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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure

GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2007

Dear 8ir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathﬂe[d -and residents directly affected by the operation of the Australian
Catholic Umvers:ty (ACU) expansion proposal, we write to {odge our objection to'the above
Concept Pian We strcngly 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 residzntial precinct

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

~  The. Nezghbcurhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parkmg,
traffic and othér amenity impacts on the neighbotrhood: .

- T he ACUs tack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its witful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order.of thé Land.and E:mrlroﬁment
Court. The-ACU's actions. have 1mpacted negatlveﬁy onthe: neighbourhood ccntrary
to'the intentions underlying the approval.

- The: proposai contams invalid ‘parking and iraffic analyses dusto.an incorrect
assumpt:on in relation tothe' growth in student nurmibers. This ﬂaw in‘the anaiysts
compietely mval:dates the conclisions: reached by the university and its consultants:
The proposal will have substantial traffic, parking ‘and other amenity-related impacts
on'the surmundmg res;dential precmct ‘Thé expansion of the ACU represenis.a
breachof "‘eszdénts r;ghts 16 the: quuet enjoyment of their properties and will further
interfere with' their safety, peace and convenience,

~  The ACU's: consultatfon with:the:local commumty hias been madequate The ACU’s
selective prowsxon of: mformation foa handfui of res:dents was not: comprehenswe
More recent!y, the ACU sattempt at consultatuon viathe distnbutmn ofa Flyer and
the holding of a'meeting at short notice does nof reflect on the ACU's bona fides in
seeking to consult with affected residents and in providing an opporiunity for



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

- Information in the ARUP report analyses out of date data reiatmg to student numbers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: cana
plan with such significant and negative.impact on residents not be subject of Upto
date student information.

- The ACU s sited on 5 hectares of {and in a residential area. The cufrent.landiis
totally madequate far the expansion objeciives of the ACU and it does not.provide
eguitable student to land ratio; ‘say between the University. of Wesiern: Sydney-and
Macquane U_n_wer_sl_t_y

- BarkerRoad is @ 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 degision of the ACU not to. provide adequate on
site parking and. notas: that while the. parkmg increase proposed appears substantial it
is inadeguats.

- The concept plan by the ACU will not minimise the impact on traffic:and ;p_ark_i'ng--c,r
residents..

- The.concept plan also fails to maintain and enhance the character of the. existing bu:lt
environment and will not be a sympathetic treatment of the historical site — i fact
such over development will destro_y the heritage character:

The Depariment and Minister should reject the ACU proposal. The: misinformation; use of
out of date student information; the efrors and deficiencies inthe: analysis presented by the
ACU and.its consultants meanthat no reasonable decision maker. gould make a valid
decision in.support- of the: proposal. If these reasons alone are hot: Sufﬂment for the proposal
to be declined, it shou!d be declined onthe fact that the ACU-is situated: on ameres
hectares, has buildings: of historical significance and will see an erosion: of open:green space.
and nothave comparabie or adequate student: land ratio. and: because the ACU has failed. to
adeqguately’ engaged wnth the . community.

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

Yours faithfully
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Dear Sir

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10_0231

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the operat:on 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 o de_cl;ne the proposal.

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

The proposal-detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

1t diminishes the privacy of local res:dents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildings
nearthe boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Neighbourhood Policy included in the proposal fails to address the parkmg

traffic and other: amenity impacts on the. netghbourhood :

The ACU's. lack. of integration with the local commumty is highltghted by its wilful
breaches of its original planning approvals and Order of the Land and Environment
Court The ACU's actions have impacted: negatively on.the, nelghbourhood contrary
to the intentions underiymg the approval:.

The proposal containg invalid par’king and traftic analyses dus to'an incorract
assumption:in relation to: the growth in studsnit numbers This flawin the anaiysus

‘completely mval:dates the conclusions reached “by the university and its consultants.

The proposal’ wril have substantial traffic; parking and other amenlty~reiated impacts

:on the surrounding res;dentaai precingt. The expansion.of the ACU represents a.

breach:of residents’ Tights: to.the quiet:enjoyment of their properties. and will further

mterfere with their: safety. peace and convemence

T he ACUS: consuitatson with the {ocal commumty has_,been ingdeguate, The ACU's
-selective-provision of mformatcon to & handful of residents-was-not. comprehenswe

More recentiy, the ACI's attempt af consultation via :jth‘ ] dlstnbution ofa Fiyer and

the hoidmg of @ meeting at:short notice does not reflect on the:ACU’s bona fides in
:seekmg 1o consuit with: affected residents: and m prowdlng an opportumty for




residents to expxess and have their views and concerns addressed and considered.
At best, the ACU's consdiltation is merely an exergise of i:ckmg the boxes.

- Information in the. ARUP report analyses out of date date refating to student numbers
in'2008 and 2009. Thisis 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yat
there is no anaiy51s of: student numbers in either 2010 of 2014, Why and how-can a
plan with.such significant and negative impact on residents not:be stibject of up fo
date student information.

= The ACU is sited -on .5 hectares of land in a residential area. The current land is
totaliy inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU and it-does not provide
'equltabie studerit todand ratio, say between the' Umvemity of Western Sydney and
Macquarie University.

= Barker Road is a local road — the Council states thatthe vojume of traffic should not
exceed 4, 000 perday. What the ACU proposals will see furtherintolerable and
dangerous raffic conditions in that street and the iocal streets of Strathfield,

- ARUP acknowiedges the posstwe 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 trafﬂc 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 — ~jrrfact
such-over development'will destroy the. heritage character.

The! Department and-Minister should reject the ACU proposai The: m:smformatron use of
out: of datestudent: ;nformatton the errors and deficiencies inthe: analysxs presented By the
ACU and:ifs consultants mean-that no réasonable decision: maker could make a valid
decision in: support .of the proposal. If these reasons: alone are ‘Aot sufﬂc;ent forthe proposal
to be declined, 'f:t-'shouid be declined on the fact that the ACU is situated on amere’s
hectares, has: buudings of hrstoncal significance and will ses: anerosion of open-greenspace
and not have comparabie or adequate student: lanid ratio and because the ACU has failed to

adequateiy engaged with the community,

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

Yours faithfully
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Mr-Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment’
Dapariment of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY- NSW 2007

Dear Mr Brown,

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY (ACU} APPLICATION NO: MP 10_0231
OBJECTION AGAINST-CONCEPT PLAN FORACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As.vesidents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the proposed expansnon plans of the Australian
Catholic University {ACU} fora World Ciass Precintt; we. hereby fodpe ouf objaction to the Applicant’s Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus.

We strongly urge the Ministerto reject the proposal f._o'r;fh_'_e ‘-fp]lowing-reasons:
e  Thepioposal reduces theheritage appeal and character of the surfounding Jow.density residential area.

o Thetotal bulk and scale of the proposed building mass: directly impactson US, to: our “rights to privacy both
visualiy and aurally”: and the “preferred nelghbourhood character” 1, 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Port A
{DCP20052 The proposed building mass. ineludes 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.
- not-only spmls the streetscape but will be an invasioh: ‘of O privacy, -and In time, detracts and reduces the-
property values of the sirrounding neighbourhood suburb,

e The Neighbourhood Palicy included in the proposal substaritially fails to address thie issues of parking, traffic
and other amenity impactsion the neighbourhood:

ne_gatwely.o_n th_e_ nesghboul h_ood cont_rary_to the _mtentio_n_g:.un.t;i__er_iym_g__the.a_gp._mv;;i

The proposal contdins.invalid-parking and tlaffxc -analysis data based’on an Incoffectassumption in relation to,
the growth in.student mumbers, This flaw:in the dﬂdiniS complete!y Hvalidates the candlusions.reached by-
the: Univers:ty and its: consuli‘ants The. proposa! wn' “have substantial trafﬂc parking and gther amenity-.
felated impacts on the'surrounding residential precinct. The expansion :of the ACU. represenis a breach of
resident’s nghts tothe guiet: enjoyment of theirproperties ahd will forther: mterfere with their safety, peace:

and: convenience:

»  The Transport & Accessibility Study restricts our nghts to'visit family and friends. The: Strathfield area hasa
Unique community: Each family member; friend: oF acquamiance is: separated by only 1 or 2 degrees.
jFacebaok has helped| us:to. stay connected: Aimcst everyoneknows someoneion ea ch street or-each black,

& The ACU s consultation with the: local cormmyuity has: ‘Been’ !ackmg and-inadequate. The ACL's selective.
-prowsmn of information to only-a-handfulof: res:dents wasnot comprehenswe enpugh..More recently, the .
ACU's attempt at ‘consultation via the distribution:of 2 Flyer anid the holding: a:meetmg-at shortnotice does:
‘Aot retlect on e ACU s hona’ “fide: iniséeking 10 consult “with affecte Tes 5 and in prowdmg ‘A
opportumty for yesidents’ to express and: have thai¥: mncerﬁ_ : _ddressed ang conssdered At ‘best; the ACU's:
consultation is mcrely an excrcnso ‘of poli tucai pretence Theye wWas nasincerityor good falth i Theiractions.:.

e The ARUPTeport-analysis was based on-out-of-date data relating to student numbers in 2008.and 2009. This.
5/2012; Notwithstanding: thw, the: repori was prepared onda: December 2011 and: yet: there 35 na.analysis: of
Studentniimbersin either 20 1002011

-'Why and how can:a Congept-Plan with siich & s:gn;ficant and nLgatwe impact on-local: residents, notbethe.
‘.subject ‘of up-to- date 5tudem mformatlon?



