ACU is sited on 5 hectares-of land in a résidential area. “The current tand is
totally ingdequate for the e}:pansmrz a%:ﬁ;eachves of the ACU and it.does not provide
equitable student 1o land ratio, say betwseﬁ the University of Western Sydney and

Macquarie University.

‘Barker Road is a° iomi road - the Council states that the volume of traffic should not,

exceed 4; QDO per day. Whatihe. ACU' pmposa s'will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions inthat stre@i a;'zd the local sin ¢ats of Strathfield.

ARUF acknowledges the positive dacasson of the ACU notto provide adequate on
site parking and notes thatwhile: %he parkmg ingréase ;}mposed appears sub%?ant;a% it

is inadequate,

The concipt plan by the AGU will ot minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

The concept plan also fails {o mam%am andenhance the: character-of the: existing %:)wit;-

environment and will not be & sympatheﬁc treaimen‘i of iha his‘torma! site ~ i1 Tach:
such over development wm destroy the heniage sharacter.

'Tha eraﬁm@m and I\:‘hmst@; should reje :;the ACU’.pr@posai The 'nﬁisiﬁ'fbrma%sen uSe cﬂ’

adéqtiate iy engaged Wiih the‘z commumty. N

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

Yours faithfally

Maum’n Rarhant
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Resident’s &e:itimsza

Date /e B 72

Mr Mark Browr

Major Projects-Assessment

Depar tmentof Planning am:i infrastructure
GPO . Box 39

SYDNEY NSW. 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MB10 02319

As regidents of: Sérathﬂe!d and: res:dems directly affecied by the operation of the Ausirauara
Catholic Umversaiy {ACU} expansion proposal, we.write to. iodge Glr oizaec:im 10 the. abmfe
Lcnc:epi I"v"lam Wi strongly urge the Department and Minister to decling: %h? pmmsa

Key reasons for objecting TG the Coricept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet

- Hedim mshe&s the prwacy of. loﬁal resrdams by including new. 3. and4 storey. Buildin
nearthe boundaz'y of the. ACU on Barker Road.

- The N@Jgi’sbourhoed Pc}% oy mc:iuded inthe propoqa! fa:is 10 'adc:%mss sze parkmg
traffic ic and: othar amemty rmpacts on the - n@:ghbourheaci

T hs:a !\CU 5s iac,k Of miegrai;an w;fh the iocai wmmum&ty xs hlghng ﬁted by ﬁs w ﬁx%

_Z;g'é'eking?t@ conbu}f wﬂhaffeciad ras@ents and in provndmg an'c}ppnrtun fy:ft}f a



residents tp express aﬂd have theirviews and-concems addressed and’ wn.«s:uaied
Ab Hisst, ih@ ACH's consuhataor* ig merely an exercise of ticking the boxee;

infosmation inithe APUF’ Teport ahalyses out of date data rejeting to.student numbers
in 20{38 and 2009 Th;s i 2012 The report was prapared 14 Deceamb(,r 201? yei

plan w;.t_h suc_:h s__g‘r_n_tﬁ_c;am _a;}(._:i_ ne_gai_ v.e_a_tm mct_pn fesniemas not he subjep{'_la;jfttgp_z-sg
date studentinformation.

- The ACUTS sifed on B hectares of fand in a residential area. The curréntiand.is.
totally inadequale for the exparision objectives of the ACU and it does riot provide
euilitable siudem 1o ianr:i ratio, sy patween the University of Western $ydﬂey and
Macguatie Univer. sity:

Barker Road i is aloval road ~the Coundil states that the volume of traffie shiouid ot
excesd 4, G{)t} per day.. What the AGU praposais will see further intolerabie: and
dangerous traffic conditions it that strest and the local stieets of Strathfisld:

- ARUR: ackncwlﬁﬁége@ the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate o
site parking and. notes: tha‘% while the parking increase proposed appsars substamtsai it
s inadequate.

T h@ concept plan: by ihe: A(*U will hot minimise. the impact on fraffic and. parking or
residents:

Theconcept plan also fails to maintafn and enhance the character of the existing built
environment andwill not be s sympathetic treatment of the. historical site = m fact
such over deve?opment will destroy the heritage character.

Tha {Efeapartmanf and. Mimster should: re;eci the ACU proposal. Thc fisinformation; use of
mﬂ ef dat@ student-smformattan the encrs and desﬁc:enc»es in thex ana ysm presentad by the

{f ihese reasons aiane ar& ncﬂ: suff‘ ﬁent fos‘ the pr@pmal'
c%_r:m the fac‘i that the ACU as sﬂua%ad on a mer "-5'3

énd nat ha\zazco : ""aréblé dr*adequété. tudent iaﬁnd rat:o and bacause the AC{;} has faﬂed to
ad@quateiy engaged with the: commumty

We canfirm that we have mads no fep ortable political donations in the previos wo years.
Yours faithfily

G s i
&
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MeMark Brown

Majei‘ Projects Assessment
Daepariment of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 38: '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NOi MP10_0251

'AS res;dr«:«nt of Strathiield ‘and residents directly affected by the c}peratmn of the Adsiralian
Catholie University (ACUY expansion proposal, we write 1o lodge our ob;@cttcm tuihe above
Conbept Plan. We strongly wrge the Department and Minister to- decima he propossl.

Key rﬁaspna?’aﬁr -iq;_b{_jectmjg it the Concept Plan aré as follows:

¥

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential pracinet

- tdiminishes the privacy -off.iocaﬁ!.f@?idéhisxby ingluding hew 3 and 4 storey buildings
ngar the boundary of the ACU on. Barker Road.

= 'Théa Nei ghbourhaad Policy included in the proposal failsto address ;ha parking,
'hafﬂc andotheramenity impatts on the el ghbourhood '

Thig ACH & Jack-of tﬁteqratton with{he ocal communityds high ght@;ci by its wilful
'br@achas of ifs original planning, appmvais and Order of the Land and Envifonment
.f\:::uri: The: A{“U.:s_'actmns have impacied. nag&‘tweiy on, ih& ﬁexghbaurhood contrary:

fio) ihe ﬁta,ni ions uﬂderlysng the appr oval;

- The pmposai cottains invalid parking and: traffic: anezlysas due toan mconea,t
;asaumpt on m r&iatsﬁn i:o %lwe growi’h m st' ; '1mbens Tms faw in: i’he a m%;ﬂ

1¢a@kmg io consuit-wx%ﬁ aﬁeci’ed res;demé and m pmvsémg an appoﬁumty for



Fua

residents to express and have their views and concerns addressed and sonsidere
Al best, the ACU's consuliation & marely an exercise of tickis ag ihe boxes. '

“Information i the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating 1o student numbers
2008 and 2008, Thisis 2012, T He report was prepared 14 Decemiaer 2011 yet
there is noanal ysis of student numbers in either 2070 or 2014 Vhy and how.can &
plan with such s&gmficant and negative impact on residents ot be. subject of up o

date student information:

The: ACU issited on 5 hectares of land in a resldentsa[ ared. The cumentiand is
total Iy madaquaie for the expamsmn objectives of the A(‘U andit daes not provide
@qusiabl@ student fo Iand ratio, say-hetwsen the. Umversﬁy of Wesi:em SBydney and

Macguarie: Unwersrty

‘Barker R’oa’d’is 8 %Gcai'méd - ihe Council statés that thie volume f trafiic should not
exaeed 4, OE‘JG per day What the ;’»\CU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangsmus fraffic sonditions in that street and the local streets: of Strathfield

ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the &{,U notto prowde adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking i increase propuséd apg:rpars substantiaf it

i madequaie

The ‘concept plan‘hy the AQU will not-minimise the impact on fraffic and parking or
residems

Theconcept p!an alsofails to maintain and enhance the chatacter of {he existing built
.anwmmment andwilf not be a sympathetic treatment of the: historital site - in fact
such:over developmeni will -destroy the heritage Gharact@r -

The D&partmem ang’ i\ﬁimster should reject the ACL proposai Th@ mism‘i’ormahon use of
out of date student mformat;on the:érrors and deficiencies in the analysss,presented by the
.ACU and fte conwlta ts' raean that Ao reasonable decision akerco dmake & valid

_on n auppm of %he pmposai If these reasons alone are not sufficient for fh@ proposal
dec He c:fmad on ihe fac:t ihat %he ACU zs bttuaied or la:meze 5 ,
penigreen space
Q aci@czuate studént 3and ratw zmd iaecause ihe ACU has failed to

W_a -;:Qc}mfs'ﬁm;.ihat-we : a‘.ave-made-nc} reportable poliical donations in the previous fwe years,

Yours taithiily

FAnAN AN



_ Or Ming Ng
_ 87 Wallis:Avenue
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

8" March 2012

MrMark Brown,

Major Projects Assessment.

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO-Box'3g

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir,

AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY. APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

Re:

As: residents -of Strathfield and: remdents directly ‘affected by the: ope{atlon of the Ausirafian

Catholic: University {ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the ‘above.

Concept Plan. We:strongly urge the Department and Ministér to' decline the proposal,

Environment Court,  The -ACU's actions e

The proposal detracts from 't_he:(_:ha"r_'éb_té'r of the surrounding residential precingt.

1t diminishes -the privacy-of local Tesidents: by including .new 3 and 4: storey:
buildings near-the boundary: of the ACU ahid Barker Road. .

The: Neighbourhood Policy.included in-the proposal fails 10 ‘address the. parking,

traffic and other-amenity: 1mpacts onthe: nelghbourhood

‘The ACU's lack of mtegrahon with the focal commumty i5 highlighted by its' wilful -

Preaches -of its. -original planning approvals and’ Order of the Land and

neighbourhood contrary to the: interitions underiyingth >.approval.

The proposal contains: invalid- parking: and’ traffic analyses: due to an incorrect

assumption in: relation 1o growth in: student numbers The flawin the: analysis
completely . invalidates the: conclusions. reached by the unjversity and its:
consliltants. The proposal’ ihste it park

related” impagcts an the su

rking‘and other amemty
“The:expansion .of the

ACU represents a- breac s?f.fi'ghié
propertxes and-will further anterfere with their safety: peace: and convenience.

ve impacted: negatweiy ol the'- |

) 'theuguzet enjoyment: of their



- The ACU's consultatlon with the Jocal community has: been’ inadequate. The
ACU’s- selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not
ccamprehenswe More recently, the ACU's attempt at consultation via the
distribution of & Fiyerandthe hoiding of & meeti ing.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. consyltation is merely
an‘exercise of ficking the.boxes.

- 1nf0rmat|on the ARUP report analyses out of date: data relating to student
numbers in' 2008 and 2009. This Is 2012 The repon was. prepared ‘on 14
Deceniber 2011, yet there is. no ana;ysas of 'student numbers in ‘either 2010 0r
2011, ‘Why and howcan a pian ‘with such: Signlfxcant and. negatave impact on
residerits not be subject.of up to date studentinformation.

- The ACU s sited on 5 heclares ‘of fend ina res;dent;al ared. The current land s
totally inadequate for the expansmn objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student 1o land ratio, say between the University: of Western Sydney
and:Macquarie University,

- Barker Road isa local 1oad ~ the’ Councu states that the volume of traffic should
notexceed 4,000 per day What the. ACU propos “will see further intolerable
and. dangerous traffic.conditions in ihat streetand local streeis of Strathﬁeld

- ARUP acknowledges the posmve decision of the: ACU notto: provide. adequate
site parking @nd. notes that while ‘the parking: increase proposed appears
substantial, it is inadequale,

The: cohcept plan by the ACU will bt mlmmse the impact o traffic and parking or
Tesidents:

- The contept plan alsofalisio mamtam and enhance the charagter of the exnstmg
‘built environment and will notbe a: sympathetlc treatiment of the historical site ~
fabt stich over dévelopment will destmy the: hentage character

"osal The misififormation; use of out

The Depariment and Minister should reject the AU
i_ysss pre_senteq by the ACU

‘of daté studentinforimation, the errors and deficiencies
and its consultants: mean ‘that no reasonable decrs;on
support of the ‘proposal. 1f these- 18asons’
declinied, it should be declined on the fact that the.
bu:idmgs of historical-significance and will'see & ] : £

comparable” or-adequate student: land: ratfo and becauise: the ACU has faned to adequately

engage: “With the.community.

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

Yours faithfully;




DrWarren Kuo

67 Wallis Avenue.

STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

MrMark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning and infrastructure
GP0 Box 39 '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Deai 8Sir,

Re:

AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As tesidents of Strathfigid afid resmenis directly. affected by the ‘operation -of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansnon prcposal we write 10 -lodge our objection to the. above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting 1o the Concept Plan are as follows;

The praposal detracts from the charactér of the surrounding residential precinct.

It diminishes the: privacy of local residents. by including new 3 and 4 storey

buildingsnear the botndary of the:ACU and Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included-in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and ofher-amenity impasts on'the-neighbourhood.

The ACU's lack:of mtegrat;on With the focal community-is-highlighted by its: wﬂful
breaches - of: it .original. planning - approvais and “Order. of the Lahd .and

EnvironmentCourt:  The *ACU's ‘actions ‘have. impacted negatwely on. the

nesghbourhood contrary to the Intentions underlying ihe approval,

The proposal contains invald: parkmg and: iraff;c ana¥yses dye:to an.incorract

assumption in-felation-to growth in-student-numbers. The flaw:in. the ana%ysss‘:
completély invalidates: the: conclusions “reached by - the: umversaty and s,

consultants, The: proposaf_wﬂl have: substantial traffic, parking and other: amenity-

related impacts ‘of - the 'urroundmg.rasndentlal precinct, The expans;on ofihe:

ACU. represents a bigach of residents! rights fo the- qulet ‘enjoyment:'of theit
propertues andwill further interfere with:their satety, peace and convenience:



- The ACU's consutiation with the local community has been inadequale. The
ACU’s selective provision of information to a handful of residents was not
comprehensive.  More recently, the ACU's -attempt-al consullation 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 the -ARUP report analyses: out ‘of date data relating to student
numbers in 2008 ‘and. 2009, This'is 2012, The teport was. prepared on 14
December 2071, yetthere is no.analysis of student numbers in either 2090 or
2011. Why and how:ean-a plai with such significant and negative impact on
residents not be:subjectof up 1o date student information.

- The ACU is sitedon B jh'e_ctares__.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 Sydnay
and Macquarie University.

- Barker Road is @ local road ~ihe 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's‘treet_'-aﬁri_ local streets of Strathfield.

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

- The concept plan by the ACU wil not_min'imse_-.’ﬁhe;impac_t on traffic and parking or
residenis. ' -

- 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 .o_ver'-dev.elg_pmeniwn_l destroy the hertage:character.

The Department-and Minister should ‘rejectthe ACU propesal. The misinformation, use.of out.
of date student information; the erors and:deficiencies in the analysis presented by the ACU
and its. constitants mean that no.reasonable decision maker conld make .a valid degision in.
support-of the proposal. If these réasons salone are not sufficlent for the proposal to be
declined, it shiould be'declined on-the factthat the' ACU is situated on a mere 5 hectares, has
buildings of historical significance and will ses an'ero ‘of tpen-green space and not have
comparable or adequate student: land ratic-and because the ‘ACU has failed to adequately:-
‘engage with the.community.. ' ' '

We confirm that we ‘have made noréportable political donations in‘the previolis two years:

Yours faithfully,

S

Dr-Warren Kuo.