& The ACU issited on 5 hectares of land
in the midst 'of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density Residential Arca within the ACU's immediate
vicinity, bordered by Parramatia Road 1o the north, The Boulevarde to'theeast; Cooks River to the south and
Centenary Driveto the west, Is approximately.300 hectares, i.e. the ACU site takes up approximately 1.67% of
the total Low Dénsity Residential Area that is ourhome, Why ¢ shouid 1, 67% dictate the living standards of the
rest of the 98,33% of Strathfield Residents?

e Thecurtentdand holdmg by the ACU is totally inadequate’ forthe expanston ebjectives of the ACU. The site
will become an. unaltractive area of large. dominant Diiidings, paved -or concrete Tootpaths, 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 Sytdney or Macquatie

Linitversiy.
Na. of Students, Hectares: No. of Students
_ Per Hectare
Uws Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie:Universily 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

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

®  Barker Road is 8 local.road, The Council has: ‘stipulated that me volume :of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles per-day. The ACU proposal will see further intolerablé and dangerous traffic conditions on Barker
Road, as well asan increase in speed and trafﬂp in: t_:__he s_urrou_ndmg focal. s]:r_eets_of_Stra_thfe]d

0. The ARUP reporl; has ‘acknowledged the ACU's decision not to provide adeguate on-site parking and is
content 1o ‘accept this decesmn 1t further notes that whllst the pn-gite parkmg increase proposal appears
substam:al itisinadequate to meet the need‘; ofih@ Umvérsuty

#: TheConcept Plan by the ACU will NOT minimise the substantial impact ontraffic and parking problems of the
restdents.

o Furthermore, the Concept Plan fails to maintain angd.enhansé the character of theexisting built environment
and will:not be sympathetnc to its surrour}dsng e:wzmnmant, toiits surroundmg histarical heritage nor. will it
do any justice to. the Site-left by the Christian Bros:in: 1993, 1n fact, such a development will destroy the.
heritage character of Mount St. Mary-and the agsthetics:of Mou_n_t_ Royai Rese« Ve,

The Department; and: thp M:mster of Plannmg should reject the ACU proposal whcleheartedly The misinformation,
Fse: of plitdated Student data-and the errors and:deficiencies in the anaiyms presented by the ACU and its,
:consultanls meanthat. no reasonable dedision maker can. mak& avalid: decisionin supporlof this proposal.

Hihese reasons alone, are.npt su§ﬁc1ent fcr the propcsal {0-be refused; then the proposal shoyld betefused on
.fihe fact that the ACUis siyuated ona here:s hedtaresin: fhe mldsi of 3300 hectare low. density residentlal area,
has buildings of historical s:gmﬂcance will see.an erosioh of open green ‘space: and: will not have comparable or
'-adequate student; land area ratios, not'to ‘mention that Ihe ACH: has faxled 1¢ adequaiely engape in consultations

with' the: local commun;tv

‘Wehereby declare that we have made no reportable political donationsin the previdustwo. yearsnorup until the
‘application’is determined;

Please do not release my personal details to'the ACU,

Yours Faithlly,

'l._c;._c;e:"
' MrDavid Backhause General Mamgcr, Strathﬂeld Councﬂ 65 Homebush Road, Sirathfleid 2435, Enail;:

M Charles. Casucceﬂ;, Shop. 1,54 Burwood Rd, Burwaod ?134 Ph.8747-1711
Ernail; Strathz’m d@narllament nsw Pov au
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Mr-Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department_ﬂf'i’ianning & Infrastructure
GPOQBox 39 '
SYDNEY NSW. 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

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

As regidents of Strathfield and residents: directiy affected by the proposed expansion plans of the ?Sustfalian
Catholic University {ACU) for a World Class Precinet, we hereby. 1odge our ‘objection to the Applicant’s Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus,

We strangly.urge the Minister to reject the proposal for the following reasons:
o  Theproposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding low density residentisl area.

o The total butk and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts on US, to our “rights to piivacy both.
visuatly and aurally” and the preferred neighbourhood character” ¢l 8.1 of Strathfield DCP_2005 Part A
(PCP2005). The proposed bui!d:ng mass includes- 2 multi storey: developments on the- boundary of Barker
Road including one 4-storey building 0pp051te South Street‘and one 3-storey huilding opposite Wilson Street.
it not onlyspoils the streetscape: but will:'be an invasion of our.privacy,-and in time, detracts and: reduces the
property values of the surrounding: neaghbourhood subuirb,

e The Neighbourhood Policy included in. the proposai substantially fails to address the issues of parkmg, trafﬁc
and other amenity impacts on the ne1ghbourhood

¢ The ACU’s !ack of integration with ‘thedocal community s highlighted by its wilful breaches: ofits’ mgma!
planning - approvais and. Order af the' i.and and. Envirohment Court.. The ACU's actions have’ tmpacted.

negatweiy on the nelghbouritood, contrary to'the mtentnons underlyitig the approval.

¢ The propasai contains invalid parkmg angirafficanalysisdata; ba!,ed onan incorrect 1ssumpt|on an relation ta
the growth in:student-numbers, This flaw ih:the analysis complately invalidates the conclisions feached by
tha' Umver,slty and dts: mnsultants Thef._prcposai Wil have-sgbstantial ‘traffic, - parking and.other amensty-
related impactsion-the: surmundmg resz'dentlai precinct: The expanslon ofthe ACU. represents a'breach of
résident’s rights to:the'quiet enjoyment of thelr properties and will further interfere wzth their safety, peace

andconvenience.

e The Transport & Accessibility Stisdy. r_e' ricts our rlghts o visit family and friends: The Strathfield: areahasa
unigue - commumty ‘Each: family -men _ber friend or aequaintance s sepahated by only 1 or 2 ‘degrees,
Facebook has helped us to stay:conngcted. Almost everyoiie knows someone on each street or each block:

mmumty has been lackmg and snadequata The ACU“s selectwe

s The -A_cu_'.s -eqnsuitaxifbn‘ -wi_th ‘th logal

.ACU s attempt :at consul dtsan ia’
net reﬂect ‘on: the: ACUS bona_.=

e n seeking T consuét wn:h affected res;dents and' in prévidmg ah
nd have their concerns addressed-and considered. AL best, the ACU's

éansuitatmn:is' merely an exercnsé of_ polltical pretence There Wasno smcerrtv orgood” faith-m thelr acﬂons

#:  The: ARUP report analysis was based oh out—of date: data relatmg to student: numbersin 2008 and. 2009 Thls_
152012 Notwithstanding thes, Heraport wia _prepared ‘o 14 Decembar 2011 and yet: thereisno. analysisof
student numbersinieither: 2010 or 2011

Why: and show'can a' Concept Plan with' such 2 sagmflcant and negatwe :mpact on, Eocal restdents, not be the:
subjectof: Upto- -date stadent. mformatlon?




® The ACU is sitec{ 'on S hectares of Ian’d n thcé ‘midst of a Low'Dénsity Residential Area. That Low Density
Boulevarde to the east, Cooks River to- the seuth and Centenary Dnve o the west, Is approximately BG{)
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?

#  Thecurrent land holding by the ACU is totally. madequate for the :expahsion abjectives of the ACUL The site
will. ‘become -an” unattractive area of iarge diminant butfdmgs paved or-concrete footpaths, covered

walkways integrating pedestrian linkages throu ghoat the campus andamin} city within its gated walls,

e ldoes not provide equitable student 1o fand ratio wnth say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

Umverssty
Na.'of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS:Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 28
NMacquarie University 30,000 . 130b 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

‘the student:to-ares ratio is dense:and inadequate, and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

+  Barker Road is 2 local road. The Council has Stipuiated that the volume of traffic shouid not exceed 4,000
vehicles per-day. The ACU proposal will see-further intolerable and dangerous traffic conditions on Barker
Road as well asan increase in spead and traffic_m'the surrouadmg localstreets of Strathfield.

e The ARUP. report has acknowledeed the: ACUs decision not to: provide adequate on-site ;}arklng and'is
content ‘to accept:-this decision. It further fotes that ‘whilst the ‘on-site ‘parking increase proposal appears.
substantial, it is inadequate to meét the needs of the University.

rcs:dqnts

e Furthermore, the Concept Plan failsto maintain’and: enhance the: character of the existing buily enviropment’
and will not-be sympathetic to its: 5urroundmg enwronment to its surrounding historical heritage nor wilt-it
do any justice to the site left by the.Christaan Bros-in- 1993, In'fact, such a deveiopmmt will destroy the.
herita_ge character of Mount 5t. Mary and theaesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve:

The Departmentand the Minister of Planning should reject the ACU proposal wholeheartedly. The mismformation,
‘the use of ‘outdated student data ‘and ‘the errors -and deficiénties inithe -analysisi presented by the ACU and its:
consultants, mean:that no reasoriable decision tnaker can make:a valid-decisionin support.of this proposal.

if these reasons alone, are not sufficient for th'e‘prbpo'sai‘to ‘b refused; then the propesal should be refused.on:
the fact that the ACU:s srtuated ona mere S hectares inthe mldst 0f 3,300 hectare low density residential area
has bur!dmgs of: h:stoncal sngmfmance, will see @n-erosion of open.gréen. space and wilt not have comparableor
adequate studentland area ratios,: notto mention ‘that the ACU hasfalled to adequately engage in-consultations
with the local community.

‘We: hereby declare thatwe have made o} reportable political donationsin the: prewous two years norup.until: the:
application jsdetermined;

Please do not release.my personal details tothe ACU:

Yours: Faithfull

Mr-Charles Cosuscelli, Shop 1,54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134 PH, 9747:1711
Email: Stiatt n‘ield_"('ragi‘p:_'w Hamentnsw.govian:
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ADDRESS

Mre Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment.

Department of Planning & infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

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

As residents of Strathfaeld -ahd residents -directly affected by the proposed expans:on plans of ‘the. Australian
Catholic University. {ACU} for a World Class Precinct, we hereby lodge our ob;ectlon 1o the Applicant’s Concept
Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus,

Westrongly urge the "M:iﬂi_s'jcé_r{t_d_“_rqje_ct _the proposal for the following reasons:
o The proposal reduces the heritagé appeal and character of the suryounding low density residéntial area.

. The'tatal butk and scale.of the proposed building mass directly impacts on US, to.our “fightsto privacy both
visually.and: aura!iy" and the “preferred neighbourhopd character” ¢f. 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
{DCPZOOS! The:proposed: building mass includes 2. -multi storey developments on: the. boundary of Barker
Road including one 4> “storey bu;ldmg opposite ! Sauth Street and one 3-storey bul!dmg opposite Wilson Street.
1.hot.only spmls the streetscape but wilt be an invasion of our privacy, and in’ time; detracts and’ ‘rediicesthe
pro_perty v_a[ues of th_esurrr;_aund_m_g ne_lghbou_rhood suburb.

«  The Neighbourhood Policy. included in the proposal substantiafly fails to address the issues of parking, traffic
and otheramenity-impacts on the heighbourhood.

o The ACU! 's lack of ‘Integration with the local community. is hlghi:ghted by s wﬂful bresches of its ongmaE
-p!annmg appmvals and ‘Grder of the Land and Environment Court. The: ACU's actions have impacted
negatively. on: the'rzetgh_ ourhood, contrary 1o the mtermons underlymg the: appmval

¢ _The proposal cantams mvaiad :parkmg and trafﬁc analys:s d_a_%,a based or an mcq_rrect assumptlcn m relationto
' : idaigs the: nclussons reached by

-and conven:ence

"y The T;ans "or; & Access:bii:ty Studv--restﬂcts our nghts 1o \nsn: f'xmlly and fraends The Strathfield area; has a

Why and how! can a Concegt Plan wﬁch such:a mgmf;cant and negatwe :mpact on Jocal remdents ngt be the
'aubject of up-to-date student. informatlon?

,nd other amemty--

G



e The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of fand in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Arga within ‘the ACU's immediate wcmm,r, bordered by Parramatia Road to the north, The
Boulevarde to the e_a_s_t_ ._Co,o__ks River to the south and Centenary Drive to the west, s a_pp_rommate_ly 300
hectares, i.e. the ACU site takes up approximately 1:67% of the total Low Density Residentlal 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 inadéquate for the expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will ‘become -an -unattractive: ‘areaof large dominant buiidings, paved or conciete footpaths, covered

walkways integrating pedestrian. linkages throughout the campus and a mini city within its gated wai!s

o Itdoes not provide _i;rdu_itab'_!e.ﬂstlﬁidaht to land ratio with say, the University of Western Sydnéy or Macquarie

University.
No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Par Hectare
UWS Campbelltown Campts 4,830 166h 29
Macqliarie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University. 4,800 Sh 960

The student-to-area ratio i dense ahd in_adequate,_aht_i_unsuitab_l'e for the chosen environment,:

«  Barker Road.is a Jocal:road. The Council has stipulated that the volume of traffic should not excead 4,000
'vehacles per day. The ACU proposai will see further intolerable and dangerous traffic condniaom on Barker
Road, as well as an increase inspieed and traffic in the surrounding local streets of Strathfield.

¢ The ARUP report has “acknowledged the ACU's decision not to provide adeguate onsite. parking and is
content to-accept thts decus:on. it further. notes that whilst the on-site parking: mcrease proposal appears
substantial, it is inadequiate tomeat the néeds of the University.

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

e Furthermore, the Concept: Plan fatls to maintain and enhance the character of the exlstmg built environment
and will not be. sympathetsc toitssurrounding environment, to its surrounding historical heritage nor will it
do-any. justice to.the site left by the: Christiaf Bros.in 1993, in fact, such a development will destroy-the
heritage character of Mount St Mary and the aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve.

The Departmént and the Minister of Planning should reject the ACU.proposal wholeheartedly Thie.misinfarmation;
the use -of putdated. student data.and the errors and deﬁc:enc:es in the analysis presented. by the ACU and its
ccnsuttants, mean thatng: reasonab]e decusmn maker can-makea valid: decisioninsupport of thls proposa!

if these reasons ‘along, arg not sufﬁcsent for the pmposal to'be ,refused “then the: proposal shou!d be refused oh
the fact that the ACU issituated ona ) ere 5 hectares in the midst-ofa 3(}{) hectare low dermty rtesidential ares;
has: bmldmgs of historical mgn:facance will:see an érosion of open green space and willnot have comparable or
ateguate studentifand.area ratios, nolto:mention that-the-ACU: has Failed 1o adeguately: engage in.consultations

with'thelocal cgm_mu_n_s_ty

We! hereby deciare thatwe: have made no reportabie pohtical donations in'the prewous WO, years norup.until the
application is determined;

Please do not felease my personal detalls to the'ACU.

Yours Faithfully

sioh o
Ci Cardmal George Peif, PoldingLentre --133 Lwerpool Street Sydney NSW 2000
SRt
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Mr Watk Brown

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNE‘:’ NSW 2001

Dear’Mr Brown,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU) APPLICATION NO:MP10.0231

‘OBIECTION AGAINST-.CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATH Fl_ELD__CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the proposed expansmn plaiis of the ‘Australian
Cathalic tniversity: (ACU) for 'z World Class Precinct, we hereby lodge: our objection to the Applicant’s Concept
Plarrinrithe ACU Strathfield Campus.

We'stronglv.urgethe Minister to reject the proposal for the following reasons:
¢ The proposalFeduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding fow density residential area,

s Thetotal bulk-and scale of the proposed building mass directly: impacts on US, 1o our “rights to privacy both
visuatly and ‘aurally” and the “nreferred neighbourhood character” . 8 1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
(DCP20051 The proposed building mass includes 2 multi storey: deveiopments on the. boundary of Barker
Road mcludmg one d-storey. building opposite South Street and one 3: sstorey: bultdmg -opposite thson Street,
ot only sponls the streetscape but will be an invasion of | our privagy, and h time, detracts and. reducesthe
property values of the surrounding nughbourhood suburb,

¢ The Ne;ghbourheod Pohcy included in the proposal subsmnt;ally Falls 1o addrcss the issues of parking; traffic
and other amenity impacts on the neighbotirhood..
s The'ACUY's Tackof Integration with the focal commumty is highlighted by.its wilful breachés of its orsgmal
plannmg approvals and .Order of the Land and Environment Court: The: ACUs dctions have impacted.
“negatively on the: ng_;ghbo.u_rhood contrary'to the intentions: und_erl_ym_g ‘the app_mva!

37,

@ The proposa! contalns mvaiad parkmg and %rafﬁc anatyszs data based oh; an tncorrect assumptlon in relat:on to
the. growth in 'tud_ent wumbers; This Flaw in the analysis comp}eteiy invalidates thereongliisions reached by
the University-and its consultants. The proposal -will have substantial! fic, parkmg and other. amenity-
refated: impacts on ‘the: surroundmg residential’ precinet. The expansmn ofithe ACU reprﬁsents @ breach of
résident’s rights to’ the qunet gnjoyment of their properties and will further ifiterfére with their safety, peace

and convenierice,

o -The Transport B Accessubmty Study restricts our rights 1o wslt famlly and fﬂends The: S!.rathfleld area has a
unigue ‘community. Each family member fraend “of ‘acquaintance s separated by ‘only 1 wor- 2 degrees,
Facebmuk has helped us 1o:stay confiected; Almost everyone knows: someone on: each street oreach blogk:

‘__K__gcod fasth in the:r actions; .

& THeARUP repoat analysis'was based on:out:of-date data’ relating o student. ntimbers in: 2008 and’ 2009 Thls.
& 2012 Notw:thstand g thu, tha reportiwas pmpared ey 14 Decembor 2074 angd vet thereisno analy of
student numbiers in' either 2010 or 2011

.Why and: hew can'a” 'oncept Plan w:th such a srgnsficant and negatsve lmpact on local residents, ot be the
stbject of up-to-gate student information?-

«;:Z?.i?::‘\_

A



s The ACUis:sited on 5 hectares of Jand in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area within the ACU’s immediate vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The
Bcufevarcie 10-the east, Cooks. River to the sputh -and Centenary Drive to the west; is approximately 300
hectares; je.the ACU site takes up apprommateiy 1:67% of the total Low: Densr{y Reswential Argathatisour
home. Why should 1.67% dictate the Iving standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

e The.current land holding by the ACU. is‘totally: inadequate for the expansion, objectwes of the ACU, The srte
will Pecome: ai unattractive area of large. -définant ‘buildings, paveé ‘or -coricrete: footpaths, covered

waikways_._mtegratgng pedestrian linkages tifsroughm_tt the campus and 3 mini city within its gated walls.

* it doespotprovide equitable student to land ratio with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

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

The student-to-areairatio is dense and inadequate, and unsuitable forthe chosen ,eh_xiir_cin'menz.

¢«  Barker Road is'a im:ai 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 ahd dangerous traffic conditions ‘on Barker
Road, as'well as.anincrease in speed and trafficin the surfounding local stredgts’ of Strathf!e%d

e The ARUP report Hag acknowledged -_thﬁe ACU's degiston _not_ta_).'pm_\'r_ide;'r'a_c_iequ'a_t_é_ on-site parking end is
content.to accept this-decision: It further notes that whilst the on-site parking increase proposal .appears
substantial, it ié;-ina'd_eq_uate 10 meet the needs of the University.

o The Concept Plan by:the-ACU ‘wilf NOTminifmiseithe substantial impact on traffic: and parkmg problems of the
residents.