Miss E!lzabeth Yie
35'Marion Street
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

MrMark Brown =~

Major Projecis Assessmant &
Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39 . '

SYDNEY ‘NSW 2001

Dear Sir,

Re:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10.0231

As reszdents of Strathfield anhd résidents directly affected by the Operatlon of the Australian
Catholic: Umvers;ty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to-the above-

Concept Plan. We strongiy urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.
Key reasons for -o_bje.ct_ing 1o th_e-Go_nce_pt 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-

bund;ngs nearthe boundary ofthe ACU and BaikerRoad:

" The: Nelghbourhood Poflcy included in the propcsal fails to address e pal king,
trafﬁc and:other: amenity.impacts on the neighbourhood,

- The. ACU's Aack of integration with the focal community -i$ Aighlighted:by ifs wilful

breaches of s origing] planning . approvals ‘and Qrder of ‘the’ Land-and’
Epvironment: Court The ACU's “actions -have impacted. negatively- on the-

nerghbourhood contrary to: the'intentions underlying the. approvai

- The proposal containg invalid: parkrng -and traffic analyses due fo-an incormect

a_ssumption'm ;e!ataon to: growth an student numbers The flaw in the anaiysas*

‘prdperﬂes and w:!i further mterfere wi th their safe:y peace and convemence

e S
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- The ACU's: copsultation with the local community has been inadequate. The
ACU's selective: prowszon of information to a handful of residents was not
comprehenswe More tecently, the ACU's -attempt-at consultation via the
distribution:of @ Flyerand the holding of 4 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..

- fnformatlon the ARUP report ‘analyses out of date data relating fo student
numbers in 2008 .and 2009, This is 2012 The report was prepared on 14
December 2011, yet there is nio analysis of student numbers in-either 2610.or
2011, Why and how-can @ plan with such significant and negative 1mpact O
residents not be subject of up to date student information.

~ The:ACU i's sited-on & hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
tota!ly madequate for.the:expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not:provide
equitable student 1o fand ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney
and Macquarie University:

- Barker Road is & local road — the Council states that the volume of traffic should
not-exceed: 00 per day. What'the. ACU.proposals will see further intolerable
and dangeraus lraff[c conditions:in that street and loca! streets: of Strathﬁetd

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to- prowde adequate'
site “parking: and notes that while. the parking increase proposed appears
substantlai itis madequate

- The: concep% plan bythe ACU wifl: not minimse the smpact on traffic and parking or
residents;

- The concept plan also fails to°maintain ‘and enhance the character-of the ex;stmg .
built'envirenment. and will not be a sympathetic treatment of fhe. historical site ~
fact such over development will destroy the: hentage character

The Department and_M Ster” should rejectthe ACU proposal The:misinformation; use of out
on the errors and: deﬁclenc;es in the anaiys:s presented by ihe ACU

comparable of adequat student iahci fatio and because the ACU has falled to adequate!y:,
engage with.the. community,

We confirm that we have made no refortable political donafions in the previois two years:

Yours Taithfaliy,

Wiss Elizabeth Yes-



Miss Stephanie Yee
35 Marion Street
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

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: 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 and 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 undetlying the approval.

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to an incorrect
assumption in relation to growth in student numbers. The 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 communily has been inadeguate. The
ACU's selective. provision of information to ‘@ handfui of residents was not
'comprehenswe Mare recently, the AGU's attempt at consultation via the
distribution of & Flyef and the holding of a meeting at shoit notice does.not reflect
‘on ‘the ACU’s" bona fides. in seeking to consull with affected residents and in
'pm\ndmg ‘an: opportunity for residents to express and have their views and
concerns addressed and considered. At best, the ACU's: consultauon is merely
anexercise of ficking the boxes.

- lnformatlon the AARUP report analyses out of date data relating to ‘student
AUmbeErs in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012, The report: was prapared on 14
December 2011, yet there is. no analysis of student numbers in éither 2010 or
2011 Wiy and how can -a plan with such s&gmﬂcant and negatwe lmpact on

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential-area; The:cufrentland is
totally inadequate forthe expansion objectives of the: ACU and it does not provide
‘equitable student to jand ‘ratio, 'say between the Umversﬂy of Westem Sydney
and Macquarie University.

o Barker'Road-is @ local road ~ the Council states that the volume of traffic should
not exceed 4,000 perday. What the ACU proposa!s Wil see furiher intolerable
and dangerous trafﬁc conditions in that street and local streets of Strathfield.

< . ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to. provide adequate
$ite. parking ‘and notes. that while the parking’ mcrease proposed  appears
substantfal itis'inadequate.:

~. The concept plan by the ACU will notminimse the impacton ‘traffic and parking or
'reSlder‘ts

- The concept plan‘also fails to maintain and enhance the:character of the emstsng
‘built-environment and will notbe a sympathetic-tteatrent of the historical site ~
fact'such-over development will destroy the hemage character

The: Department and Minister should reject the: ACU proposai The: "'smformahon use:of out
of date:student information, the errors and deficiencies in the: analys presented by the ACU
and xts consu?tams mean that nd reasonabie decision maker could make a valrd decsszon n
he. proposal If these reasons alone. are ot Suff 1€
ould be declined on the fact that the. AGU s situated.on. a mefe ctares ‘has:
torical significance and ‘will see’an erosionof open-green space and: not have
equate student: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to adeguately
* ommumty

We confirm that we have made no repoftable political donations in the previous two yeafs,

Yours faithfuly;

'Niiss ‘Stephanie Yes \M/



Ms Vanessa Yee
_ 35.Marion Street
STRATHFIELD NSW 2135

6" March 2012

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: MP10_0231

As resu:ients of Sirathﬂeid and residents directly: affected by the. operatlon of the Ausfralian
Catholic Umversuty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above
Coricept Plan. ‘Westrongly urge the Department; ancf Minister'to decline the: proposal,

Key reasons for objecting to the Conceptf.PE;gh-a're-asj:fol_lo'wSt

Thie proposal detracts from .the.cha?élc’te'f-..df the surrounding residential precinct,

it diminishes the privacy of local res;dents Dy mcludmg new 3 and 4 storey
buildings near the boundary of the ACU and:Barker Road.

The: Neighbourhood Policy inclided in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacis oh the ne:ghbourhood

The ACU's-lack of integration:with'the lacal commumty is highlighted by its wilful-

breaches. -of its  original plénning approvals. and. Order -of the Land ang
Environment Colit.  The AGU's ‘actions have: 1mpacteci negatively on the
nelghbourhoc)d contrary fo the. intentions. under!yang the-approval.

The proposal ‘contains invalid parkmg and: traffic analyses due to an incorrect

assumption:in: refation ‘to”growth in:st numbers.. The flaw: in. the. analysis

completely  invalidates the: conhchusio

consultants. The proposal willhave siibst Iitraffic, parkmg and -other amemty—

related impacts. on the surrounding residential precinct.  The ‘expansion’ 6f ‘the
ACU. represents ‘. breath of resids

nghts tothe guiet enjoyment of their
properties and will further interfers with their safety, peace and convenience.

ached. by -the 1niversi ity and its

/
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B The ACW's consultation with the Jocal communsty has been inadequate. The
ACU's selective ‘provision of ‘information to: a. handful of residents was not
'comprehenswe ‘More recently, the -ACU'S atiempt ‘at consultation via the
distribution of a Flyer and the holding of a meeting at.short notice does not reflect
on thé ACU's bona fides in seeking to consult with affected residents and in
providing an opportumty for residents to express and have their views and
concerns addressed and considered. At best; the-ACU's consultation is merely

an exercise of ficking the boxes.

- Information- the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student
numbers in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012. The report was prepared on 14
Decemnber 2014, 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 mformatlcn

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in & residential-area, “The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU:and it does not provide
equitable ‘student to. Tand ratio, say between the’ Umversnty of Western Sydney

and Macquarie University.

B Barker Roadis a local road — the Coungil states that the volume of traffic should
not-exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposa?s will 'see further intolerable
and: dangerous trafﬂc condmons in‘that' street and local: streets of Strathﬂeld

., ARUP acknowledges. the positive decismn of the ACU not 1o. provide adequale
site parking and notes that while. the parkmg increass proposed appears
substantiaf itis. madequate

- The concept’ plan by-the ACU will not mmsmse the impact ori traffic and parking or
residents.

- The concept plan aiso fails to maintain and ‘enhance the character of the ex:sung
built environment-and. will notbea sympathetm {reatment of the- historlcal site -
fact:such over: development will destroy. the heritage. character

Th_e Bepartment and Mmaster shouid reJect the. ACU proposai Th ' ""Smfo‘rmatic_m ‘use o’f out

ngs of "hisioncal s&gnsf’ icance and will sesan erosion Zf~:-open¥green space'and not have.
arable or adequate: student jand: ratio and because the ACU has failed to adequately

,f.{’h the community;

We confifm that we have made no reportable palitical donations in the previous twWo years.

Yours faithfally,

Ms Vahessa Yee
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Resident’s Address

Date 7z / 5/2 i

SO,

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: MP10_0231
As residents of Strathfield ahd: res&dents directly affected by the operation of the Austfai[an

Catholic: Umverssty {ACL) expansson praposal we write to lodge our ohjection to the above
Concept Plan, We strongly: urge the Depar*tment and Minister to dechne the proposal.

Key reasons for-objeciing to'the--c_:oncjapt F’E_an are as foliow_s_:
- Theproposal defracts from the character of the surrounding residential precingt

- It-diminishes the privacy of Ioca! resrdents by including new.3 and 4 storey bu:fdmgs
near the boundary.of the: ACU on Barker Road.

+ The nghbourhood Policy: mciudeci in: the. proposal fails to address the parking,
traffic and other amenity’ tmpacts onthe neighbourhicod:

- The: ACU s fack of mtegrahon with the focal commumty is highﬁghted by-its wilful-
breaches: of its-onginal: planning @pprovals and: Order of the: Land and Environment -
Colrt, T he ACU's gction ‘impacted. negatwely ofi:the nelghbourhood contrary

1o the intentions underlylng thé approvai

- The proposal containg ihvalid parking and traffic-analyses due to-an incorret
assumption in relation to the growth'-m student: numbers. This ﬂaw in the anaiyms
comptetely invalidates the:co ions reached by the: umversnty and s consultants:
The. proposat-w_ have substantial: afﬂc parkmg and othar amenity- reiated imp ts:
on'the surrounding: fesident] al precmct The expansion of the ACU represents a:
breach of residents rights: to the quiet enjoyment: of thisir properties and will further
interfere with therr safety, peace. and convenience,

- The. ACU $ constitation with the IocaE cemmumty has been: madequate The ACU's.
sefec%sve 'prowsien of mformatton to7a handfil of résidents was not comprehensive..
. 2 ACU's atten nsultation via the: distribution of a Flyer and
ihe ho!dmg of a meetmg at stiort otice doesnot refléct oh the ACW's bona fides in.
seeking to censuit with:affected residents and in providing an eppcsrtum%y for




residents to express and have their views and concerhs addressed '_and considered.
Atbest, the:ACU’s consultation'is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data retatmg to student numbers
in 2008:and 2009, This is:2012. The reportwas prepared 14 December 2011 yet
theri is no analysis of student numbers'in either 2010 6r 2011. Why-and how ¢an a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to

date student information.

- TheACUissitedon 5. hectares of Jand;i i a residéntial area, The current land is
totally inadequate for the expanston objectwes ofthie: ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio; say between the Ul_‘)F_VETSR_y. of Western Sydney .and

Magcquarie University.

- Barker Roadis a local road —the Council states that the volume of traffic should 1ot
exceed 4, 000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see fiirther intolerable-and
ci_angerous traffic conditions in‘that ,s_t_teet ‘and the:local strests of Strathfield.

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

is madequate

- Theconceptplan by the ACU will not minimise the: 1mpact on traffic and parking or
residefts,

- Theconcept plan also fails to maintain and enhance’ the character of the emstmg bl
environment and will not be a sympathettc freatment: of the historical site —~in fact
such over development will. destroy the hemage character

‘The Department and Minister should reject the: ACU proposal The: mlsmformaiion use of
outof date-student: information, the errors: and: def:c;encnes in the ahalysis presernted’ bythe
ACU and its'consuitants meah that:no. reasonable deczsmn maker could make a valid
decision i support.of the: proposai if these reasons alone arenot sufﬂcrent for the. proposal
tobe decimed it should be declined on thefact jat.the ACU is situated on.a mere. 5
hectares, has buildings of: hlstomal sxgmﬂcance and will see anerosion of: open-green space

and not have comparable o adequate student: land ratio; and because the ACU has failed to-
adequate V. engaged with'the: commumty ' _

We ‘confirm that we have made n.Q_'rép;Dﬁi?cabie political donations in r'fhe.'j;.\;r'ejvious two years.

Yours faithfully
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Resident’s Address

Date /o/),/% b

)

ir-Mark Brown

Major Projects-Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39. :

SYDNEY NSW. 2001

Dear Sir

RE: AUS_TRﬁLlﬁLNf‘G;Q,THOLIC.U_N_E:VERS{’EY:APPL!CATEON NO: MP10.0231

As residents of Strathﬂeid and residents diréctly affected by the operation of-the Australian
Catholic. Un;versﬁy (ACU} expansion: proposal, we write to lodge our: objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the E}epartmant and Mm!ster io decime the: proposai

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

The proposal defracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

it diminishes the privacy of Iocal res:dents by including new 3-and4 storey’ buﬂdmgs
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road,

The Nelghbourhood Po?;cy included in the proposai fails to address the: parkmg,
trafffc and other: amen;ty impacts on the netghbourhoad

The. ACU sﬁ.!ack of: lntegrataon with the local sommumty is hlghlsghted byits: wa[fui
breaches ] ts ongmal pfannmg approvals and Order of the Land and Enwmnmen’{

_assumption in rélatio:
:cempietely znvaizd" :

;breach of resxd.ents nghts to the qwei en;oyment of thelr prapertses and wali further
mterfere with their: safety, peace and convenience:

The ACU 's: consulta "on_thh the Iocal commumty has been maciequate The ACU S

| More recentiy, th_ U éttempt at consuftation wa the dlstnbutaon fo] a'E'Fiyer and
the: holdmg of a'meeting at short notice does mot reflect on the ACU's bonia. fides in
seeking fo consult wﬁh affected residents and in: prov;dzng an. oppartun:ty for

G oA
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residents to express and ‘have their views and .concerns addressed and conssdered
At best, the ACU's, consultat[on is'merely an.exercise of ticking the boxes.

information inthe ARUF’ report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers:
in 2008 and 2009 This i i8.2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is noanaly  of student numbers in-eithier 2010 or 2011. Why and how can'a
plan with such: s:gn:facant and negative impacton residents not be subjectof: up o

date student information.