@ Furthermore, the Cohcept Plan fails tomaintain and enhance the character of tha' ex1st|ng buiilt erivironment
and will notbe sympathetic to its surrounding environment, 1o its surroundmg historical herifage norwili it
do any justice to the Site feft- by the Christian Brosin 1993, in fact. such.a developmient will destroy the
heritage character of Modurit 8t Mary-and the aesthetics of Moynt Royal. Reserve:

The Department andthe Minister of Planning should reject the ACU proposal who]eheartedly The m:sanformation,
the. use of outdated stadent ‘data and the errors: and. deficdencies in the: analysls presented by the, ACU andits
consultants mea ‘that: ng: reasonable decision maker can make & valid decision’ m support of: this propasal

jf-these teasons’ alone, are ot sufficient for the proposal 1o be refused; then the proposal ‘should be refused on
the fact that the. ACU is srtuated on amere 5. hectaresin the: rnidst of'a; 300 hectare low: denstty remdent:ai ares;
“has. buridzngs {s]gie 's;gmflcance, Wl” se€ ah-grosion. of-open-green space and-will-hot have comparable or
adequate stodent:dand area ratios, not to mentien that the -ACU has failed to:adequately engage ih ‘cohsuiltations.
‘with-the local community:

We ‘hereby:dectare that we have made nofeportable polltical donationsin the: prewous twoiyears nor up until the -
appllcatson is determuner}

Please do not release my personal details to the ACU.

Yours Faithfully

-Cardmal Gewge Pel! Paldm ;'. entre, 133 Liverpoai Street Sydney NSW 2090

Email: ’St: a?hﬁe dobaﬂmménz W mv aas :
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WMr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department of Planning-& Infrastructure
‘GPO Box-39

SYDNEY NSW 200%

Dear Mr Brown,

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP 100231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield and residents dsrectly affected by the: proposed expansion plans of the Australian
Cathalic University {ACU) for a World Class Precinet; we hereby lodge our-objection to the Applicant’s ‘Concept
Blan forthe ACU Strathfield Campus;

We strongly urge the Minister o reject the proposal for the foilowing reasons:
¢ The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character.of the surrounding low density residential area,

s Thetotalbulk-and scale of the proposed buildingmass: dlrectlv impacts on_ US, 1o dur ”rights to privacy both
visually and auraHy" and the “preferred neighbourhood: character” Cl. 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
{DCP2005). The proposed building mass. includes 2° multi storey developments on the boundary of Barker-
Road including one 4-storey bua%dzng oppos te Soulh Street and one Fstorey building opposite Wilson Street.
it'not.only.spoils the streetscape bt will be an: mvasmn of our privacy, and in time; detracts and reduces th(.
property values of the sufrounding neu_ghb.c:u_rho_ad_s.ub_ur_b

» The Nughbourhood Pollcy included in‘the proposal substantiallyfails to address the issues of parking, traffic:
and other amenity impacts on the nelghbaurhaod

e The ACU's lack ‘of integration with the local commupity-is highfighted by its wilful breaches of its original
planning - approvals and- Order of the Land and. Environiment: Court, The ACU's actions have- impacted
negatively onthe nesghbourhood contraw to the'intentions under!ymg the: appro\ral

% The proposal comams invalid parking and -t'aff_ic ana]”ms data based on anihgorect assumption in relationto.
‘the growth in student numbers. THis flaw: if the analysis completeiy :nvahdates ‘the cenclusmns reached byi
the. University and 'its consuitants The proposal will-have. substantial. traffic, parking aihd other _amenitys
related impacis:on the sticrounding: residential’ precinct. The ‘expansion of the ACU represents'a: breach of
-resdenfs r:ght& to'the quiet’ enjoyment af: tha:r properties and will further mterfere w;th their safety, ‘pesc
and convenience..

s The Transport & Access:b:iaty Study-restricts our rlghts o visit fam:iy and friends, Fhe Strathfreld area hasa
unigue community.; Each Family member-'- friend “or aequaintance is separated: “byonly: 108 2. degrees:
Facebook has helped us to'stay.cornnected ;.Aimost everyone knows semeong o gach'streetor each block,

@ The ACU's consultation with the jocal :community Has baen tacking and madequate The: ACU’s selectiVe.
provision of- lnformatuon 1o only a handful of résidents was npt comprehensive enough: Morerecently, the:
SACU's attempt at consultatton ER the distﬂbutio ofaFlye and the holding pfa meetingat; short notice does
“not, reflect: on the ACU's Hona: ﬂde i Ceeking 1o risult. With affected: residents ang “in prowdmg an
epportumty for resadents 1o express anid-have theitconcerhs addressed and:considerad. At best, the: ACU! s
consuitation is: rerely anexerciseof pc%ntrcal'pretence_ G1e Wasno- smcer;ty or: good faith in‘their actions,

w0 The ARUP report analys;s was pased on‘out-of-date data:relating to student-numbers i 2008 and’ 7008, This
1% 2012, Neththstandmg thls the report was prepared on 14 Degember. 20880, yar: them, is:inp-analysiz of
student nurmbersin c__ithfzr..»‘%{)-’.t_ﬂ or2011:.

subject of up- t@ date atudent tnformatlon?



o The ACU is sited on 5 hettares of tand in the midst of '3 Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area. within the ACU's ammedmte wcmtty, bordered by Parrainatta Koad to the north, The
Bouievarde to the east, Cooks River o the south and Centenary Drive-to the waest, is approximately 300
hectares, l.e. the. M:U site takes up apprommateiy A 67% of the total Low Denmty Residential Area thatis our
home: Why should 1.67% dictate.the living standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

e ‘The current land holding by the ACU is t_ot_al!_y .in_ad_@lquat_e’ foi-the expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will ‘become an unattractive area of large dominant ‘buildings, paved or toncrete footpaths, covered

walkways integrating pedestrian finkages throughout the campus and a'mini city within its gated walls,

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

University.
No. of Students: Hectares No.-of Students
_ Per Hectare
UWS Campbelitown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquatie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 24,800 5h 460

‘The student-to-area ratio is dense and inadenuate, and:unsuitable for the chosen enviranment.

o Barker Road is a local road. The Council hasgtipuiat’edﬁt}_iaﬁt the volume of traffic shou[d 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 trafficin’ the surrounding local streets of Strathfieid.

& "The ARUP report has acknowledged. the ACU's detision not to prowde adequate on-site parking and is
content to accept th;s decision, It further notes. that whilst the on-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, it is Inadeguate to meet the neads of the University;

e The 'Conéept Plan by the ACU will NOT minimise the stibstantial impact on traffic and parking problems of the
Tesidents,

#  Furthermore, the Concept Plan fais to’ maintaiq- and: enhance the character of the existing built environment
and:will not be sympathetic to its surrounding enviropment; to ity surrouiding historical -heéritage nor will it
-do.any justice to the site l¢ft by the Christian Bros in:1993. it fact, such a development will destroy the
heritage:character of Mount St. Mary and the-agsthetics of Mount Royal Reserve,

The Department.and the Minister of Planning. should: re;ect theACY proposal wholeheartedly. The misinformation,
the use of outdated ‘student data and the errors and.d ':menc:es in the analysis. presented by the -ACU and its
consuitants niean that:ho reasonable decision makercan make 4 vahd decision in Support: of this'proposal.

I these: reasons:alone, are not-sufficient for the proposai_to ba refuse_d ‘then the proposa shauid be refused on
the fagt that the-ACUs s:tuated on A mere s hactares in’ the: mldst ofa 3{)0 hectare low: dens:ty residential 4aren,
has buildings of historical’ s:gmﬂcancc will seeian; m_‘ { “ppenigreen-space and. will not. have comparableor
adequate student:land ‘arearatios; riotdd: mentmn thiat the ACU: _as-faaied to: adequatety engage in.consultations
with the focal community.

Wehereby declare that we have-made no: reportable political donatnons in the! previcus two years-nor up. untit the
applicationis determined.

Please do not release my personat detalls to'the ACU,

Yours Eaithfully

it s
ity "Co'rdmal George Peil Pu : g Cemre _133 Li\rerpool Street Sydney NSW 2000,

'-(;{:unﬁl@sframhem.naw ﬁov au

:Mr Charles Casusce!i.', Shop 1 _54 Burwood Rd, Burwood. 7134 Ph.9747-1711




Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

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

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

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

e  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 proposed 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.

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

e 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.

e  The proposal contains invalid parking and traffic analysis data based on an incorrect assumption in relation to
the growth in student numbers. This flaw in the analysis completely invalidates the conclusions reached by
the University and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial traffic, parking and other amenity-
related impacts on the surrounding residential precinct. The expansion of the ACU represents a breach of
resident’s rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties and will further interfere with their safety, peace
and convenience.

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

e The ACU’s consultation with the local community has been lacking and inadequate. The ACU’s selective
provision of information to only a handful of residents was not comprehensive enough. More recently, the
ACU’s attempt at consultation via the distribution of a Flyer and the holding of a meeting at short notice does
not reflect on the ACU’s 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.

e  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?



s The ACU is sited on 8§ hectares:ofland.in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low. Density
Residential Area within the ACU's immedrate vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Road to the .north, The
Bouievarde to the east, Cooks RIVLI‘ to thie south and’ ‘Centenary Drive to the west, is approxamately 200
hectares, i'e. the ACU site takes upapproximately 1.67% of the total Low Density Residential Aréa that'is gur
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 ACH. The site,
will hecome an unatiractive arga: of large dominant buildings, paved or- concrete footpaths covered:
walkways integrating-pedesitian Imkages throughout the campus and a mink ¢ity within its gated walls,

»  it'dogsnot provide equitable:studeéntito.land ratioc with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

University. S
No. of Students Hectaras No. of Students:
Per Hectare
UwWs Campbelitown Campus: 4,830 166h 29
Macqguarie University 30,000 130h . 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 h 960

The student-to-area ratio is defg'sé:-and:i_nade:q:uate, and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

o  Barker Road is a local road, The Council has:stipulazed that the volume oftraffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles per day. The ACU proposal will 'see further intolerable and dangerous traffic conditions on Barker
Road, aswell as anincrease in speed and traffic in'the surrounding local sireets of Strathfield.

¢ The ARUP report has acknowiedged the: ACUs ‘decision not to provide adequate on-site parkmg and s
content to accept this decision. it further notes that whilsi the on-site parking increase proposat appears
substantial, it is inadequate tomeet the: needsof the University.

e The Contept Plan by the ACU will NOT minimise the substantial impact on traffic and pa_rking:pr:o'bi_é_m's_-o'f the
residents.

» Furthermore the. Co;&cept Ptan falls to malntam and enhance the character of the exastmg bullt enuaronment

do-any Justtce t_o _the s_ate .Ieft_ bv th.e. Ch_;fi_s._tl_an,ﬁros in 1993 n fact suc_h a development WUE de_s_t__ro_y .th_e
heritage character of Mount'St. Maryand the:aesthetics:of Mount Royal Reserve.

The Department:and the Minister of Plaining should reject the ACU proposal wholeheariedly. The misinformation;
‘the use of iputdated student: dataand theerrors “and geficiencies inthe anaiyms Pfesented by the:ACL. and.its.
consultants, mean that no reasonable dec:slon maker can.make: a valid decision.in’ support of this proposal;

If these reasons alone; are not 55u’f_fiic’ieht;:fp_r‘"t'hé-ibioﬁc‘_jisa} 16 be refused, then the-proposal should:be refused on'

“the fact that the ACU isisituated 'oh'a mere 5 Hectares In the.midst of & 300 hectare:low density residential area,.
has: buildmgs of histarical’ sngntftcance, will. see.an: erosion of. open green space: and WI“ not-have comparab!e o
adequate student; fand: area ratios, not to mention. that the: ACU has failed to adeguately. engagein ‘cohsultations.
with:the local.community.

We hereby dectare that we have madeno reportable political donations inthe pre\rlous two yearsnor up Until the:
application is determinad.

‘Piease do riot release rmy personal detalls fo'the ACU.

Yours Faithfully, .




MANM
ADDR

Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Department-of Planning & Infrasiructure
GPO Box.39 '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr-Brown,

RE: AUSTRAUAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU) APPLICATION NO: MP:10_ 0231
OBIECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACM STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As residents of :Strathfield ‘and: residents directly affected by the proposed expansson plans of the Australian
Catholic University. (ACU) fof'a World Class Precinet, we hereby lodge our objection to. the Applicant’s Concept
Planforthe ACU Strathﬁe!d Campus

We strongly urgethe Minister 6 reject the proposal forthe following reasons:
v The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character .of.the-'sus‘_ro_uﬂjdiﬁg'l_c)'w._denéitv”rgside_htia[ area.

o Thetotal bulk.and scale of: the proposed building mass directly impacts on: US to aur “rights to privacy both
visually- and aurally” and ‘the “preferred neighbourhood character” ¢l 8.4 of Strarhf:e!d DCP 2005 -Part A
{DCPZOOSQ The proposed ‘building .mass ‘includes 2 multi storey developménts on® the boundary of Barker
Road mcludmg DNE: 4vstorey bu:idlng opposite South Street and one 3-storey. bullding-opposite Wilson Street,
itnot-oply: spons the: streetscape but.will be aninvasion of our privacy, and in ttme detracts ahd reduces the
propery values of the! surrounding nmghbourhood suburb

s The: nghbourhood Policy included in the proposal substantially fails to’ address ‘the issues of parking, traffic
and other amehity zmpacts ori'thie neighbourhood,

o The ACUK: fack of integratxan with the local .comimunity is. hlghhghted by ity wilful: breaches -of its .original -

planmng approvalstand - Order of the iand and Environment -Colt. The: ACU's sictions have impacted
negatively o the nexghbourhood contrary to the intentions: underlymg the: appmva[ :

® The proposal conta;ns mvahd parkmg and tra?flc analyas data based on an mcorrect'assumption in refation to
‘the growth.instudent. numbers This flaw-in the analysis: comp!etely invalidatesthe’ onelisions: reached by
the Un;versnt and £3 consultants The proposal w;il have substantial -tr fﬂ' arkmg and other amumty-.

; con_ uttaticm is: merely a5 exercise of pohtucai pretencs There was no smcenty or gaod falth m thelr actuons

s The‘ARUP report aﬂafysls was based on out of da‘te data relatmg to: student numbers m ZD{JB and 2009 Thts

"siﬁd'ent numbers in; erther 201{) or 2011

: Why and ‘how cana C{mcept Plan with such a: mgmfmdnt and’ negatwe mpact on. ioc.ai ressdents, oy be the.

subjeu of up-’co—date student mformauon?



+  The ACU s sited .on-5 Hectares of Jand in the midst-of 2 Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area within the ACU's lmmedlate vicinity, bordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The
Boulevarde to the east; Cooks River to the south and Centenary Drive 1o the ‘wost, is anprox:matelv 300
hectares, i.e, the ACY' site. takes up: approxlrnately 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?

e The current fand hbiding-ib_y:;heZAC._U'i,'s totally inadequate for the expansion Q_bj_ét-tiyes'df the ACU. The site
will ‘become an. unattractive’ area- of large ‘dominant buildings, paved or concreté footpaths, covered

walkways inte_grﬁatiﬁg{péde’ét‘rian"iinkag_e's-t_hro(ighout the campus and a mini city.within its gated walls.

» It does not provide equitable student to land ratio with say, the University of Westérn Sydnéy or Macquarie

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

The stu_d'_ent-to-.a'_rea'-ratiq:is.de'nse and inadeguate, and-upsuiiablée for the chosen‘environment.

o Harker Road is a Jacal.road: The Councit-has stipulated that the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles per-day. The ACU proposal will see further mtolerabie and dangerous traffic conditions on Barker
#oad, as well asan ingréasein. speed and’ t:afﬂc in the surrounding local stieets:of: Strathfzeld

* The ARUP réport-has acknowledged the ACTU's decision riot to provide adeguate; ‘on-site- parking and is
content-to. accept this: decision, 1t further hotes that whiist the on-site parking’ mcrease proposat appears
suhstantial, itis madequate 10 meet the needs of the University,

e The Goncept Plan by the ACUwiIll NOT minimise the substantial irmpact-on ﬁtra}ff_ic"and parking prablems of the
residents. '

& Furthermgre, the Concept Plin f&;is tomiaintain and enhance the character of the existing ‘built-environment
and 'will not be sympatheéticto its striounding enviranment, to its. surrounding Historical herztage nor will it
do -any justice to the site Jefr by the Christian Bros in 1893, In.fact, such a developiment will destroy the
herttagc characterof MountSt. Mary and the aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve.

The Departiment-andthe: Minister: of Planmng shouid reject:the: ACU. iproposal wholeheartediy The misinformation,
the-use of outdated: stident data and the errors ‘and deficiencies in the analyms presented by the ACU and its
consultants mean thatnoreasonable dems:on Thaker can makea valid decisian in support ‘ofthis: pmpcsal

if these reasrms alone, are net sufﬁcaent-‘for the proposal o he. refused; then the proposal shiodid beirefused on
the fact that the ACU is situated on g mere 5 hectares in:the m;dst of 'a 300 hectare ia"-denslt 5 dant al area,
has buﬂdmgs ‘of historical sigmfncance, _w;ll se@ an-erosion-of open green space and will not'} dicomparable.or
adequate student:dand aréa'ratios; notte mention that the ACU has failed to: adequately engage ln consultataons

with the focal-community:

We-hereby: dcclare that we have:made noreportable pohttcal Hohationsinithe prévious two years norip until the.
application Is'detefmined.

Please do'niot release my personal details to the ACU,

“cauncil@strathfield.now.govau.

-Mr Cha y

s‘Ca‘susceih shopj 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2434, Ph. 97474711
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Mr-Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment
Departmaniof Planning & infrastructure
GPO.Box 39 '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear MrBrown,

RE: - AUSTRAL!AN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {Acy) APPLICATEC}N NO:MP 100231
" OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD ‘CAMPUS

Ag ressdents of Strathiield :and residents. directly affected by the. proposed gxpansion. plans- of the Australian
Catholrc Uniiversity (ACU) for a World Class:Precinct, we hershy lodie our ob;eclron 10.1the Applicant’s Concept
Plan, Tor the ACU Strathfield Campus..

We s;_rpngly:urg_e thie Minister to reject the proposal for the-fo'|_lbwihg_':_r'ea'soiis_:Z
» ;Th_e proposal reduces the heritage appeatand character of the._sqrround_irj_g.tow density residential area.

»  Thefotal bulkand scale of the proposed huilding mass directly ;mpacts 0N°US; to-our “rights to privacy both
‘-_vrsually and aurally” and the “preferred neighbourhood character” Cl: 8 of Srrathf“e!d DCP 2005 Porf A
[DCPZ’GOS) The proposed building mass inctudes 2- multi storey’ develepments on the boundary of Barker
“Roadincluding one 4-storey building opposite South Street and ohe 3-storey: building onposite. Wilson Street.
it-notionly:spails the stigetscape: but wili be-an invasion.of our privacy; and in time, detracts and reduces the
property.values.of the surrounding _ne:ghbqur_h_ood suburh,

o The:Neighbourhood Policy ingluded in the proposal substantially fails to address the issues of parking, traffic
- and other amenity impacts on the heighbourhood.

¢ The AGU's lack of integration with the docal community ds. Highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original
- planning approvais and ‘Order of the Land énd Environment: Cowrt. The ACU's actions have impacted
_negatwely on the neighbourhood; contrary to the intentiohs underlvmg the approval.