The ACU is sited on 5. hectares of land in:a residential area. The currentiand is
totally inadequate:for: the' expanslon objectives.ofthe' ACU and it does not prowde
equitable student to land ratio, :say between the University of Western Sydney and

- Macquarie University.

- Barker-Road i§ alocal road - the Coungil states that the volume of traffic: should not
exceed 4,000 per: day What the ACU proposals will see further mtolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street'and the local streets of Sirathfi eld

- ARUP acknowledges the pos;twe decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
‘site parkmg and notes that while the parkmg increase proposed appears substantial it
i5. madequate

resudents

- The-concept plan also fails fo.maintain and enhance the character of the exustmg built
-environment end will not bed sympathetsc treatment of the historical sate “infact
such over developmem will: destroy the herltage character.

The: Department and. Mmsster shsulci rejsctthe ACU. proposai The mlsmformat:on useof
out of date student. mformatfon ‘the erfors-and deficiencies in the analysis presented bythe
ACU and its: consuitants mean that no: reasonable decision maker ‘could make g valid.
demsron in support of the propesal Hihese reasons alone are not sufficient: for the: proposa!
to'be declined. it should be: daclllned on the fact: that the ACU is s:tuated onamere: 5
hectares, has buﬂdmgs&of hts rical sugnmcance and will see an erosion of: opemgreen space
and not hava_. cle : e student: land ratio and because. the ACU has fa]ied to.

adequateiy QHQQQEdWIth'the cafnmﬁmty

~ We confirm that we have made no reportable political donaticns in the previous two. years:

Yours faithfully.
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-Resid'ent_’s _Addr.es’#
Date G % el

Mr Nark Brown

Majo __O}ects Assessment

Departmentof Planning and infrastructure

GPO Box 39 ‘

SYDNEY NSW. 2007

Dear Sir-
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP410_0231

As: res;dents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the. operatmn of the Australian
Catholic. Universsty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to lodge our ob}ectlora o the above
Conoept Plan: We strongly urge the Departmeni and Mmtster to’ dechne the pmposat

Key: :re_a_so_ng_‘fgr._:_o_bje__ctmg to the Qen_cept:P_Ean are as -fcf_l_ows:;
- The proposal defracts from the character of the surrotindingresidential.precinct

-t dfmimshes the privacy of local ras;dents by including new: B3and4 storey bua!dmgs
nearihe boundary of the ACU on Barker Roaci

- The Neaghbourhooci Policy included i the proposal. falfs toaddress %he parkmg,
irafffc aﬂd other: amemty fmpacts onthe nmghbourhood .

- The ACU s‘!ack af mtegratron WJth ihe iocal communsty if:‘_- hlghilghted by ;ts wnfui

:Couftu ”'The ACU S actrons have impacted nsgatlvely on the neighbourhood contrary
to'the intentions: under!ymg the. approval,

fﬁi have substantiai traffic parkmg an‘ ‘_ther amemty~related lmpacts:
eundmg residential pracmct The expansmn of the ACU represents:a

breac'h of 1 remdents nghts tothe: quiet emoyment of therr propemes and will farther
interfere thh thelr safety peace and: convemence

_ s_.not comprehenswa
‘bution of a Fiyer and

seekmg to %:o__,_ int w;th affected res;cients and in prowdmg an opportumty for



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

- informanon inthe ARUP report: anaiyses out of date data relating to student. numbers
in: 2008 and 2008. Thisis 2012. The report was prepared 14. December 2011 yet
there is no analysss of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011, Why and how- cana
plan with such mgmﬁcant and negatlve impact on residents not be subjectof- up to-
date student information.

The ACU 'lS_Z--SIted on & hectares of land in a residential area. The glirfent land is'
totally: inadequate forthe expans:on ob}ectwes of the ACU and it does not’ prowde
equ:tab estudentio {and ratio, say between the Universi ity of Wastern Sydney and

Macquarje- University.

- Barker. Road i i alocal road ~ the Coungil states that the volumeof traffic-should not
exceed 4, OOD perday. What the ACU proposals wilt see further intolerable and.
dangerous irafﬁc condatlons in that street and the local streets: of Strathf;eid

- :ARUP acknow edges the. posztwe decision.of the ACU not to prowde adeguate on
site parking: and notes that while the parkmg increase proposed appears substantial it
is: madequate

The:concept plan by the ACU will not:minimise the impact on traffac and parking or
reszdents

- The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the exist_ing-b.ui_!t
environmerit and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the' historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the heritage character.

The Department and M:’mster shouid reject the ACU proposal The mismformatuon use af

ol hsstancal &gmﬁcanoe and wa[ see.an; eroszon of open«green space
or adequate student. land-ratio and because the: ACU has failed to

'adequateiy engaged .Wlth the: community.

'W.e ‘confirm that we have made-ng reportable political donations i the previous two years.

Yours faithfully
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Resident's Address

Date & 72 (072

Mi* Mark Brown

‘Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPQ Box 39

SYDNEY. NSW 2001

Dear 5ir
‘RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLIGATION NO: MP10 0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents djrecﬁy affec!ed by the operation of the Australian
Cathoim University (ACU) expansion proposa! we write to’ iodge our ob;ectton tothe above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department’ and Mmister to'decling the proposal.

‘Key:reasons for objecting to the Concept Plan are-as _fo_ilows:_
- The.proposal deiracts from the c’haracter-of"%h'e surrounding residential precinct

+lt diminishes the privacy of. local resadenis by mcludtng new 3 and 4 storey buildi ngs
near the boundary of the ACU on- Barker Road.

- The Nelghbourhoad Policy-incltded in the proposal fans to-address the:parking,
traffic.and other. amen;ty |mpacts onthe netghbourhood

= The ACU's lack of integration with the local community | is htghhghted by its wilful
‘bredches ofits: original pEann;ng approvals and Order of the Land:and. Enwronment
-‘Court The ACU'S actions ‘have lmpacted negait\?e!y on {he" aelghbourhood contrary
'-i;a the: intentions underfy:ng the approva}

"The proposal contains invalid: parkmg and traffic analyses dug to'an incorrect
:assumption in relatcon to the growth ln student umbers Thls ﬂaw in the anaiysm

-the holdmg of a 'me ing at brt not;cé' does ndt reﬂécf on. the ACU $§. bona f;des in
-seekung to consult with affected reswents and in providing an opportumty ?or



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

~ Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data refating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2008. Thls 52012 The report.was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is:no analysis. of student numbers in either 2010 or.20711. Why and how can a
pian with such sngmﬁcant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information,

= The ACU s sited on § hectares of land in a residential area, The current land is
totaliy madequate for the expans:on objectives’ of the ACU and it does not provide
egui table siudent to Jand ratio, say between ihe Umverssty of Westem $ydney and
Macquane Umvers:ty

“ Barker Roadis a local road — the Council states that fhe: volume of traffic shouid not
excesd 4,000 perday. Whatthe ACU proposals will sée further intolerable and
dangerous traffic conditions in that street and the iecai streets of Strathfi eld..

S A‘RUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU nat to prowde adeguate on
ssta parkmg and notes that whils the: parkmg mcrease pmposed appears substantzai it

s madequate

¢ The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the ;mpact on traffic and parking or
res:dents

- The concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the ex1simg huilt
envzronment and will-not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site-— infact
such-over development will destroy the heritage: character:

The Departmeni and’ Mmlster should reject the ACU pmposal The: mlsmformatwn usg.of
:out of-dat " student mformation the ermrs and deﬂc;enczes in the anaiysm presented by the

no_- sui‘f;c&ent far the proposal
satuated on a mere 5

adequateiy 'éngaged w1th the commumty

. ..W.ermﬁﬂrm ihat:-we- have ma de no _fep_q_rtabie -pbi;ti_ﬁai -ddﬁéﬁﬁ?ns}'ih_thg’_'pﬁe_ﬁ}io‘i;_l_s' two years.
 Yours faithiily
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Mr Mark Brown

WMajor Projects-Assessment
Departmentof Planning and infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: -AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfigld and: reSident' --dlreotiy affected by the operatmn of the Austrafian
Catholic. Un;vers:ty {ACL) expansron proposai we write 1o lodge our objection to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the: De_partment and Minister to'decline the proposal..

Key reasons for objecting to the'-Con'Ge.pr- F?"Ia_n :are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precingt

It diminishes the privacy of Eocal resndems 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 Jack-of miegrat:on With the local community is hightighted, by-its- wilfuil
breaches: of: its: orig;nat pianmng*approvais and Order of the Land and’ Enwromment '
Court. The AGU's s actions have fmpacted negat;vety onthe: nexghbourhood contrary.
to the intentions: underiymg the. approval

- The proposal contams mvalrd pat} q ng and traffic analyses: due to-an incorrect
assumptmn in: re!atuan to the growth in student numbers.. This:Haw in the analy31s
-compfete fy mval:dates thec s rea‘-?'hed by the umverstty and its’consultants:
The. proposal will have subsiantsaE traffic; parkmg and-other: amemiy~related ampaots
onthe: sufmund;ng regldent:at precmct_ The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach.of residents’ rights to'the: qui 'j.joyment of: ‘thelr proparties and will further
-mi:erfere Wwith their safety; peace: and. convenience.

- TheAGU's "cb'n'sui'taﬁéh with:fhé*'loriél'éﬁmmunity h'as been inadequate. The:ACs
.setectwe ‘provision of information{o g handfu! of: reszdents was: not: comprehens e
More recently, the ACU's attempt ensuftatfcm via the dlstrabution ofa: Flyer and
the holding of a meeting at shor Totice toes 1 ot reﬂec:t on the_ *CU"‘ bona fides in:
seeking to consult with affected resude__'_ ts:and:ir




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

- Information in.the ARUP report anatyses outof date data. relating to student numbers
in 2{308 and 2008, Thisis 201 2. The: repoﬁ was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis. of student numbers ineither 2010.or 2011 Why and how can a
plan with such significant and. r_’x_c_aga_twe: impatct on residents not be subject of up to
date student information. '

The ACU is sited on & hectares:of land in:a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate forthe. expansmn objectaves of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student-to land ratio, say between the University of Westem Sydney and

Macquarie University.

- Barker Road isa local road ~ the: Council states that'the volume of traffic shouid not
excéed 4,000 per day What the ACU propc:sais will see further intolerable and
dange_rous_ traffic ccndmo_ns_ in that stregt and the local streets of Strathfield.

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

- The concept plan by'the ACU wil not-minimise the impact on traffic and parking or
residents.
- The concept plan aiso failsto mazntam and enhance the character of the existing built

environment and will not bea sympathetlc treaiment of the historical site — in fact
stich overdevelopment wil destroy the: hentage character,

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The m:smformatton use.of
out-of date: student mformatqon iheerrors:a d?.deflc:ienmes inthe analysls presented by the
ACU andits: consuitants mean that no reasonable dectszon maker could. make a valid
decisionin support: of the: pmposal I these reasons alone are not suff‘ cient for the proposal
to :be declined, it should:be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on.a:mere 5

res, has: bu:fdmgs of hi "crs al significance and will see an efosionof gpen-gresn space
and not have comparable or adeq‘u ate stiident: Jand ratio and: hecause: the ACU has failed to

‘adequately engaged with the: communzty' '

We:confirm that Wwe have tade ho teportable political donations in the previous two years,

Yours faithftilly
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GRPOBox 39 :

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir _
RE: _AusTaAmﬂ;.‘r_;ATHoujc- UNIVERSITY. APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents: of Strathﬂeid anci res:dents directly affected by the operation.of the Austral:an
Catholic Umversﬁy (ACU) expansion proposal, we write tolodge our object:on to the above
Concept Plan. We strongly’ drge the Department and Mimster to decline the: proposal.

Key reasons '-fqr__'mp;e_ctmgtp-'_th_e'Qa‘nce_pij?ian are as follows:
The proposal detracts"fromtthe character of the surrounding residential precinict

- It diminishes:the prwacy of iecat resu:ients by including new 3-and 4:storey buildings
nearthe boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

i The Nelghbourhood Pohcy mctuded inthe prc)posai faffs to address the parkmg,

‘.tﬁe hbldiﬁg of a meetihf ‘ ori n_otice does___n“t reﬁect on the ACU 's b a fides in
iseekmg 1o censutt with affeoted residents and in prowdsng an. opportunzty for




res:dents to express: and‘have their views and concerns addressed and considered,
At best, the ACU’s consuiltation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report anafyses out of date data relating to shudent 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 cana
plan with stich’ szgmﬁcant and: negatwe impact on residents not be subjectof upto
date student mform_at_to_n

- The ACU s sited on-5 hectares of fand in.a residential:area. The current !and s
totally inadequate for the ‘expansion ob;ect:ves of the ACU and it does not prowde
equitable. student fo Eand rafio; say between the University 'of Western Sydney and

Macquarie University.

- Barker-Road is-alocal road~ the. Countil states that the volume of traffic should riot:
exceed 4,000 per. day What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traﬁ;c condltions in that street and the. Iocai streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP acknowiedges the positive decision of the ACU notto prewde adequate on
site parking and notes that whlie the parkmg increase proposed appears substantna#
is madequate

- The concept plai by the. ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic and parkmg o
residents,

- The concept plan also fails 16 aintain and enhance thie character of the exustmg built
environment and. will ot be a sympathehc treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development. wsil.destroy the. hentage character.

‘The Department and Minister shouid re;ect the. AC:U proposal. The: milsinformiation, Use of
out of date student xnformatzon the errors-and deficiencies i the analysis. presented by the
ACU. and its consultants mean that no reasonable. decns;on maker could make avalid:
demswn in support ofthe. proposal- '”lf‘these reasons alone are. not sufficient for the: proposal'
1o be declined; it should be detling the fact: that the. ACU isigituated on:a mere 5
hectares, has buzldmgs of hlstorll_ al sighificance and will see an erosion of open green space
and not have. compa'r" ble or adeguate student: Jand ratio: and: because the. ACU has failed to

adequatety engaged with the community;

We Gonfir that we have made fio repoiéza‘b__l'e;_po'li't_if;al donations in the previpus two years,

Yours faithfully
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Mr' Mark'Brown

Department of lﬁiann;ng and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39 |

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear. Sif
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

A remdents of Strathfseld and residents directly affected by the. operation of the Australian
-Cathahc Umvers;ty (ACU): expansion proposal, we write to lodge our object;on to the above.
Concept Plan, We. strongiy urge the Department-and Minister to declme the: proposa%

K.e.y- reasons for _objectmg tothe Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the swrounding residential precinct

S dzmmtshes the. privacy of focal resrdents by including.new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the bounciary of the ACU on Barker Road.

- The Neaghbourhood Pot:cy included inthe proposal failsto address the parking,
traffic and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhiced.