5. The proposal contains invalid parkmg and traff“ ¢ analysls data: Based on anincorrect assumptron in relation to
the growth in siudent siumbers. This ﬂaw i the:analysis: completeiymvahdates the conclusions réached by
“the University-and jits. congultants. The proposal will have substan t traffrc, ‘parking. and other amenity-
-':-;reiated impactsionithe surrounding Tesidential pe ansion ‘of the ACU represents a breach of

Cresident’s: rights 1o the:quiet enjoyment of their. prépertres and will further mterfere with their safety;’ peace:

- and convenience.

® _ﬁ';"'The Transport & Accessrbrhty Study restr:cts our r;ghts LR visit famrly and frrer:ds The Strathfaeld arda has a
i unfgue- camminity: Each famxly member friend Jor - acquamtance 15 separated by orﬂy 1 ore degrees
.-._‘Faccbcok has helped-us to stay connected. Almcst everyone knows someongion ‘path streetoredch blogk,

5 consuliation with the local ccmmumty has been lackihg and. madequate The ACU's selective

7 The ACU!
hensive: enaugh Morg’ recantly, the

‘provision of information to only-4- handfu! of tesidents was note

. ACU's attermiptat: consultation via the' drstnbuuon of aFlyerand’ the:ho iding ofa: meetang al.shortnotice: does.

fol reflct: on: Ihe ACU's bona fide v to consultwith: affected residents- and. in pro\nd:ng an

"opporlumty' or ressdents 10 EXpress. aﬂd have
- consultation s mereiy an exercise of palitrcal pretence There was no srncensy orgood: farth in thear actions,

LE .’fhc; ARUPreportianalysisiwas based onout- -of-date data rélating To: student numbers i11:2008 ‘and 2009, This:
iR 012 Notwuhstandmg this, the: report:was prepared on'isg December 2011-,.and. yet there isnio anaiysas of

student filimhers in gither 20100 2011,

";:-Why and how. can ‘aConcept Plan with such 2 s;gmf;cant and nggative: impact on jocal’ resrdr_nts, notbhethe
‘stibject of upsto-datesstudent infarmation?

oncerns: 1ddressed anthiconsidered. At best, the ACU's:



= The ACU-is sited on 5 hectares of land.in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area within the ACU’s immediate vicinity, bordered by ‘Parramatta Road to the north, The
8oulevarde {o. the east, Cooks River 1o the south and Centenary Drive 1o the west, is apprommate!y 300
hectares, 1.6, the ACU site takes up approximately 1.67% of the total Low Density Residential Arga-thatis our
‘hame. Why should 1:67% dictate the living standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?

*  The.current fand holding by the ACU is totally inadeguate for the. ‘expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will ‘become an unaliractive area of large dominant buildings, paved: or concrete footpaths, covered.
walkways integratingpedestrian linkages throughout the campusand 2 fini city within ifs gated walls,

- t-does not provide equitable studentto land ratio with say, the UniVerﬁst-b_f_'w.es'tern Sydney or-Macguarie
University,

No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
_ : Per Hectare
UWSCampbelltown Campus 4,830 166h: 29
Macquarie University, 30,000 130h 230
Australian Cathiolic University 4,800 5h 960

The student:to-area ratiois dense and inadequate, and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

. 'Ba‘rke'r'ﬁoad is:a local road, The Council has stiputated that the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles. per: ‘day: The. ACU proposal will see further intolerable and. dahgerous traffic conditions on Barker
Road, aswell asan increase in speed and traffic in the surroundmg locakstreets:of Strathfield.

*  The ARUP ‘réport tias acknowledged the. ACU's .decision not to'prbvide adequate on-site parking and is
content §o accept-this decision. W further notes that whilst the on-site: parkmg increase proposal appears
substantial, itisinadequate 1o meet the needs of the University.

*# The Concept Flan by:the ACU will NOT minirise-the substantial impaction trafficand parking problems of the
residents: '

* - Furthérmore; the Concept Plan fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built environment
“and will not be sympathetlc to its surrounding environment; to is surrounding ‘istorical heritage nor will it
do any justice to the site left by the Christian Bros in 1993. fact; such a-development will destroy the
he_r;tage.;har_agter,qf ‘M ount St. Mary:and the aesthetics of Mount Royal.Resgive.

The: Department and thé Minister of Planning: shouid: reject the ACU proposal wholehgartedly, The misinformation,
the-use of outdated student-data and the errors and deficiencies in:the: analysns presented by the ACU-and its
consultants; mean thatao reasonable decision maker can imake a valid decision in support of this proposal.

1f these. réasons along; are not sufficient for the propgsal to be refused, then the: proposai shoutd be.refused on
theta t‘_that the ACUd is sxiuated On A nere: 5 hectares inthe midst.of a 300 hectare low densgity- resrdentnal area,
has: huﬂdmgs of_ hnstoricai sngmfmnce, will'sée an erasion.of open green space dnd will not have ‘comparable or

' 1t Hrea raL:osf not to'mention tha‘f the. ACU has %as%ed te adequately engage:in consultations

wsth thé focal’ community,

We hereby declare thatwe have made noreporiable; pohtmal donatlons n the: prewous two years:norup until the
apphcaiwn i determined,

Please do notrelease my personal detaiis to the ACU..

Yours Faithfutly;

Cardinal George Pell, Polding ,Ceri’ tre, 13 3 Liverpool Street; Sydney. NSW.2000.

£h.:9390:5100: Em baﬂce:y@sydnevcathohc org
' F

‘M David Backhouse, General Manager, Strathﬁetd Councﬂ 65 Homebush Road Strathfield 213.: Emailz:
‘mimml@urathﬂ@lﬁ NswiEovau '

M- Charles Casiscelli, Shop 1, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwoc}d 2134.Ph, 9747—1711
Email: Strathﬂe!d@parisament NAW.ROV.aL
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Mr:Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning & infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Bear-Mr-Brown,

RE;

AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNEVERSITY {ACU} APPLICATION. NO: MP-10_0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHF!ELD CAMPUS

As sesitlents of Strathfield and residents-directly affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Australian

Latholic University (ACU) for a World: Cias‘; Precmct we-hereby-lodge our objection 1o the Applicant's Concept:

Plan for-the ACU Strathfield Campus.

We:strongly urge the Minister 1o reject the proposal for the following reasons:

k-]

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

The total bulk and scale of the proposed’ bu:ic‘:ng mass dtrectlv impacts on US, 1o -our “rightsto privacy both
visually and aurally” and the "preferred neughbourhcod character” ¢ 81 of Srrathffeid DCP 2005 #art A

{OCR2005). The proposed bwidmg mass. mdudes 2 ‘Ui ’storey dévelopments’ on the boundary of Barker
Road including one 4-storey bulidmg opposite South Street and vneé 3-storey building opposite Wilson Street.
1t not only spoils the. slreetscape but will be.an invasion of pur privacy, and intime, detracts and reduces the
property values of the surroinding nexghbourhood suburb;

The:Neighbourhood Policy included in. the. pro;30531 substantially.fails to address the issues, of parking, traffic
and other amenity: ampacts on the ﬂEigthUl‘hood

The ACU's Jack-of integration with'the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its: ongnnl
planning approvals and Order: of the Land.and Environment Court. The' ACWs-actions have impacted
negatively.on the ne;_ghb_ourh_oq_d__ ~contrary to the intentions-underlying the'approval,

The. pmposal contams invalid: parkmg and teaffic analysis data: based 0N .an incorrect assumption inrelation to

the growth in student numbers'iThm.ﬂaw i thi: analysxs-completely invalidates the. conciusions reached by

; “propos It -h ubstantial traffic, parking ‘and other amenity-
rélated impacts onthe surroundmg reSIden i3] precznct The expansion of the: ACU-represents a breach of
resigent’s: rights td the guiet emoyment of their. ‘properties and-will further fiterfere with their saféty, peace:

the Unwermty and. its consulia

and convenignce!

The Transport & Accessibility Stldy restricts our. rlghts to-visit: faml[y and friends, The:Strathfield area has. &
unigiie .community; ‘Each family. membar, riend .or acqualntance |s separazed by. only A or 2 degrees,
Facebook has‘helped usio! stay: connected Almost everyone knows someone pneach street or: each’ Dlock.

-:The ACYs: consuliat;on with-the:logal; commumw has béen Iackmg and.inadegiiate. The ACU'E sélective:
Hrovision of: informationto enly A handfu! of residénts was not comprehensive; enough: WMore recently, the
ACU s atlempt at consuitation via the dlStﬂblithl’l of a8 Fiyer and the hotdmg ofa: mve_tmg at: short notace does-.

student numb@rs in gither 2(510-0r 2011

'Why and howtai a’ Concept Plan with sucha: mgmfmant and negative smpact gndocalrésidents, not hiethe:
subject-ofup-to- -date student’ ;nformatronr’



the ACY is sited on 5 hectares of land in the midst-of & Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area thhm the ACU's immediate vzcmuiy, bordered by Parramatta Road to the north, The
Bouievarde 10 the east, Cooks River to the south and. Cpntenary Drive to the west, is approximately 300
hactares, Le. 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 resk of the 98,33% ol Strathfmld Residents?

The currént land holding by the ACLI s totally inadequate: for the gxpansion objcctive of the ACU. The site
will -become an unaltractive area of large dominant bulldmgs, paved of doncrete footpaths, covered
walkways integrating pedestrian linkages throughout’ the.campus and a mini city within its gated walis.

it-does not provide equitable student to land ratio with say, 'th'e University of Western Sydney or Macquarie
Urifversity. '

No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
. Per Hectare
UWS Campbelltown Campiis 1,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 30,000 130h. 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

Thestudent-to-area ratio is dense and inadequate; and funstjit_égb.le for'the chosen environment,

Barker Road is-a local road. The Coungil:has. stipulated that the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehicles per day. The ACU proposal will see further- mto!erable and dangerous raffic conditions on Barker
Road, as well as an increasein speed and traffici in th;:._sg_r_roundtng tocal stréets of Strathfield.

Thie. ARUP report has acknowledged ‘the-ACU's decision not to provide adequate on-gite patking and is
gontent:to accept this. decision.. it furthei notes 1hdt whnst the: ‘on-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, itis inadequate to meet the needs of the Umvemty

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

Furthermore, the Concept:Plan fails to maintain and cni‘:ancc the chamcter of the existing: byt environment
and w&t! not. be syimpathetic to its surrounding. envifonment, 10 itS “surrounding historical hentage nor-will it
do any justice to-the site teft by the Christian Bros in.1993. In. fc;ct stich a development will: destroy the
heritage character of Mount St, Mary:and the aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve., '

The Department: an’d the Minister: cf Planniing sholld réject the:ACY proposal 'wholéh‘ear{é&ly The misinformation,
the ise of outdated stutent data and the errors and deficienties in the anaiysss presented - by the ACU and its
consuliants; mean that no reasonable decision-maker can maké o valid: demsron insupport of this:proposal.

If these: rédsohs along, are tiol suff;cuent fur the proposal tu b refused, thEﬁ the: proposal should be refused on
the fact that the ACU is s;tuated ona meie 5 hectares in‘the. mlds ef‘a 300 hectare fow density tesidential ares;
has bu:fdmgs of historical sagmﬁcance, Wit see-an erpsion: of open:green space. and:will-not have comparable-or:

adeq
Wﬁh

isate student: fand:ares: ratnos, not1o: mentlon that the ACU has: falled to adequately engage in ‘consultatiohs
the: iocal cammunity: -

Wa: hereby declarg that we have made no. reportahie potitical donationsin the prévious, 1wo yearsnorap untilthe
dpphcatson isdetermined.

Plegsk donot release my personalidetails tothe ACY:

YoursFaithfully,

siGN
oy

A David Backhouse; G morai Mamgex Sifaihﬁe!d Founr:% B Hemenish Road;. Strathfmld 2435 Ema;i
;counal@stfathﬂeld nsw goviaud.

P Char!e< Casusceﬂf, Shop 4,754 Burwood Rd Bmwood 2134 Ph 9747 A7
Eimail: Strathﬁe[d@parhamem LA Hov au-
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessmeit

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39 '

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC! UNIVERS[T‘{ {ACU} APPLICATION NO-MP 10_0231
OBIECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield ‘and. residents dlrectiy affected by the pmposed expansion plans of thé-Australian
Catholic University {ACU) for a:World Class Precinct we hereby lodge our objection to the Apphcant s Concept
Plan for the ACU Sirathfe!d Campus

We strongly urge the Minister toreject the proposal for the following reasons:

o The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding low density residentisl area,

o The total bulk and scale.of the proposed buitding mass directly iimpacts on US, {0 our “rights 1o privacy both
visually and aurally” and. t_' e-._”preferred neighbourhood character” ¢l 8.1 of Stmthffefd DCP 2008 Part- A
{BCP2005), The proposed buiilding mass mcmdes 2-muiti.storey devefopmenis on'the beundary of ‘Barker
Road mdudmg one#-storey: bu:idmg opposne South Streetand one 3- -storay boilding opposste Witson' Street,
it not-only. _spo.a!_s.‘th_e streetscape butwill be an invasion of our-privacy, and in time, detracts and reduces the
property vaiues of the susrounding neighbourhood suburb,

e The Nelghbourhood Policy mcluded inthe proposal substantially fails 1o address the issugsof: parklng, lraff;r:
and other amenity 1mpacts on'the: ne:ghbourhood

«  The ACU s lack of mtegratlon wath he. !eca] Conmunity s hnghhghted hy: sts wilful ‘hreaches of s -original
planning. approvals and Order-of the Land and Environment Court. The ACU's: actions have smpac{ed-
negatively-on thenelghibourhood;: comrary to'the interitions underlying the approval:

s Theproposal .contains mvalld parki ng and tiaffic analysis data based on anincorrect: aSSumpt;on mrelation o
the growth in student numbers Thls:'flaw in the: analys;s compietely invalidates: the: conclusuons reachad’ by-
the Umvcmty zmci ItS consuiianis, : he proposai wzil have substantsal traffac parkmg and other am S

resadent (3 rsghts to the quiet: enjoyment of. t'heir propert:es and wull funher mterfere wuih thenr safet
and convenignce,

© ?he Transport & Accessmuhty Study feSlffCtS oun rxghts to wsst f*mnly and frrends The Strathf;eid area hns 3

Facebook has helped us 16 stay connected Afn‘mst everyone knows somecne on each street o each block

e Th'e ACU"S cohsoitats‘oh with’ the: k‘ma’l coh‘}m‘tzh‘ity "has heen iaéking 'ahd"ina'dequ'ate The J\CU’S Set'eétig_é.-

:student numbers m elth‘er')(}lo or. 2011

Wiy and how can a Concept Plan with such a:significant and negative impact-on-local residents; not be the.
Subject of Up-fo-date studentinfotmation?:




s The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of Jand in the midst of ‘a tow Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area within the ACU's immediate vicinity, bordered by ‘Parramatta Road to the north; The
Boulevarde 1o the east; Coodks River'to:the south and. Centenary Drive to the west, is approximately 300
hectares, i.e. the ACH siteiakes Up 2 1ppr0x1matgiy 1.87% of the total Low Density Residential Area that’s our
home. Why should 1.67% _dicta_te the fiving: standards of the rest of the 98.33% of Strathfield Residents?:

¢ The current fand holding by the ACU is tolally inadequate for the expansion ohiectives of the ACU. The: Bite,
will become an unattractive. area. of large dommant bundmge paved or concrete footpaths; covered”

walkways integrating pedestrian linkages throughout the campus.and-a mini city within its gated walls.

e ltdoes not provide equitable student _t_o'_lahd‘_r_al_‘io ‘with say, the University. of Western Sydhey or Macquarie.

University.
No. of Students Hectaras No. of $tudents
Per Heclare
UWS Camphelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University , 4,800 Sh 960

The student-to:-area raticisdense an’d.iha'_dé_q_l;ate, and insuitable forthe chosen environment.

e 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, aswel asdn increase’in speed and trafficin the surrounding local streets of Strathfield..

e  The ARUP report-has acknowiedgcd the ACU s idegision not to provide adequale on-sile parking @ahd s
content to accept this decision: At furthiers Hotes that whllst the on-site parking iricrease proposai appears.
substantial, itis snadequate 0 meet ‘the needs of the Umversuty

*  The Concept Plan by'the ACU wul NGT mnimise the substantial impact on traffic and parking problems of 1he'
residents,

¢ Furthermore, the ConceptPlan fails to maintain and enhance the.character of the existing built environment
and wilt not be-sympatheticto/its surroundmy enwronment to.its suxmundmg historical heritage nor will it
do any justice to the site left by theChristian ‘Bros in 1993, In fact, such a development will :destroy thie
heritage character-of- Mount'St. Mary and the:aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve.

The Department and: th’e'Ml'mste'r'of'PEannmg"sho'u" sjeet the ACU ‘proposal wholeheartedly, The mlsmfcrmatlt)n,--
thie use of putdated student data and the errors ant deﬁclefzcnes in ‘the -analysis: presentad. by ‘the ACU:and-its
consuitants, mean thatro: redsonab§e dedision ma!\er can:make a'valid decision in supportof. this proposal.

fthese reasons alone, ars not sufﬂcrem for: Ihs' proposal 1o bé: refused, ihen:the: pmpoewl should be refiised oi.
the fact thal the AGLL S satuated on'a mes hecta’res inithe: mldsl afa 300-hectare fow dens:ty mstdenilai aren,.
has bunldmgs of-historical. :;Ignif:cancs will: ‘o0 ane sipn; of. ‘open green space and will not-have comparable or
adequate student:land area: ratios, not 10 mentzon that the ACU. has failed Lo adequately engage in consuitations

with the local community;

We hereby-declare that we have. made Ny, reportable poht:ca donat:om in the previois: 1w0 years rior-up untilthe:
anphcation is determmed

elease do not release'my personal details to the ACU;

Youirs Faithfully,

SIGN g

it sbokSreat, SydneyNSW2000...

Mr David Backhouse ‘General: Manag@r Strathfigid (.ounc:l £5Homebush -Réad; Stratiifisid 2055, ‘Emaily
-councul@strathf[eld nsw gov au :

MiCharles: Casusc_em, Shap 1,54 Burwood R, Blrwood. 213& Bh8747:1711
“Email; Straihf:eid@pari:amem nsw ﬂov au:
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!)t{mﬂmem of Planaing & Infrstructue
GPOBoL3Y:

SYDNEY NSW 200

Péar M Brown,

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY (ACU) APPLICATION NO; MP 10,0231
OBJECTION AGAINST-CONCEPT PLAN EOR ACU STRATHEIELD CAMPUS

Aguesidentsiof Strathfield dnd residents direciy affected by the: prupmui expabision plans ofthe Austrdian
'diht i liniwwi{y-{-ﬂ\(,i D fora World Class Preciviot, weherehy Ind;_.;c :)ul bigction (o the Applicant s
Coneept Planfor e ACY Siaathlicld Campas, '

Westionaly urgethie:Mi nister o rejeet the proposal 1ok the Tullowing reusons!
= e proposil Iadums the Teritage appeal and characler of the suirounding lcm densify residential arey

s Thetotal bilk widscaie of the proposed hm[dmg miags directly impactson S 10 our “rights 1o
privicy hoth visuatlysand auratly” and the “preferred nctsvhbouuhood charagter” €18 of Srrathfield
DCR 2005 PariA (E)C,I’,Q()(i‘i' ). Thi proposed building 1oass mdudm 2 it storey” du.mlupmuua on
tiu: hc;undary :)i'B,cuLu Road muudmgonc d-slorey husldm“ ‘opposit South Sen and one:3-storey
hu;ldnw g;ppusm, W;!aun Street 1-nod only p(')il's. i-iit:.jsl s_:_lscapc bl li‘iwﬁn mvmum ol our
privacy. and in imesdetmets and seduces mc propbsy mims 0 j:ifib ;,mmnndm n_q_gh!)uu;h_m.l

stiburb..