- TheACUs lack of: mtegrataon thh thedocal oommumty is hlghinghted by its wilful
breaches of its: original plann;ng appmvals and Order of the Landand Environment -
Court, T "__-ACU s:actions have. Jmpacteci negatlveiy oni the. nelghbourhood contrary
4o theintentions underlying the approvat

Al ontams invalid parking and traffic: anaiyses Gue to anincorrect
:assumptlon rirelation o the growth in student. numbers ' ﬂaw inthe analysfs
-completely: ___valzdates the congclusions reached by the: univer: and its consultants.
The proposal:will have substantial traffic; parkmg and other amenity-related. impacts
on the: surroundzng res;dentrai pracmc:t The expansxon of th 1 represents a

: _ sidefits’ nghts to'the quiet enjoyment of thezr properties and wx&l further
imterfere WIth theur safety, peace and convenighge, '

- The props

- The ACU’s ‘consuitation with the local communtty has been inadequate. The ACU 5.
selective provisiofi-of information to & handful of residents was no comprehensive.
Morg' récently, the ACU s attempt at consuitat;on vig’ the dtstnbutiqn__ ofa Fiyer and
the holdingof-a meeting at short notice does nof reflect ori the ACU's boria fides in
seeking to consult with affected res;dents and i prowd;ng an: opporwmiy foor




remdents 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.

- Enformatron in the ARUR report analyses out of date data relating o student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. Thisis 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there.is no: anaiysm of student numbers in sither 2010.0r 2019, Why and how can a
plan with such’ significant and negative impact on residents not: be’ sub}ect of up to
date:stdent information,

The ACU is sited. on 8 hectares of land in a residential area; The current land is
totally. madequate for'the expansion objectives of the ACU: and it does not provide
equitable student to Eand ratio, say between the University of Westem Sydney and
Macquarie University.

< Barker Road is alocal road - the Council states that the volume of tfaff ¢ shoild not
exceed 4,000 per day. ‘What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous traffic.conditions in that street-and the local strests of Strathfisld.

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not to-provide: adeguate on
site parkmg and notes that while the parking increase: proposed appears substantial it
is inaciequate

- Theconcept plan by the: ACU wili not minimise the impact on traffic and: parkmg 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 histarical 31te in fact
such over: deveiopment will destroy the heritage: character

The. erartment and Minister shouid ‘reject the ACU: proposal. The misinformahon -use of
out of date student_mformai;on the errors and deficiencies in the anafys_{ presented by the
ACU'and its consultants iean that no reasonable decision maker cou_ldm ke avalid.
declsmn in suppoﬁ of the proposal. if these reasons. alone are hot suffic nt-'for the proposal
(¥ e_clmeci itshould:be 'cfec;imed onithe factthatthe ACU is situated: ona '_ere 5

hecta s, hag buﬁdings of historical; mgmﬂcanc:e and will see an erosion of dpe greenspace
and nof have comparable or ‘adequate student; land ratio and’ because the ACU has failed to
adequately angaged with the ‘commiumity. :

We confirm that we have mads fio reportable political donations in the previous:two years,

Yours faithfully’ 2. e
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Mr'Mark Brown - N ,
Major Projects Assessment R
Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPRO Box 39.

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents: directly affected: by thé operation of the Australian
Cathiolic: University (ACU) expansion proposal, we. wrste to.lodge olr objection 1o the above:
Concept.Plan. We strongly urge the. Department-and Mlmsier 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

«  itdiminishes the. privacy of local residents by mcludmg new 3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road..

- The Neighbourhood Poli icy. mcluded inthe proposal fails to address the parkmg,
fraffic and other-amenity impacts on the neighbourhood,

- The ACU's lack of integration with the docal commumty is-highlighted by its wilful
-breaches of its ofiginal. plannmg approva]s and Order: of the Land and Environmgnt
-Couri The: ACU’s actions: have mpacted negatively anthie nelghbourhood contrary
10 the ‘intentions underiymg the: approval;

- The proposai contains. invatlid: parkmg and traffic: anafyses due to an.incorrect
assumiption in-relation to the growth in student numbers: Thss flaw in the analysis
compie%ely invalidates the conciusuons réached by th umverszty and its consultants,
The proposal will have. substant al traffic, parkmg anuyother:amemty related | impacts
on the surroundmg resrdentla' " 'recmct The expans:on af the ACU represents a

mterfere wzth thezr safety, peace and convemence

- The ACU's consultation with. the local’ commumty has been lnadequate The ACU's
_setectwe provision: of information’ ta_a_handfuf of res:dents‘-was not comprehens;ve
More recentiy, the ACU's attempt at'consultation via the. dnstnbuhon of a Flyer and.
the holding of a-mesting.at short notice: does not: reflect:on: the ACU s bonafides in
_-.saekmg to:consult with affected fesidents andiin prowdmg an: apportumty for



residents to express and Have their views and concerns addressed and considered,
Al best, the ACU’s consultation is merely an exercise of tlckfng the boxes,

- Information in the ARUP report analyses outof date data relatsng to student numbers
in2008-and 2008, This'is2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there'is no.analysis of student numbers in either-2010-or 2011, Why and howcan a
pian with such significant and negative impact on res;dents not be subject of- up o
date student information.

The ACU is sited on & hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
fotally. inadequatefor the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student toland ratio, say between the: Umversaty of Western Sydriey and
Macquarie University.

- ‘Barker-Road is.a local road — the Counczl states that:the volume of traffic:should not
exceed 4,000 perday. What the ACU proposals will:see further intolerable and
'dangerous traffic conditioris in that strest and the loesl strests of Strathfield,

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the AGU not o prcwde adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parkmg increase proposed appears substantial it
is madequate

The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impacdt on traffic and parking or
residents,

- The conoept plan also fails to maintain‘and enhance the character of the existing built
enwronment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site —in fact-
such over. devetopment ‘will destroy the hentage character

The! Dapartment and Minister- should reject. the ACU proposal The: mlsmformatron use-of
outof date student information, the errors and. deficiencies in: the analysis’ presented by the -
ACUY. and its consu!tants mean that no reasonable décision: ‘maker could make a valid
decision in. support ofthe proposa! If these reasons alone:are not sufficient for the proposai_
1o be-declined, it should be declined on the fact that the ACU is s:tuated onamere s
hectares, has bu:ldmgs of histoncal szgmﬂcance and will seg'an. erosion of: openegreen space
‘andnot have comparabie or-adequate student; land ratio. and because the ACU has failed to.
adequately engaged wzth the community;

We'confi rn that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous two years.
Yours faithifully
g fl 2y g 5
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Mr Mark Brown
Major Projects Assessment i (.2 P
Department of Planning and infrastructure S
GPO Box 38 :

SYDNEY NSW 2001

ear 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 fo thie above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decline the proposal.

Key reasons for objectmg 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 Nesghbourﬁood F’ahcy mciuded inthe proposal fails to address the parkmg,
{raffic-and other amenity tmpacts o the neighbourhood.

+ The ACU's lack af mtegrai;on WIth the'local commiunity is highlighted by its wilful
breaches of its “original: pianmng approvals-and Order of the Land and Environment:
Court. The ACU's activhs: have !mpacteci negatively on the nalghbourhood contrary.
to-the.intentions underiying the approval.

- The proposal contams mvaf:d park:ng and {raffic. analyses due to an incorrect
assumptzon in‘relation io the grcwth in: student numbers. This flaw in the analysis
completely: invalidates the conclusions reached by the university and its consultants:
'The propogal will have substanttal traffic; parking-and other amemty—related impacts
on'the surroundmg -res;dentaal precinct, The eXpansion-of the ACU: represents:a
breach of residents’ rights to the qu;et enjoyment of their. properties and will further
interfere wnth their saféty, ‘peace and convenience.

= TheACU's consu!tai;oww;th the-local community has been: anadequate The ACU's
selective provision of information 1:a handful of mSIdents was not:comprehensive.
More recently, the ACU’s attempi at consultatfen via the: dlstﬂbuhen ofa Fiyerand
thie holding of & meetmg hart. ntice dogs not reflect on the ACU’s bona fides:in
seekmg to consult-with: affected residents andin prowdmg aii opportumty for

wE L’u’{w’”\ :'ﬂ'- /
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residents 10 express and have '-’their views:and concerns addressed and considered.
Atbest, the ACU's consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating 1o 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 lmpact on resadents not be subject of up to -
date student information. '

- The ACU s sited on 5 hectares of land in‘aresidential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for'the expansion objectives 6fithe ACU and it does not provide
gquitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- Barker Road is @ local road - the ¢q_u_r_z_c'i_'l 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 decisiorn of: the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parking'i increase proposed appears substantial #
is'inadequate. |

- The concept plan by the AGU will 'noti-z_ﬁ:i;ﬁimi:s_ethe impact on traffic and parking or
residents.

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

The Department and Minister. should reject thet ACH. proposai The mzs;nformatton, use of
out-of date student information; the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the.
ACU and'its: consultants mean that no; reasonab!e decision'maker could make a valid
decision’in support-of the proposal. Ifthese. reasons alone are not suﬁ" cient-for the proposal
10 be declined, it should be decimed onthe fact that the. ACU is situated-on amera 5

hectares, has butidmgs of hlstancal s:gmﬁcanc' and will see-an erosion of + openvgreen space
and: not have comparable or aciequate student Iand ratm and because the ACU has failed to;
adequately engaged with the: oommunxty

Wez‘ﬂp_nﬁrm'thai we have made ho reéportable poiiical donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithiully-




Date [Name | Address Signature
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MrMark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planhing & Infrastructure
GPOBOX3S

SYDNEY NSW. 2001

Dear Mr-Browi,

RE: AUSTRAUAN CATHOLEC UNNERS!TY {ACU) APPLICATION NO; mp10 _0231
GBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS®

As resldents of Strathfield and residents dlrectly affected by the proposed expansion planb of the Australian
Cathalic Unwers:ty (ACU} for'a World Class. Precinct, we hereby lodge our objection o the Applicant’s Concept

Plan for the ACY: Strathﬂeld Campus.
We -str(ji)gjy.gg"ge-ﬁﬁ_é Minister to reject the proposal for the following reasons:
e  Theproposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding Jow density residential area.

#.  Thetotal: butk-and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts on S, 100l ”nghts toiprivacy both
wsually and Agrally® and the "preferred nelghbourhood character” ¢l 8 of Strathf:e{d DEP2005. Part A
@CPZODSJ ‘The proposed bu:iding mass ingludes 2 mul storey df_veiopments oft ‘the boundary of Barker
‘Road mcludmg oned-storey bul!dmg opposite South Street and oie 3-Storey bundmg oppositeWilson Street.
ot cnly spmls the stregtscape ‘putwill be an invasion of our privacy; andin time, detracts and reduces the
property values of the’ surroundmg neighbourhood suburb,

e The: Nesghbourhood Palicy. mcluded in the proposal substantzally fails to.address theissues of parking, traffic
and pther amemty impacts on'the nelghbourhood.

o The ACU's lack o'f"integratioh’ with ‘the local community is hightighted by its ‘wilful ‘breaches of its. original
pranning:: appro\rrzts and Order :of the Land and Environment Court. The ACU's actions have impacted
negatively onthe neughbourhood contrary, Lo the intentions underiymg Lhe approvai

the growth in student numbers Th:s flaw in the anaiys;s comp?etely mvat:dates the‘ ondusmns reached by
the: Umuersdy and its consultants The pmposal will ‘have: substan&al trafﬁc parking: and Qiher amenity-
related tmpa “oh the surfounding : remdenhal précinct, The expansion: o{ the ACU-represents S-breach of
res:dent’s nghts tothe quietenjoyment. of their properas arid will further. mterfere with theirsafety; peace

and:convenienge.

e The Transpan & Accessibility Study. restr:cts our nghts to visit fam;éyzrand fnends “The! Strathﬁe]d area has 3
umqu commumty Each famlly member, _mend or acquamtance L separa_ted Py only 1_ 2
'fa_c,ebo.q_, has elpeci us to'stay connected. Almost evefyone knows someone on each street o each’ biock

e Thé ACU 3 COﬂStlfiatiﬂﬂ with:the lotal community ‘has been’ lackmg and:inadequate, The ACU's selective
;-plowsu:)_ -of inforaation 1o only & handful-of: residents was-not comprehénsive enotigh ‘Moré. receniiy, the
-ACU 5~a‘£temp‘: at: consu!tatmn viathe: dnst ution.of & Flyer: and. the holdin "of ] meeting at:short notice does

' ton the ACU's: boha fide | eking ‘1o’ consuli with “affec d residents: and in prowdmg an

oppor{umty-for resujents to express an‘ have their concems addressed and cons;dered At'best, the ACU 5

.'consultatton i85 mere?y an: exercrse of political pretence. There: was no smcaraty or: gocd falth'm thelr actuons

® The ARUP mpart analysxs was based on out of - date data re}aung to student ""mbers dn 2{}08 and 2009 Thas

:studenfnunﬁiﬁers in eather 2010 or 2011

Why and how.can a Concept Pian wzth sach a:significantand. negative; smpact én’ iocal resadents, notbethe

'hame Why should 1 6?% dwtate the lwmg standards of the res’r (af the 98 33% of Siraihi;cld Resn ents'?

-
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o The currentland holding by the ACU is totally inadeguate 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 pedesirian finkages throughout the campus and a mini city within its gated walls,

« It does not-provide equitable student to-larid ratio with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macouarie
University.

No, of Students Hectares No, of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie Uriiversity _ 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 14,800, 5h 960

The studéent-tozarea ratio is dense’and inadeguate, ahd unsuitable fo_r_ thechosen énvirghment:

Barker, Road i5a Eocal road The Councsf has stipulated that the volume of raffic simu%d not exceed 4 000
vehicles: per day. The: ACU proposai will see furlher intolerable and, dangemus Traffic: cond:tions an Barker
Road; ‘as; we]l as an increase in speed and iraffu: in the.surrounding localstreets:of Strathf&eld

o The ARUP report has’ acknowledged the ACU’s. decision not o provnde adequate oivsite parking angd is
CONENT-10 accept ‘this decision. 1t further notes that whilst the on-site parking, mcfease proposal appgars

sibstantial it is: inadequate to mest the nesds of the University,

The: Concept Flan:bythe ACU wiil NOT mlmmnse thi substantial impact on trafflc and parking prcblems ofthe
restdents. -

Furih@rmore the Goncept’ Plan falls to maintain and enhance the character of thig'existing: hunt envirdnment
-and w;ll gt be sympatheuc 1o its: surroundlng enwronment toits surmundlng historicat hemage norwil it
doany jUSthE? Tosthessitedeft by theChristian #ros in 1993 In fact, siich'a development will destroy the
hentage character of Mount St Ma:y and the aesthet;cs of Mount Rcyal Reserye;

The Departmentand: the:Ministerof Planning should reject the ACU proposal who!uhearlediy The mlsmformat:on,
the use-of outdatedistadent data and the-errors :and-deficiencies in the analysis présented by the ACU and its
consultants; meanthat noreasonable decision maker-can make a valid decision in support-ofthis proposal

H these reasons aione, are 1ot sufhment for the:proposal to be refused, then the proposal:should:be refused on
the fact that the ACU i3 51tuated on:a mere 5:-hectares in the midst: of a:300. hectare-tow ensutv residential area,
has; bu;idmgs of f oi_icat s;gmflcance, will:see: an-erosion of open green space: and witl:not have mparable OF -
adequate‘student fand. \réq ratios; not to: mentfon that the ACU s failed to" adequaleiy engage in constiltations

withithelocal _co_m.mun'n.t_y .

Wo hereby. deglare: Lhat wa'have: madeho. reporiab!e political cionat;ons if'the; préevious two years norup until the.
apphcatson as determmed

'P_!ease‘db‘;n{)'t;j(g‘f_g_z_gseip_u r_'_pe_‘_r's_gha_l_ detaitsto:the ACU,

" Lwerpool Street; Sydney NSW 2000;
vcathohc org

e Cardmai George Peﬁ Po'”"

Mr Qcawd Bickhalse -Generai Manager Strathfield Councn 65 Homebush: ‘Roat; Strathfield 2135, Email:
cauncﬂ@s&ralhﬁeid;nsw Rov au:

Charles Casuseelli, Shop 1, 54, Biirwood Rd, Burwood 2134, Ph.6747:1741
Email: Strathie d@sari:amem nswgev au.
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“AWona Eahant

Resident’s Address % Z/orence Stredf
Strathfeld wsw 2135

Date //, Marct. 2012

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: 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 dectine 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

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 éxercise of ticking the boxes.

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

date stiudent information.

< TheACU s sited on'5 hectares of tand in'a residential area. The current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion ob;ectlves of the ACU and it dogs not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Westem Sydney and

Macquarie Umvers:ty

- ‘Barker Road is a local road — the Council states that the wolume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 perday. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dahgerous traffic conditions in that stréet and the Eocai streets of Strathf eld.

= ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU notto provide adequate on
site. parking and. notes that while the parkmg incregse. proposed appears substantial it

rs madequate

- The goncep_t__pian_-_by'th_e__AC_U will not minimise the. -impac_zt.-:f_a'n;ftra_fﬁc:a'rid:par_king or
residents, _
The concept plan also fails to maintain and ¢nhance the character of the existing built

environment.and will not be a sympathetic: ireatment of the historica{ site — in fact
-such over-development w:ll destroy the: hentage characier;

'The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. . The mzsmformat:on ‘use of
outof date: student information, the errors and defimenc:es in the analysis. presentect by the
AC___ and-its consultants mean that no reasonable: demswn maker could make a valid
'dECESlOﬂ in: supp" rtiof the p;opasai If these reasons aione are not sufﬂcxem forthe proposal
'to be declined, it: should: be declined on the fact that the ACU is sltuated onamere 5
fhectares:”has bu:[dmgs of- hlstoraca! sugmﬁcance and will see an erosion of open~green space.
1d nethave comparabfe or adequate stiident: land ratio and because the ACU has failed to

adequately engaged with the. commumty

We eonﬁrm that we have: made ho'reportable pohttcai donations in the prewous two years

Yous faitntuly

Hona ﬁﬁ/f?é?f?!
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Mr '_Mark Brown.
Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO. Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2003

,.-

Dezr MrBrown,

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY:(ACU} APPLICATION KO: MP10_0231
DBIECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CANIPUS

As residents of Strathfield snd residents directly affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Australfan
Catholic University {ACU) for a World Class Precinet,-we hereby Jodge our objection 10 the Applicant’s Concept
Rlan for-the ACU Strathfield Campus,

Wa strongly urge thie Minister 1o rejoeltheor oposal for the following ressons:
e The proposal reduces the i'lefilaa_{;e appeal and character of thesuirounding low density resideniial area.

»  Thetotal bulk and 5mlo ol the g aiaposm buﬂdmg mass directly impacts on US, to our “rights o, prsvacy both
visually and awrally” and the "pmferrpd_' neighbaurhood character” ¢, 81 of Strathiield DCP 2005 Part: A
{DCR200S). The rlo posed Loilding 1iass: iricludes 7 multi storay: developments on the boundaw of Barker
Road Hicluding one-4-storey bulidisg oppos:te South Streetand one3-storey: buxldmg opposite Wilson Stiest,
ft not only-speils the sireetsgape butwill besaninvasion of our, pnvacy, and.in time, detracisand feduces'the
property values of the surrounding nelghbourlmod sulsurh,

e The Neighbourhood Policy included in the-proposal substantially fails to address the issues of parking, tiaffic
and other amenity impacision the ngjghbourhood,

» The ACGHs Jack of intagralion wnth 1he 16cal community. is: hi ghhghted by its witful b eaches of s, ofiginal.
planiing approvals and Order: of “the Land and Enwronment Court.. The ACU's-actions. have ‘impacted
n&gatwely on the nmgjl“lbourhood comz ary’ 1o ?.he mt,{*mions uzwel Iymg the appraval:

F‘accl}o'}k hm he |39d s ic stay conneciea Mmost everyenﬁ knows someonc o mch stl et’t or: each biock

1

5 sekctxve

¢ lhe ACU’s _consu:tat;on w:th the iocal commumty has been lackmg and madcquate The ACU

student numbcu in: mthef 20 iO or 2011

Why aid how €an & Concept Plan withsuch a significent snd pegative impact on focal residents; not be the-
subjéctofunstosdate studentifformation?




s The:ACY is sited op 5 hectares of land in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Areg within the ACU's immediate:viginity, hordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The
Boulevarde Lo the east, Cooks River to the south and. Centenary Orive to-the wes!, is agproximitely 300
hectires, i.e the ACU sile takes up approximately 1.67% of the otal Low Density Residential Area that is our
homie, Why should 1.67% dictate the living standards'of the rest of the 58.33% of Strathfield Residents?

o The'current land hoiding by the ACU is fotally inadeguate for the expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will beccmc, an. pnattractive area- of large dominant. bmidmps paved or goncrete foomalhs coversd
walkways integrating pedestrian imkages_ml_oughou_t t_he campus ang a mini city within iis gated walls.

o itdoes not provide equitable student 1o land ratio with say; the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

University.
No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
: Per Hectare
Uw§ Campbelitown Campus 4,330 1868 25
Macquarie Lniversity 30,000 130k 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 Sh 860

The student-to-geea ratio is dense.and inadaguate, and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

a Barker-Road is-a local road. The Councit has stlpuhsed thai thevolume of drafflic should notexceed 4,000
vehigles per day. The ACU propbsal will see:fwtl*er iitolerable and dangerous. traffic congitions on Barker
Roatl, as'well ag'an increase in spegd and: _f(fa_ff_]_c.m th_e_su:rol;ndgrg.incal sifetsof Strathfield.

e The ARUP report has acknowledged The ACU'S detision not to provide adequate an-site parking and is
content 1o accept this decision. It farther notes that whnst 1he. on-s;te pariing increase proposal a_pj’n’ea_;’s
substantial, itis inadequate to mecttho needs ofithe pniversity.

+  TheCencept Plan by the ACU will NOT minimise thesubstantial smpact on traflicand parking problems of the
residents. )

s Farthermore, the Concept Plan fails io:maintain .1g§i§§5_.ﬁﬂ'§1_3_11£(2-'ﬂ}é characterof the existing builtenvironment
and witl not be sympathetic.to itssurrounding envirgnment, 1o its'sterolniging histerical heritage ner will it
dp any justice. to the site-left 'by the Christian Bros in- 1993, In fack, such a development will destroy the.
her:ta?e character of Moont 5t ary and thigpsthetics of Motnt Roya! Resvrve

The: T}eparlmeni and.the Minister-of Planmng sholitd reject. the ACU pi roposal whilehesrtedly, The misinformation,
theyse ol outdated: student data aﬂd the.ekors and, deﬁclen(:;@s in’ t§1(= analysis presented by the ACUL and i1E
(_:o_,_"s_su}_t'!m_.s_, riean that no reaso_na].:l_e de_.msao_n m_a:g_er gan_[nake a: vai;_d decisioninsupportof thispr oposal.

'lft hiese reasons alone, are not sumaenf for- me.piopesal {o-berefised, thenthe propom sivould e refused .o

thiefact thal {he ACU issituated on aamere s heciares m tlw !‘ﬁlds‘z of a 300 Tectare tow dens:w residential’ area;
has bus_idm 15 of historical significance, will seean erosaon of open green space and vill not have: coml:mrabir.ior
‘adequate student: Tand: area ralios, nol to meni‘:on that he ACUhas falled 1o, adocualo!y engage in consultations

withthelocal comminity..

Wai Hiéreby declare that we have madeno: reperiabie pe]n{acei donauans Inahe previous e yesrsmor up. umu e
'"'pphcaixon is de’rermmed

Ploase donotrelease my personz! detailsto the ACU,

Yours Faithfuily,

@!"_999?;&?(3% Sydney- NSW2000.
olicore

fir Davig: Backhause Genergl Maragcr Sirathfield" Councl; G5 Hc:mfzb;lbh Road, Stz athficld 2135, Eiatl
'counr:n@t;ir'athf;@%d nsw FOV au

Mr Chmles Casusc.?lh, ‘%hop 1 ad Bulwood R, Burwoad 2134, Ph. 9?47;1? 1
Emall: Strathf«eld(ﬁpailsament fREALP f'ov au
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MrMark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planining & firastructure.
GPO Box 39

SYONEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

RE: AUSTRALIAN ;c_A-fT_f_;_oL_ic:_u_m;vgas:w {ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP 10_0231.
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FORACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As vesidents of Strathifield and residents directly 'a'ff'ca_c_te_d by the proposed expansioii plans. of the Australian
Catholic University i_A_CU.) forta World Tass Preciivet, we hereby lodge our objection 1o the Applicant’s. Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus.

We strongly urge the Minister 1oireject the proposal forthe following reasons:
s The proposal r_e_d_u.ce's:ﬂ“;efﬁa_r'_ii;:i'ge-}a';_)p_eal and c'h_ar-acte_r:q'f the surrounding low density residential.area,

e The tofal bulk-and scile: of: im proposed building mass directly impacts on us, to our “rights to: piivacy both
visually and aural!y -aid 1he “pzeﬁrtcd nmghi;ou:hood c‘lafactw” Cl. 81 of: Snarhfmid DCP ?OD'S PErt-A
(OCP200E). The proposed bunldmp mass includes 2 multi storey developiments on thi bc}undary of Barker
Road including-one d-storey- building Qpposn_te Sputh Sireét and one 3-siorey building opjyosite Wilson Stregt.
it ot only spuils thestigetscap hut will Be an fnvasion of our privacy, andiin time, detracls antl reduces the
property values 81 e suncinding neighbourhood suburb, '

¢ The. Nenghbourhuoc} Pohrv mC|JdEd inthe ;"Jro;::osal stibstantially-fails to addrw;s the issues of parking, traffic
and otheramenity nmpacts FolsX the neughbourhood

® The AL,U 5 [dEk Gf mtegrauon wnh the lccal wmmumly is: Enghhgmed by its, WI fu breaches of sts oﬂglna

g -]

j(s consiiltants. ?h? pmposal w:ll have substantsal trafflc, parkmg and éther amemty«
rehted mpaas an _undm” rﬁsfden‘ "dl'precmct The expa mon o' the ACU::_epreseﬂtS a braach of
readent £ nphts 10, %he qu et

o
(%
»

Why and fow:can:@ Concep; Plan with:such-a. slgm?‘:caﬁt and:negative impact o focal. fesnden{s notbethe.
sLbject: 01’ up-tosdate student information?




s The:ACU is sited on 5 hectares of dand in the midst of a Low Densily Residential Area. That -Low. Density-
Residential Area within the Aﬁufs' imivediate vidinity, bordered by Parrainatte Road to the north, The
Boulevarde to the east, Cooks River 10 the south and Centenary Drive Lo the west, is approximately 300°
hectares, Le. the ACU site: takes up approximatedy:d. 57% of the total Low Density Res:demni Area thatis.our
home. Why should 1,67% dictate the living stendardsof the rest of the 958.23%. c}{ Strathiield Residents?

» The.current fand holding by. the AGY is:totally madequa{e for the expansion phiectives.of the ACUL. The.site.
will become an unaitractive arpa of large dominant buiidings, paved or concrele footpaths; covered
walkways integrating pc:_de:@ir;;_m Im_k_a_gc;.s throughout the campus and a mini city within its gated walls,

s Itdoes not provide equitable student-toland ratlowith sey, the University of Western Sydagy or Mecguarie
University.

No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelitown Campus 4,820 16Lh 29
Macquarie University . 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 sh 960

The student-to-ares ratio is denseand thadequate, and unsuitable for the chosen environiment,

& Barker Road is a local road, The Council has stipiilated that the velume of traffic sh'ou'l'd 1ol exdeed 4,000
- vehicles per day. The ACU" proposal will see firther intolérable and dangerdus traffic coﬂémons on Baiker
Road, as well as‘anincreaselinspeed and trafficinthe surronnting docat streets of Strathfial

»  The ARUP report hag -ac;k’nowiedged the ACW's decision not to provide awquaw on=site parking ‘and is.
content to accept this dedsiohy it further notes that-whiist e onisite parking increass pr oposai appears
substantial, itis madeqaate 1o meet the: needs of the Umve;s:ty

=  The Concept Plan by the ACU wil NOT minimise the substantial impact on traffic and parking problams of the
residents,

= Furthérmoere, the Concept.Blan fal 5.to maintain and.ephance the character of the existing Built environment:

and will not be symy Jatheuc 10 1 Sstrrounding envirohment, 10 its surreending: historical Tgritage nor 'wiH' it

do any justice 10.the site ieft by the Christian Bos in 1993, In fact, such a dwcmpmcnt will, destroy the.
her_:_hge rharacierof Mounyst: _M_a_;.y_auj_d_tlwe_aestheaiqs of Mount Royal Reserve,

ThiDepaitment and the Mirjister-of Planhing should reject the ACU. proposil wholeheartedly, The misinformation,
the {ise of outdated student data and the errors and deficiencies in the anslysis pmsem(,d By the AGY ang iis
fomultmts, mean t?m ho; reasonable decnsmn maker cah m'{l\e 3 vahci decision i suppaert of um )roposal

if these reasons d]OHG dre. nm sum e ford 3e pmpasa 10 be tefu*ed then 1ha, pro wsal sxou cf oe refused on,

thie fact tharthe ACUss s:tuated an € / :
Thas Buildings of historical stg:’e:ficance, will see-an: grogion of open grecn space and wsll noi--lmve companble ot
adeguate studen angd: Bren ratios; ot to mention thatthe: ACU: has failed:to. auequately uwa‘ge [qnconsiltations:

with the focal:conimunity,

We hereny declare that we have: madc n: :epartablc political dorations nthe previghs Iwo: yonrs ner up until [h(.
appimaiion is delermmed

Preasede notreleasemy personal details to the ACU.

s Falthfully,

Cmd_rnul George Peﬁ Pojaifia. Centre, 33 Lwerpool Street, 5ycinr.y NSV 2600,

"'_ : hancerv‘@wd nevcathohc Bry,

M Divid Sackhouse, Génerdl. Managm Strathfield Coungll, 65 Homebu iy ﬁOu. SSirathfield 2185 Email
'muﬂcn@si raihﬂeid nsw pov au

MiChiorles Cosuscelli; Shop:l,:54 zsurwood Rd, Buywood 2134; Ph, 9747-1711
‘Einail: S{rathﬂeld@warliampnl NSW.E
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Mr ik Brown ©

Major ProjectsAssessment

Department of Plaining & nfrastructiure
GPO Box 39

SYONEY NSW 2001

Dear dMr-Brown,

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY (ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP-10.0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CANMIPUS

Al .q'-egit:ién§s'.oi lra{hfu,!d and reszdcnts directly affected by the proposed ‘expansion plang of ‘the Australian
Cathgdic Univ é’slty {ACY) for a ‘World Class Precinct, we hereby lodge our’ _ob_je_c__um} 1o the Applicani’s Concept
Plan fortie ACU Strathfield Campus.

We'sirongly ipe. thé'Minister torejest the proposal for the foifowing reasens:

»  Thaproposalreduces the heritage appeal and character of the surfounding fow density residential area,

o l‘hL fotal bulk and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts: on US; 1orour “rights 1o privacy both
s ;md aula Iy” aﬂd xhe “ﬁrafenﬂd newhbomhood malacles" C;’ 8 1 -of Strmhﬁea'a’ D(“P 2005 Pr}u A

It no{ onlv s;w:is the streetscape but w:%l be an mvasmn of oun prwacy, and m Ume denacts and reciucts me
property-values of the: surrounding r:enghbcurhoad suburh.

e The Nc;ghbﬁuflmcd Policy included in thepronoesal substantialiy fails o address the issues of pa:kmg, traffic
and other amemb{ impacts on th n@lgrhbowéaood

¢«  The ACU 5 tacic of infegratipn with the ) iocal commumty is h:ghhghted by :ts _Jiful breaches of -its.original
plannmga approvals-and Qrder- of the land and Eovirenmept Couirt. The ACU's dctions have impacted
negativelyon the. ne;gmbou_moog, contrary:1o the intentionz underlying: Lhe appl roval;

&. ‘l h(, pmpo‘sai comams irwaisd j3ar km;> cznd araffuc anasys 5 ddid based ofaN ;nccrn ac assumplion’in réiation to
1 T ' ‘the copclusionsyéached by

: k 1g and other amem%vw

.student m}'mbers.m‘-'e;t._,‘_ .-r-52010 or 2011

obegpt- Plar; with'sigh a ssgnifncani and negative inpact on loga) résidents, not: be the-

Why and how cai
1 student mfcarmavon?

stibjectof up:tosd




# The ACU is:sited. on 5 hectares-of {and in the wmidst of 3 Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential :Area within, fhe. ACU's Immediate. vicinity, hordered by Parramatta Road to -the north, The
Boulevarde 1o the ‘east, Cooks River to the south and Centenary Drive to the west, is approximately. 300
hectares, .. the ACU site takes Up approximalely 1.67% of the tots! Low Denéity Residentiol Area that is-ouf
home. Why should 1.67% dictate theJiving standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

¢ Theciufrent land, holdmg by thie ACU js 1otally. inagaquate for the expansion objectives. of. the ACY. The site.
will become: ar ipatiractive area oftiarge dominant buildings, paved or conrrete fc}otpaihs covered

walkways :mq)x ating pedestiian lmkages throughout the campus and.a mini ¢ty within, its gated walls,

e 1t dpesno ._p_rby_i:de.-_(-i_cjuita'ble swdél_l't_it_é_ land ratio with say, the University of Wastern Sydney.or Macguatie
University:

No. of Students Hectares Mo, of Studerits
ParHectare
LWS Campbelitowin Campus 4,830 16¢h 29,
Macquarie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian.Catholi¢ University 4,800 5h 950

The student-to-arearatio is dense and inadeguate, and unsuitable for the thosen envirenment.

® Rarker Rodd Is & jocal road. The Coundll has stipwlated that the volume of ta affic should notiexceed 4,000
vehicles periday. Th ACU pro;}csai will see Turti her intolerable and: dangemus draffic conditions on Barker
Road, aswellas anintrense in speed.end trafficin the strfounding locil $1ro: ___,»._‘ofSu alhfxeld

¢ The ARUP 'report 1as ﬂcknowlcdged ‘the ACUs decnsmn not ig prowde adequate on-site parking and s
tithis. dec:slon It further nofes: that whilst the on-site park!nﬂ mrrmso propcasd‘ appr*ars

~>ub9mmm itis smdpqmie to meel the. needs of the University.

o The Concept Phn byt e ACU will NOT mihimise the substantial impact-on trellicand parking problams of the.
residents,

«

5 Furtheonore,: tho Concept Prin fails io maintainand enhance the chamc{w of tim emstmg buii mwmnmu -
and will not be ympatheuo 1o its:surrounding envifonment, to its sanmfnmng hismnca h{:nla seihor withit
do -any. jtiSttCG 10 ‘site left by ‘the Christian ‘Bros in 1993, In fact; such a development will destroy the
lwr;ta_geg}nram_e‘ f Molnt St Mary and the aesthetics of f Meunt Royal Reserve.

The Departmont:and thie Minsster of Planning should reject the ACU proposwl wixo%@hem ted!y ;he m:snm’ormatmn
the use of outcialod stident data and the:errors and def;cmm:ies in theanal ys;:, umserted By i’\c ACUand its
consultaints, medn thatny reasomble demsmn riaker can m'me e vahd d@us:m in support af th,,_-;mopar.m :

I tlmse reasons: alon Y elnot sufﬁmeni for iiw proposal to Iw wfuc;ed {iwn g propuni should w r@{uwd oh

adequate sludem iand 'rca ra% s not %."o memron lhat thc ACL} as fa;le{i
with:the iacabcommunity:

Wé Hereby declare thatwe have madeng réportable political donations in the prévious two years hor upiintil the
application is determined.

Please do ot release my personal details to the ACH.

Yours féithfully,

Sydniay NSW 2000

Wi David :3c;c.<hm:se “Gengral Mahager, Straihfloid Council, 65 Homebush Rogd, Steathfield 2335 ail;
caunaiﬁsu aihﬁ@id mw goviay

Wi Cfmra'es Casusceﬁr Shop] 54 Burwaod Rd Burwood 2134.Ph, 9747: 17'.11
‘Emaii Strathneld@par%eamem NEW; ZOV: au’
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N Mark Brown,

Major. Projects Assessment
Department.of Planning & infrastructure
GPO Box39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear MF Brown,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP 10 0231 -
DBIECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR AGU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

Asesidents of Strathfield dnd residents directly affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Austraiian
Catholic University (ACU) for a, World Class Precinet, we: hereby lodge our objection 1o the Applicant’s Concept

P _an_ﬂ_'_:_r ?(__he ACU Str_arhﬁeld Camius,
We strongly urge the Minister 16 reject the proposal for the: foi OWing reasons:
w  The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and g:har_aptey-p’f-the surfounding low dénsity residential area,

o Thetotalbuk and scale of thé propesed building mass d)rectly impacts on US to ol rights to privacy both,
visualty-and. au{al!y" and the' "prmeruuj neighbeurhood: cha:actcr” 8.1 af Strathfield DCP_2005 Part A
{_Q_C_PZOGSJ ”ihe proposed building mass includes: 2 mulii s'iorey d(.vempnu,ﬂts on the boundary of Garker
Road mcludmp one 4-510rey Duilding opposiie South Sirecat and:one 3sstor ey buliu ing oppos;tc Wiison Street.
ltnot, on]y spoils 1%10 streeltscape bul wiil be an invasion ofgur privacy, and in time,” detracis and reduces the
property values of thesurrounding neigh hbourkood suburb:

»  TheNeighbourhood Policy mciuded in the. propoesal substantially fails to address: the i isstes of parking, traffic
and cther dmemty impacls or! the nug:nlmui hood.

e The ACU's lack of itegration with the local community-is hight ighted by its wilfal Breaches of its original
nl mmg appmvair; @ivd Ordor of the tand and. anronment Court. The ACU's actions: Have Impagcted,
neg,auvely oI the neigt }bourhood contrary to.1he: mtenue s uz’zderlymg the. approval

W ‘:ihe proposal contains inva hd pﬂrl(lﬂb and: iraﬁ“r ‘mdlysw ddla based onan incorréct-gassuniption in reiation to
'g, Uowth i student Tiumibers. This: ;iaw in. ‘the analy {5 Coh oy mva Helates the: conclusions reached by
“the: Umvusliy and s consultdnts The oroposa? will h'we subst nm! i:a{fm parkmg and other amenity-
related. mwpacls o Elie. smmundmg resndcnt:al precm i
resident’s; rlghts 10 thequiet: em{wment of thﬁlr properiaﬁss and will further: interfere with theirsafety, peace

ang. convemenre

';fﬁﬂ)l]y -mci fnends The Staathﬂe]d area has‘a
' only 1 or 2 df_grees

s Th'e Transport & Ac'resf;ib?%'ty Studgf re‘sts"i'r tS'our r'ights_'té I

®
Br wsmn of n' m ’mmoﬂ 1o
ACU 5 ditempi_ at: consu_?tatoo
wot-reflect on: thie ACU's

'studé'rat numnen 5 in {:uhvr '201{3 oF 2011

Whyand: How pan - -Concept Plan withsudi s Siial'llfltdﬂl ahd:negative i m;aact o dogal: res;dems, Api e, 1110-

subjectof Up-toidate student? information?;

The: expansion of the-ACE: represems a breach of

e
{587 )
‘\\M"me ,7_“‘_”,,-“’),



s The ACU is sited on 5'hectares of land in the midst of a Low Density Resigential Area. That Low Density
Residential Aréa within the ACU's immediate vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Rozd to the north, The
Baulevarde 1o the east, Cooks River 1o the south and Ceritenary Diive To the west, is approximately 300
hectares, i.e. the ACH $ite ‘takes up approximately 1. 67% of the totallow Densnty Residential Area that is our
‘heme. Why should 1. 67% cfictate theliving standards of therestiof fhe 98,33 9/ of $trathfield Residents?

s Thechrrenl-land holdingii_ay the ACU is totally inadegquate for 't-ﬁe.@}c-pg:nﬁ_e;a bjectives of the ACH. The site.
will become an unattractive area of large dominant buildings, -paved or congrete footpaths, covered

y;f_a_;kways-inmgrqting pedestrian tinkages throughout the'campus ahd-a mini city within ils gated walis:

s |t does not provide:equitable student to fand ratio with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

.Univei'sity_'.
No. of Studénts Heotares Ne. of Stutdents
_ par Hectate
LWSCampbelitown Campus 4,830 16Eh 25
Macguarie:University 30,000 1306h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800. 5h 960

The student-to-area ratip is densé and inadeguate, and Zunsuitak_}ie forthe chosen environment.

¢ Barker Road s a local road, The Council has stipulated that the voh:mc of-fraffic should not exceed 4,000
vehides-perday, The ACU proposal will see further intolerable ‘ an[,crous iraffic conditions on Barker
Road,.aswell as2n increase in speed and traffic in the. surrouradmg focalstieets of Strathfiald.

»  The ARUP report has acknowledged the ACU's dedsion not Ao ‘provide. ﬁa'd%:qmté on-site. parking and is
gontent o accent this 'decision. 1t further notes that whilst the ‘on-site parking increase proposal appears
'subsiantaa! itis inadequate to meet theeeds of the Umverfs ity

v The: Confcpi Flan by the ACU will NOT minimise the substant al impdEcton 1 afﬁc and parking problems of the
resmﬁent&

»  Furthermore, the Concept Plan faifs 1o maintain and enhance the character of the existing built-envircnment
and Will not be syny pathetic 10.ils surrounding envirohinent; to e sting ouhding histerical-heritage nor will it
da dny jizstice to the site left by the. Christian Bros in. 1983, 1n-fact Siich 2 JGV{Z‘it} ament will destroy 1he
'hermge character-of Mount'S{. Mary and the aesthetics: of MountRoyal Reserve.

Tim Depwtment_aﬂd the Minister of Planmng showuid re;&ct the.ACU ;}ropssa whole weazi&ﬁv The st nformazzon
' K erike] d.ated student ‘data and theesrors and. defzc feniies h the: anah,sns presemed by the ACU and its
ﬂonsmtants mean that no r@asonablr_ decision maker ¢an’ rake: avalid d@cgszon in support ofthis pro 30541,

.]_:fj.tﬁﬁ’%e-i" 450 _s_:alone are not sufﬁc:em for zhe ;)]'(}pOb’Q io be reﬂ,t _e‘ci then thﬂ pnoposa! shoum bf mfused an

appl ltd ion 5% @iwmmcd
Plaase :ﬁ.@_..:!]'{)_t.}_’éj{éf_ﬁﬁ my-personal details {0 the ACU.-

Yiours Fathhilly;

Pell, Polding Cer <133 Lwerpool Strest, Sydrey NSW 2000,

- Road; Strashiield 2435, £mail;
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Mr Mark Brown
Major Projects Assessment Y
Department of Planning and nfrastructure
GPO Box 39 -

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents-of Strathfield and residents dlfecﬁy affected by the opération of the Australian’
Catholic Umversﬁy (ACU) expansion proposal, we write'to iodge our objection to the: above .
Concept-Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Mlmster to declme the proposal:

Key reasons for objecting to th_e__.G.on_c_ap't_ Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts fron the character-of the surrounding residential precinct.

- i diminishes the privacy of local. res:dents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings’
near the bounidary of the AGU on Barker Road.

- The Nezghbourhood Pot:cy mciuded in the pr‘opasal fails to address the parktng,
traffic and other-amenity impacts oni the neighbourhood ;

- The ACU's lack of mtegratson with the t6cal- community is- highlighted by its: wslfui
breaches:of ifs orfgmai planmng-.approvals and-Order of the Land and Enwronment
Courd. The ACU's acimns hal pacted negatweiy onthe: netghbourhood cenirary
tothe mtentions underiymg the ‘approval.

- The proposai contains'mva_hd parkmgaand traffic: ahél'ys”"e's due toanincorest
assumpt;on in-relation o.th‘e" wih in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis:
completely mvaltdates the uslons reached by the: umvers:ty and its'consultants;
The proposal will have subs antiz ff:c parkmg andother- amenity-related impacts
on-the surroundmg residential p ct. The expansion of the ACU represents a-
breach of ressdents tights to the utet__enjoymem of their propenties and will further
interfere w:th their: safely, pBace and conveniente.

= The ACUs consultatlon with the-local community has been: madequate The ACL's
selective provision of information to & handful of resndents was not compréhensive.
'More recentiy, the ACUs aﬂempt at: consuitation via the: dlstnbut:on of a Flyer and:
the: holdmg of & meetmg ‘at-short: nonce does notreflect-on. the ACU's bona fides in
seeking to sonsult with affected residents and in providirig an opportumty for




residents to express and have their views and coheerns addressed and considered.,
Al best, the ACL’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, Thereportwas prepared 14 December 2011 yet
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011, Why and howcan a
planwith such significant and negatwe xmpact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information,

totauy madequate for the expans;on objectwes ofthe ACU and at does not provzde
equitable student to land ratio; say between the University of Westérn Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- Barker Roa’d is a local road — the: Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4000 per day. What the' ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous {raffic conditions in: that street and the local strests of Strathfield.

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

The concept plan by the ACU will riot: m;mmise 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 notbe a- sympathetac treatment of the: historical site — in fact
such over development will destroy the hentage character

The Department and Minister should rejectthe ACU proposai The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and: deﬁmenc;es in: the. anaiysss presented by the
ACU and its. consultants mean that noreasonable dems:on maker-could ‘make-a valid
degision in: support of the proposal. i these reasoris alone are not sufficient for the proposat
o be declined; it should.be declined on the fact that the ACU s situated ona: mere-5

hectares, has busldtngs of hlstorscal s:gmfzcance‘ and will see an erosion of- open- green space.
and not-have comparable or adequat_ student: iand ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequa‘tely engaged w;th the gommunity,

We confirm that we have made no rej;}qr_iab]eipO'l'jﬁ'c;_al ‘donations in the previous two years:

Yours faithfully
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Resident’s Address:
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2.3, Lol
Mr Mark Brown
Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planmng ang nfrasiruciure;

GPO Box 39 _ _
SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of: Strathfseld ‘and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian’
Catholic Umverszty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write 1o lodge our objectlon fo.the above.
Congept Plan, We strongly | urge the Departiment 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

- Itdiminishes the privacy of local residents by including new 3:and 4: storey buildings
nearihe boundary ofthe ACU on Barker Road.

- The Neighbourhood: Pallcy inciuded in the proposal fails to address the. parkmg
traffic and: other amen:ty ;mpacts on the néighbourhood. i

- The' ACU's lack of mtegrat;on with the local community s highlighted. by its wilful
-breaches ofits. cmgmal piannmg approvals and Order of the: Land and Enwrcnment

to the mtenttons Un_der_iymg t_he app_rc:val_

- The proposal ccntalns mvaild parkmg and traff:c analyses due to an ;ncorrect

complete 2 mvalldates th conclus;ons reachecf by the umversaty and Its consultants.-
The ‘proposal Wwill have substantial traffic, parking: and.other amenity-related impacts
onthe surroundmg residential precinct.  The-expansion of the: ACU represents:a.
.breach ofresidents’ nghts to the: quiet enjoyment of their properties - and will further
mterfere with their safeiy, peace and conveniesnce,

= The ACU'sconsultation w;th the local commumty has beeninadequate; The ACU S
.selectlve provision o -formatton to.a handful of residents was not: comprehens:ve
More recently; the Al __-.s.aﬁempt atconsultation via the distribiition’ ofa Flyer and
the holding ‘of & mieeting at short niotice does niot reflect on'the ACU’s bona fides in
‘geeking 1o consuttwith 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 gonsulation 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 ifi either 2010 or 2011. Why and how can a
plan with suich ssgmﬁcant and negative impact.on residents not be subject of up {o
date student information: '

totaily madequate for the expansscm objecttves of the ACU anci it does not prowde
equitable student {o land ratio, say between: the University of Western Sydney and
Macguarie. Umversﬁy

- Barker Road is a local road = the Coungcil states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. -'\N_h_at'the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and’
dangerous traffic conditions inthat 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: bea sympa’{hetlc treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over devefopmant will destroy the hentage character.

The Department and Mlmster should reject the ACU. propcsal The misinformation, use of
ouit of date student: mformateon the errors:and deficiencies in the analysis presented by the.
ACU and its: consuitants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid.
desisionin support of the proposa! If these reasons alone are not sufficient for the: proposal
to bie declined, it should:be declined'on the fact that the ACUY is situated ona:mgre §
hectares, has buildings of historical significance and will see an erosion of apen-greengpace
and not-have comparable or adequate student: land ratlo and becausa ihe ACU has faiied to
adequately engaged with' the commumty

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! -:AGSTRALIAN’CATHOL!C_ UNIVERSITY APPLICAT&GN. 'N'O: wMP10 :023'1

As residents of Strathfield and residents direclly affected by the. operatron of the Australian
Cathot:c Umversﬁy (ACU) expansion. proposal, we write fo. !odge our objectmn 10 the above
Concept Plan. We. strongly urge the Department and Minister {o: decﬁme the proposal.

Key reasons -'for.object_mg.to the Concept Plan are as follows:
- “The.proposal detracts from the chatacter of the surroﬁnding residential precinct

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

- The Nelghbourhood Policy included in the. proposai fails:to address the parkmg
trafﬂc and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood. ' ;

< The ACUs lack of integration with' the:local community is hlghlrghted by its-wilful
breaches of its original planning approvais and Order of the Land .and Environment
Couit. - The ACU's actions have impacted negatively on the neighbourhood contrary
fo the intentions underlying the approval: '

- The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analyses due to-an incorrett
‘assumption in: relation to'the growth instudent numbers. This flawin the analysis
‘comipletely invalidates:the conclusions: reached’ by the:university and its consultants;
The. proposal will have substantial traffic, parking and other ar y-related impacts
on:the surroundmg residential precingt. The: expansion:of the. ACU represents a
breachiof: resrdents rights to.the guiet: enjoyment of their: propemes arid will further
interfere with their safety peace and convenience:

- The AGU s consultation with the focal’ community has:-beer madequa’ce The ACU's
'selectrve per"" el rnformataon 1o a handful of resndents was: i ot -omprehenswe
More: recently, the ACU s attempt' at'consultation via the distribution of a F—“!yer and.
‘the holdi g ofa meeting at; short notice does’ not reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
-seekmg to consult with affected resldents and in: provzdmg an. opportumty for




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

- Information in the ARURP report ahalyses 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 ne. anatysns of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011 Why and how can a
plan with siich significant and negative impact on residents: not be subject of up to
date studentinformation. ’

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The cuirent: !and is
totaiiy madequate forthe expansion objectwes of the ACU and it does hot provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Westef'Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- BarkerRoad is.a local road - the Council states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 perday. What the ACU proposals will see further mtolerable and
dangerous traffic condstions in that-street and the local streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP acknowie:dges the positive decision of the. ACU not to prov;de adequaie on
site parkmg and notes that while the.parking increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadequiate:

- The:concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impagt on traffic and ‘parking or
residents. '
«  The: concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing buiit

environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the: historical sité ~in fact
such over deveiopment will destroy the. heritage character.

The Department and Mlnaster shouid rejeci the: ACL} proposai The mssmformat;on use of
ACU and |ts consuttants mean that no. reasonable dec;ston maker could make a vatid
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 sittated on amereb
‘hectares, has buildings: of historical mgmf:cance and will see.an erosion of open green space
andnot: have comparable oradequate student: iand ratio and hecause the ACU has failed to
adequate y-engaged: wsth the community.

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

Yours faithfuilly

f}%«’w{dj H’”"!’“‘L)ﬂ



&D

1 O

P
case r\‘C)’!’“CZ Q}(‘%"ra ; y ; ,
CCBMW-\ e,r\k; O~ ey S%Uad—&%! Co uaj
‘Pa%" X Resident’s Address:2b Strailhlom St
we Stradhheld 21385
Date!
10 March 2012,
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: 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

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

- The Nelghbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parkmg
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 fo express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s consuliation is merely an exercise of ficking the boxes.

S Enformatton in the ARUP report analyses ouf of date data relating to student iumbers
in 2008 and 2008. Th:s i$.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 sub]ect ofup to
‘date student information.

+ The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential.area, The'currentiand is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between ihe 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 décision of the ACY: not o provide adequate on
site parkmg and notes:that whne the parkmg mcrease proposed: appears substantial it
is inadequate.

- The:concept plan by the ACU. wzll not: mmzmlse the impact on traffic and parking or
reszdents

= Thecontept-plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of-t;;a..exi_s'ting built
environment and will not-bea sympathetic treatment of the historical site ~ in fact
such over development will destroy the h‘erita'g'é-Ch'arac'tér

The Department and Ministershould réject the ACU! proposal The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the erfors and deficienciés in the: analysis presented bythe
ACY and its constiltants mean that né reasonable declston maker could make a valid
decision in suppor‘( ofthe proposal. If these reasons alone are not: suf‘ﬁcaent for the proposal
10 be: dectmed it shouid be declined on the fact: that: the: ACU 15 satuated onameres
hectares has. bwldmgs of historical agnzﬂcance and will see.an erosion-of open~green space
and not have ccmparable or adequate student land ratio and because the ACU has failed to

We confirm that we have made no 't@p_o‘rt'abiei-_‘;_)jc')_ii'tica'i ‘donations in'the previous two years,

Yours falthfulty s _ _ Resi elends *{‘a )
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wame Chaclotle Rivikeas

Resident's Address
i ﬁur(\mf{ ¥ i ‘::ﬂf ’h« (sz\f/

Date - ] ;}\) PIETR

Mr Mark Brown

Major-Projects Assessment

Department of Planning -and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39 :

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRA‘L&AN -C_ATHQL_!C.UNWERSITY APPLIC-AT[ON NO: MP10 :023?1-

As residents of Strathfield and resndents darectiy affected by the operation of: the Austra!aan
Catholic: Unr\/ersrty (ACU) expansmn proposal, we write to lodge our objection to the above:
Concept Plan. We: strongty urge the: Department and Minister to decline the proposal.-

Key reasons fof objectingto the Concept Plan are-as follows;
The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential preginet

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

- The Nerghbourhood Pohcy included in the proposal fails to-address the parking:
-traffrc and other amemty impacts o the nezghbourhood b

- The ACU'slackof mtegratron with the local community is highhghted by its wriful
‘breaches of its original piannmg approvals and Order of the Land and’ Environment:
Court: The ACU s actions have impacted negatrvely onthe: nerghbourhood contrary
to'the mtentions underlying the approvai '

- The proposal contains invalid parkmg and traffic analyses due to anincorrect
assumption in relation tothe: ‘growthin student numbiers; This flaw in-the analysis
completely invalidates: the: conelusions reached by the university:and its consultants:
The- proposal will have substantial traffic, parking and other amen;ty~reiated impagts
on the surmundmg resrdentzai precmct The expansron of the AC:U represents a

'mte_rfere_wrth t_h_e!r .Safety,_ :p.ea_ce and_ co_ﬂvemence

< The ACU's consultation with. the local communily has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective: prowsrcn of information toa. handfui of resrdents was not comprehenswe
More fecently, the ACU S attempt at: _consuitat:on via the distribution of a Flyerand:

the holdingof a meetmg at:short nptice dees not: reﬂect onthe:ACU’s boria fides in
seeking 1o consurt wrth affected resrdents andin provadmg an oppartumty for




residents to express and have their views:and concerns addressed and cons:dered
At best, the ACU's consultationiis merely an exercise of ticking the boxes.

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relatmg o student numbers
in 2008 and 2009. This is 2012: Thereport was prepared 14 December 2011 yet’
there is no analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011: Why and how ¢an a
plan with such srgmﬁcant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up to
date student information. '

- TheACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current fand is
totally-inadequate for the expans;on ob;ectzves of the AGU-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 Couricil states that the volume of traffic shouid not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
dangerous raffic 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 netesthat while the. parking increase proposed appears substantlal it
is inadaquate.

- 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 shhance the character of the existing built
envirenment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
such over development will-destroy the heritage character,

The Departiment and Minister should feject the ACU- proposal The misinformation, use of
out-of date studentinformation, the errors-and defrcnenc:es in the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that 1o reasonablé decision maker could make a valid
decision in suppert of the proposal.. if these reasons alone.are not sufflcient for the proposal.
to be declined, it should be declined on the factthat the ACU is- s:tuated on-amered
hectares, has. buildings of historical sagmﬁcanca and will see an-erosion of open-gieen space:
and not have: comparab!e oradequate student Iam:i ratio and because the ACU. hag farled to-
adequately engaged With the commuriity. :

We confirm that we hiave made ho reportable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully

£ .):;\-_ A (-1;@{;{;. PD&J!@”J



Mrs  Joanna Maugia!fis:':

66 Wallis Ave, Sdrathfiatd 2135

9t Margh, 2012

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planningand Infrastructure
GPO Box 39 :

SYDNEY NSW 200%

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 ob;ectmn 1o the above
Cohcept Plan, We: strongiy urge the Depantment and Minister to dec!me the: proposal..

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

'The ACU's: consu

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 buiildings
nearthe bourdary of the ACU on Barker Road

The Ne:ghbourhaod Pollcy included in the proposal fails to address the park:ng,

traffic and: other amemty impacts on'the nelghbourhood i

The ACU's lack: of integration with the local community is hlgh]:ghted by itsawilful
breaches of its: ongmat planning approvals.and Order of the Land and Envirdnment
Court: The AGU’s sictions. have:impacted negatweiy on: the neighbourhood contrary.
fo. the mtentrons underiymg the approval: '

‘The proposal contains: mvaild parking ‘and: traffic. anaiyses due toanincorrect
'assumption in rélation to the growth in: student numbers This: flaw:in the. analysis

complete!y invalidates the conclusions reached bythe umverszty and its.cohsultants.
The proposal w;ii have substantialtraffic, parking: and other amen:ty~refated impacts:

onthe surroundmg residential precinct . Theexpansion of the ACU represents &

breachof residents’ nghts tothequiet enjoyment of their properties and will fuither:

interfere with their safety, peace and convenience,

tation with the:local commuity Fias: been: inadequate. The ACW's
ormauon to a handful of res;dents was hot comprehenszve

I

"Mare recent'iy, the AC saattempt at consiiitation via the distribiution of a Flyer and

theit
-seakmg to cansult with affected residents and m prowdmg an opportumty for

olding of 4 meetmg at shoit notice does notreflect on'the AGUs bona fidesin
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residents fo expressiand have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU's consultation is merely an exercise of ticking the boxes,

- Inforfation in the ARUP repor“t analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009 This is 2012. The: repori 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 s;gniﬂcant and negative impact'on residents not be: subject of up to
date student: mformat:on

- TheACUis ‘sited on 5:-hectares of land in a residential area. The cufrentiand is
totally madequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it doesnot provide
equitable student to land ratic, say hetween the University of Wéstern Sydney and
Macquarie University,

- Barker Roadisa local road —the Council states that the volume of: trafflc should not
exceed 4,000 perday; What the ACU proposals will see further mtoierabre and
dangerous traffic condmons inthat street and the local streets of: Strathfigld.

ARUP. acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not fo 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 fraffic: and parking or
residents.

The concept plan. alsofails to maintain and enhance the character of the ex:stsng built
environment and will not be a-sympathetic treatment of the. historical Site Anfact
such overdevelopment will destroy the hentage character.

The Department and: Mrmster should reject the ACU proposal The m:sznformanon use of:
out-of date student mformation the erfors and deficiencies in the ana!y&s presented by the
ACU and its consultants: maean that no reasonablée decision maker could fnhaké a valid:
decisionin support of the propesai I these reasons: alone.are not sufﬂcsent forthe: proposai :
to-be declined, it should be declined: on thefact that the AGU is satuated onainere §
hectares, has bu:idmgs of historical s:gmf:cance and-will see-an:erosion of open-green space
and. not have: camparabie i adequate stiident: Jand ratio and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the’ commumty

We-confirmthat we havé made no'réportable political donations in'the previous two vears:

Yours faithfully




TSR e

Resident’s Address

Mr Mark Brown
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure { \ ‘3
GPO Box 39. N s -
SYDNEY NSW 2001 TS E g

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Stfathfield and residents directly affected by'the: ‘operation of the Australian
Catholic Umverssty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to Iodge our ebjection to the above -
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister 1o decltne the proposal.

Key reasons:fqrzobjectmg 1o the Concept Plan are as follows:
- The proposal detracts from the charagter of the surrolinding residential precinct

- it dlm:nashes the privacy of local residents by mciudmg new 3 and 4 storey buildings
nearthe: boundary of the ACU on Barker Road,

- The Nelghboumood Policy-included in the: proposal fails to address the: parkmg
traffic and other amenity’ impacts onthe neighboirhood.

- The ACU s lack.of integration with the focal community is hfghhghted by its wilful
breaches of its ortgmai planning approvafs and Order of the Land and Environment
Colirt. The ACU'’s actions: have ;mpacted negatively: or the nelghbourhood ‘contrary.
to the: mtent:ons underlying the approva]

- The: proposai contains-invalid parkmg and traffic analyses due to anincorect:
assumptmn ‘relation to the growth in student numbers. Thig flawin the analysis
compie‘tely invalidates the coriclusions reached by the: umversﬁy and its consuitants.
The proposal will have substantial traffic; parkmg and other: amemty srelated impacts
onihe surroundmg residential precinct. The expansion:of: the ACU Tepresents a
breach:of residents’ rights 16 the quiet: empymen_t:ef their properties and will further
interfere with their safety, peace and convenience,

- The: ACU?s*consuitatton with the local: commumty has been madequate The ACU's
selectwe_gprov;sron of information to-a handful of reszdents was riot comprehensive.
More: recently, the. ACU 's attempt at:consultationvia. the distribution 'of a Flyer and
the holding of a meetmg at short niotice does not reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
seekmg to: consuit wsth affected. resadenis and in prov:dmg an opportumty for




f@S[del’ltS to express and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU’s constltation is merely an exercise of ttckmg the boxes.

- information i in the. ARUF‘ report analyses out of date- data relating to student numbsars
in 2008 and 2009. Thisis 2012, The repoit was prepared 14 Decdember 2011 yet
there is no-analysis. of student numbers in either 2010 or. 2011, Why and how can a’
plan wilh such significant and negative impact on residents not be subject of up-to
date student information.

- The AClU:is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area, The.ourrent land is
totally inadegiate for the expansion objectives of the AGU- and it:does.not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University-of Weslern Sydney and
Macquarie Un:vers:ty

- BarkerRoad is alocal 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 focal streets ol Strathfield.

- ARUP:dcknowledges the positive decision of the ACU notto provide adequate on
site:parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
isinadeguate.

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

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

The: Department and Mmlster should reject the ACU pmposai The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errers and deficiencies in the anafysrs presented by the
ACU-and its: consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker-could make a valid
degision:in support of the proposal. if these réasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal -
o be. declmed itshould:-be declined on the fact that the ACU'is Sttuated on amere 5
‘hectares, has bu:idmgs of historical: significance and will see anerosion 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 reporiable political donations in the previous two years.

Yours faithfully
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Resident's Address
Date

Mr-Mark Brown Do KWRatsora ST
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastracture JRATTFIG.D
GPO-Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 200t PRELD AR

W e 2oV
Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield-and residents durectly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic University (ACU) expansmn proposal we write 1o lodge ourobjection o the above
Concept Plan. We- strongly urge the: Department and ‘Minister to declme the proposal,

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

- The proposal detracts from the -'chara(itér-'-of"the surrounding residential precinet

near. the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road

-~ The Neighbourhood Policy: included in the proposal fails to address the parking,
traﬂ‘“c and other amemty 1mpacts on. the nelghbourhood =

-~ TheACU'slackof- integratioriwith 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 conirary'
tothe mtentions underiymg the approval.

- “The proposalicoritains invalid parking ahd traffic. analyses dueto an incorrect
assumption in relation to the growt ngistudent numbers. This flaw in'the. ana!ysxs
coripletely invalidates the conclusions reached ‘by the.university andiits consultants.
The proposal will have substantial traffic, parking-and other amenitysrelated impacts
onthe surrounding ressdennal precinet, The expansion of the ACU represents a
breach of rasidents’ r:ghts tothe: qwet enjnyment of their propertees and will further
interfere with their safety, peace andconvenience:

< TheAGU's: consultatlon with the focal. community Has been: rnadequate The ACU's
selectwe prowsson 0 ']t:oh to 4 handful of residents was niot: comprehenswe
More: recentiy, the AGU's attempt at consultation Vta the distribution of & nyer and
the holding-of a meeting at-short notice does not. reflect on the ACU's bona fides in:
seeking 1o consult with affécted residents and in providing an opportunity for




Tesidents 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. Teport analyses out of date’ data relatmg 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
daté student information,

The ACUis sited on & hectares-of land ini a residential area. The:current land is
totally inadequate for the expansion object:ves of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student to land ratio, say between the University of Westein Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- Barker Road is a local road - the Coungil 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 acknowiedges the positive decision of the ACU not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes that while the parkmg increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadeguate.

- Theconcept 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 @ sympathetic treatment of the historical site — in fact
stich over cievetopment WJH destroy the hentage character.

The Department and Minister: shouid reject the ACU proposaf The. mtsmformation use of
out-of; date student mformat!on the: errors‘and deficiencies in‘the analysis presented by the
ACU and’ its Gonsultants mean that ho reasoriable decision maker could make a valid
decision in support of the proposal If these Yeasons alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be-declined, it should be:declined. onthe factthatthe ACUis: situated on'a mere 5
-'hectares has buildings:of historical sigmfscance and will see‘an erosion of open- green space
and:not have. comparable or adequate student: fard ratio and because the ACU has failed to
ddeguately engaged with the: sommunity

We confirm that we havé 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: MP10 0231

As resadents of Strathfseld and residents directly affected by the Operation of the Australian
Cathoilc Unlvers:ty (ACU) expans;on proposal, we write to iodga oLr objectnon 1o the above
Concept Plan. We strongly urge the Department and Minister to decling the: proposal.

Key reasons for objecting tothe Concept Plan are as follows:

The proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinet

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

The: Naghbourhood Pohcy included in the proposal fails o address the park:ng
traffic and other amemty impacts onthe 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 Envirohment
Court. ‘The ACU’s actions have impacted nagatively on the nisighbourhood contrary:

to the intentions: tinderlying the approval.

'The proposa! contains invalid parking: and traffic analyses due to an‘incorrect

inirelationto the growth:in, student numbers: This flaw inthe analysrs

corﬁpléteiy invalidates: the conclusions. reached. by the university. and:itsconsultants.

The: proposal will have substantaai 1raffic; parking @ d other amen:ty*miated impacts
ot the: surmundmg re dentaai precanct The expa’ n of the AGU- represerats &
preach of residents’ rfghts--to the: quiet enjoyment of their properties: and will further
interfere with their safely; peace and convenience,

The AGU's consultation with the-docal community has: been inadequate: The ACU's
selective provision:of information to a handful of residents was:not.comprehensive.
More recently, the: ACU attempt at consultation via: the distribution-of a Flyer and
the bolding: of a'mesting:at short notice does not reﬂect on'the ACU's boha fides in
_seekmg to consult with affected residents and in prowd;ng ari opportunity for:




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

Information in the ARUP Teport 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 ng analysls of student numbers in either 2010 -or 2011. ‘Why and how ¢can 3
plan with such significant and negatwe impact onresidents not be subiectiof upto
date student information.

- The ACUs. sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The curréntland i is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it-does hot. ‘provide
equitable student'to land ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie Umvers:ty

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

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU not'to provide adequate on:
sste parkmg andnotes: that whlle the-parking increase proposed appears substantiat it
is inadequate..

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

The concept plan also fails to maintain.and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be 4 sympathetic treatment of the historical site — Anvfact
such over developmient will destroy the heritage character,

The Department and Minister should: reject the ACU proposal The misinformation; use of
out of date- student mformatlon the errors and deficiencies in the analysis presented. bythe
ACU and its consuitants méan:that no reasonable decision maker could make a valid:
decision in support of the proposal. these reasons-alone are not sufficient for the proposal
to be declined, it should be: dec!med oh the: factthat the ACU is mtuated onameres
hectares, has: ‘bulildings of: hlstorscaf s|gmﬁcance and will seean erosion of opsn:green space
and-not have comparabie or adequate stident: land ratio-and because the ACU has failed to
adequately engage—d with:the: commumty

We confirim:that we have made no reportable poltical 'do'na'ti’qns its the previous two years.

Yours faithfully:

/c:,//’f’fg J
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Mr-Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Depariment of Piannmg and infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

Astesidents: of Strathfield and residents: dlrectly affected. by the operation of the Australian
Catholic: Unwers:ty {ACU) expansion proposal,- we write to lodge our objectuon tothe above
Cancept Plap. We strongly urge the Department-and Minister fo. decline the proposaf

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

- {tdiminishes the privacy of local’ resxdents by mcludmg new:3 and 4 storey buildings
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road..

- The Nelghbeurhood Policy mciuded inthe proposal. fails to address the park;ng,
traffic and other amenity impacts. on-the: ne:ghbourhood '

= The ACU's lack of infegration with the focal’ commumty is h:ghhghted by its wilful -
breaches of its. ongmal ‘planning approvals: ‘and Otder of the: Land -and Environment.
Court. The ACU's actions have 1mpacted negatwely on’ the nelghbourhood contrary-
to: the intentions undertymg the approvai '

. The"pro'po’sai conitains invalid p’a‘rkir’i'g'ahd traffic analyses due to anincorrect
asgumption-in‘relation to the growth in‘student numbers. T rsﬁaw inthe analysrs
ccmpletely tnvalfdates the conctus;onss.ra hed by the: umversuty and'its-consultants.
parktng and. other amenaty—refated impacts'-
on: the surmundmg remdentlal prec : .’The expansion: of the ACU represents a
breach of residents’ nghts to the qu __t_:enjoyment of their: properties and will further
intetfere with their safety, peace-and convenience.

- The ACU's consuitatron with the: lpgal commumty has been inadequate. The ACU's
selective provision o information to a handful'of resrdents was-not comprehensive:.
'More recently, the ACU 5 attempt at consultat:on viathe distribution of a FElyerand.
the. holdmg meeting &t short notice doés not reflect onthe AGU! s ‘bona fides in-
seeking to consult w;th.af_fected,_ residents and in providing an opportunity for

BAVE NN



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.

- Informaﬂon in the ARUP report analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and. 20{39 This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet
thereis.no: -analysis of student numbers in either 2010 or 2011. Why zind how can.a
plan with such s:gnlﬁcant and negative impact.on residents not be subject of up fo
date student information.

-~ The ACUis sited on 5 hectares of land in a rescdentiai area, The gurrentland is
totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it does not provide
equitable student o Jand ratio, say between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

- ‘Barker Road is alocal road —ihe Council'states that the ‘volume of traffic should not-
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU proposals will see further intolerable and
d_ang_er_a_us_ traffic conditions in that street ‘and the focal streets of Strathfield,

- ARUP acknowledges the positive decision of the ACU notto provide adequate on
site parking and. notes that while the: parking increase’ proposed appears substantial it
is lnadequate

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

- Theconcept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built
environment and will not be a sympathet:c treatment of the historical site — in fact
stich over development will destroy the. heratage character.

The: Department and Minister should re;ect the ACU propasat The misinformation, use of
out of date student information, the errors and daficiencies in‘the. analysus presented by the .
ACY: and its .consultants mean that no reasonable deonsson maker could make a valid
dec;s:on in support of the:proposal. if these reasons alone are not sufﬁment forthe proposal
to be declined, i hould be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated ona mere 5
hectares has: bualdmgs of historical stgmfscance -and will see-an erosion of open-green space
and not have comparable oradequate student: land ratio and. because the ACU has failed to
adequately engaged with the: ‘community.

We corifirmithat: we' have made no reportabfa pehtsca! donations in the. préviotis two years,

Yours ;fal_thful_l_y



Mr'Mark Brown

Departrﬁ.éht. bf F’Ianmng and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
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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 fodge our-objection {o the above
Congept Plan. We strongly. urge the’ Departme_nt and Minister to decime the proposal.

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

The proposat detracts from 'fthe--charac”ter of the surrounding residential precinet

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

The Neighbourhood Poilcy included in the proposal fails to address the parkmg,
traffic and.other amen!ty impacts on.the netghbourhood

The ACU's lack of: miegrat;on With thelogal comminity-is h:ghhghted by its wilful -
':breaches of its: ongma!' lanning: approvats and Qrder of the Land and. Enwronment
:-C.o,urt. The ACU's ac _-’-have ampacted negatively-on the neighbourhivod: contrary
to:the intentions underlying the: approvai

The: proposal contains invalid: parkmg and traffic:analyses due'to an incorrect
assumptionin: relatlon 1o the growth in student numbers. This flawin. the analysis
completely invalidates the conclusions reached by the university and ifs: consultants:
The: proposal will have substantial traffic, parkmg and other amemty~related impacts.
onthe: surroundmg res;dential ‘precinet, The expansion: of the ACU representsa
bireach of residents’ Tightsito the quiet: enjoyment of ihe;r properties and will further
mterfere with their safety, peace and: convemence

The ACU's constltation with the local community’ has been madequate The:AGU's
selective provision of: information to-8: handful of: resmients was not comprehensave

“More recently, the ACU's attempt at ccnsuitataon vig: the d;stnbutfon of a Flyer and

the holding ofa: meeting at short notice does notreflect onthe ACU's boha fides in
- geéking to consult: wath_aff_epted_ 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 tlckmg the boxes.

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

- The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current: land is
totatly 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
Macguarie University.

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

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

The concept plan by the ACU will ot 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 her:tage character.

The. lepartment and Minister should: reject the ACU: proposa! The misinformation, use of
out: of date student information; the-errors and deficiencies in‘the analysis presented by the
ACU and its consuitants mean’ that no reasonable decision maker could make avalid
decision in support of: the proposal: If the"e_reasons a]one are.}not sufficient for the. proposal
to be declined, it should. be declined on’ the fact that the: ACU isssituated.on amere 5
hectares, has buridmgs of h;stoncai 51gn:fmance and will sge an erosion of open-green; ‘space
and not have comparable or’ adequate stident; Iand ratio-and because the ACU has failed fo.
adeguately ehgaged with the commun;ty

We confirm'that we have -made no. reportabl& palitical donations inthe prewous two years

Yours: fasthfully
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