M '1 f!b “sfu;;htmmlumi i’olu.y m(.haducfmiiac.pm}_ af substintially {alls traduicss e Jasucs o

Y
:,mnl_ml';mfﬁ_u.
s expinsion-of
{esanaawit],
»




ngsineerity orgood falth in thotr uctions.

© THe ARUP report dinalysis was bised on oat-of-date data relating 10 student numbua in 2008 and
“’()()9 ‘Fhis is2012 lemHmmxﬁarw this. the report was pripared o3 14 i‘!uemhcr 2014 and-
800 (lﬂdl\\]% I's xdml mamlwrs ineither 20080 0r 201 1.

th and how'cin g € wlu,pl Plagy with such & signitican and negative impact oif kmi residerls; nol he
_ cL oi up 10 dau, aiudmi mmmm[mn"

.
e m ilw wns[ iy
o!‘lhc mmf ! o\v ! JumL\

£

aated n_-_a;_'l's. '
», tedoes noL pravide eg uitable student (o fandsatio with say, the University of Western Sydoey or

Macguaie University.

No., of Students Hoctares Sitidenis
PorHeclare
54 ,mn pmlli(bwn ¢ ampus 4830 1660 20.
; u.mL{ mw:nﬂ} 30000 130k, :23__0 )
Anstealian Catholic University 4800 5h. 9260

‘Fhe student=to-arcatatio is dense and inadeguate, and wasuitable for 1he chosen eavirdhiaent:

Dn l?arku R(md ax \\L” g anincreasein cpud dmi imtim in ;hu »mmimdmo iix.‘,_._, ]
bhalimclcl

i dpplication iy -determined.



Please do nof felease.my: personal details to the ACEL

Yours Faitifully.,

DEGS Cardiital Gegrge Aeil, Polding Centre, 153 Liverpool Street, Sydniy NSW.20040,
PR.9390-3100. Fmail Chal dsydneyeatholiciarh

._e.l__}’(_._.

Mr-David Bavkhouse; (renerid Manager; Strailiickt Coencil, 65 Homebysly Road: Simhiickl 2435,
il couneildserathiield nsw.aav ai

;1?[.6 (’_'.‘}zar._’r;-,fg-:( Tnigeell _"S_I-_iui_p 1 _.__54.?-.‘{%{_1!'\1-‘0_0(] Rd, Buswaad 2134 Ph, 97470744

Fmail: Sueathiield@patiamentasw gov.au
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Rroje_CtsiAsSessment-

Department of 'Pianning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Mr Brown,

RE.  AUSTRAUANCATHOLIC UNIVERSITY {ACU} APPLICATION NO: MP 10,0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACU STRATHFELD'CAMPUS

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly. affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Australian
Catholic Ualversity (ACU) for a World Class. Precinet; we hereby ladge-our objection to the.Applicant’s Concept

Plah for the ACU Strathfield Campus.
We strongly:urge the Minister to reject the propo_s'a_i for'the fdl_ioWi_hg_-rea'spns:
»  The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding Jow density residential area,

% Thetotal bulk and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts on US, to our “rights to privacy. both
vasually and aurally” and the “preferred ne;ghbourhood character” . 81 of Stmthffefd DCP-2005 Part A
(DCP2005). The proposed building 'mass includes Z:multi storey” deveiapments on ‘the boundaryof Barker
Road mciudmg ‘one-d-storey building cpposite South Streetiand one 3—stcrey huilding opposite, Wilson Street,
It not.only:spoils the streetscape but will bean invasion of bur.privacy, and in time, detracts and reduces the
property vahies of the surrounding néighbourhood suburb.

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

o The ACU" s lack:of integration with the local. :'cb'rhmu'nity is"hig"hlightéd by its wil.{'ul breac'hes -of its original
planning: approvals and. Order of -the Land and Eavironment: Court. The, ACU's actions have impacted
negatwelv on'the nmghbourhood contrary-totheintentions: unde{lwng theapproval.

@ The proposal contams mvalld parkmg and trafflc analysm data basad on an, mccrrect assampi:o& in. reidt:on to.

the Unrversny and itS consuitants The proposa w:ll h e wbsiant;al traff“c parkmg and mher amemty«
related: tmpactsion the: surrcundmg residential. p__e_cm t:Thiz expanision of the ACU tepresents a breach of
resident’s rights to the quiet. enjoyment of their properties.and: wal!.;#urther mter{ere with their safety, peace
andconvenience:

« The Transport-& Acce‘;siblllty Study restricts our nghis to: vusri famiiy and friends: The Strathfield area:has a
unigue. commumty Each ‘family - meniber,. frignd or- acquamtance is separated by omy 10172 degrees
Facebook has heiped ustostay. connected. Almost everyone knows sorigane ony each street or-each block,

% The: ACU ‘s gonsultation with ‘the Jocal: community: ‘has been; !ackmg and inadeguate, The ACU's selective
provnsnon of- :nformation to-onlya: handful ofi sudents wasnot: zomprehenswe enough More reccnﬂy, the:
ACU%S attempt at ccnsultatmn Viathe disti ,_.ofa Flyer: and: the! hoidmg of ameeting at: short-notice: does,
Aot reﬂect on the ACU’s bona fide : 'o'con_.ult with: affect'e res:dents and in- prowdmg an.
opportunity. far residents to ex;:ness and haveheirconterns, addressed and- con51dered At'best, the ACY's:
gonsultationis: merely an éxerciseof polfttca pretence Thére was Betel smcerrty origood: falth in their actions;

o The ARUP: report: analysisiwas based on; olit-ofdate. data Telating 1o student’ numbersin 2008 and:2009: “This:
is 2012 Notwnhstandmg This, the: report wis! prepared ohiia December 2011 and yetthere is rio analysis o
studant numberc inelther: 201ﬂ or. 2011,

Why-and-how can a:Concept Plan with such:a’ sugmﬂcant and:hegative: ampaci on local residents, not'be the.
subject: of'up tordaté student mformat;on?



® “lhe ACY- |s sned onb heclares of Iand
wcm:ty, bordered by Parramatta Road to the no.r.t'h',.The Bouievarde 10 the east, Cooks Rwer to: the south and
Céntenary Drive o the west, is approximately 300 hectares, i.e, the ACU site takes up approximately 1.67% of
the total Low Density Residential Area that isour home Wiw should 4. 67% dictate the living standards of the
rest of the 98,33% of Strathfield Residents?

% Thé ¢irrent land holding by the ACU is totally madeqvate Tor the ‘expansion objectives of the ACU. The site _
will -become an -unatiraciive area of large dominant bmidmgs paved or concrefe fobipaths, covered
walkways integrating pedestrian linkages thmu_g_hput the campiis-and a mini clty.wath:n its gated walls.

Wt does not ;:zmwdp equitable student to fand ratio with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquaue

Unlvors;ty
No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelitown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 130,000’ /130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 ‘5h 960

The student-to-area ratio is dense and inadequate; and unsuitable for the chosen environment.

e Barker Road is a:local road, The Council has stspuiated that'the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,000
vehlcles per day The ‘AGU proposal-will see furthe? mtcterable ‘and: dangemus traffic conditions on Barker
Road, a5 wellas.an increase in speed and traffic ihthe: sur;‘oundmg local strests of Strathfieid,

2 The ARUP report has acknowledged the ACU's: deusnon not 1o prowde adequate on-site parking and is
content to! 'u:cept this’ decision. 1t further notes that whilst; the on-site parking increase proposal appears
substantlat itis madequate to mest the needs of 1he Unwersusy

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

s, Furthermore, the Concept Plan fails 1o maintain and enhance the cha;acter ofithe existing built environment
and will not he: sympaihetrc o ifs burroundmg enwmnmem to 115 suifounding historical heritage nor will ff
do any. Justtce 10 the site Jeft by the: Christian Bros in 1993 e Fact suich 2 development will -destroy *fhe
-hentage character of Mount St. Mary and the aesthetlcs of Mount Royal’ Reserve

Thie Departmient and the Minister of Planning sholild refect the ACU proposal wholeheartedly, The misinformation,
the use-of putdated student data and the errors and-deficlencies '.in;-the'analySIS presented by the ACU and its
“consultants, mean that no reasonable decision maker.can‘make avalid _de_'c_isidn insupport-of this proposal.

if: these: reasons alone; drenot sufficient for the pmposal 1o pe! refuseci then 1he proposal should be refused on:
the factt hat the:ACU s snmated ohameres: hectares: ‘the m:dst ofa 300 hectare tow density residential. area,

'has buﬂdmgs of histarizal SIgmf“cance will: see arerosioniof open #reen pace and will not:have: comparab!e or
adequate student; larid area ratms, not to: mentuon i hat the ACU has fai ed 1o ade :uateiy -engage m constzltatlans'
withthe: iocai cemmumty

We hereby dedlare thatwe have madeno reporiable political donations:i in‘the previous two years norup unth the:
-applicationis determmed

“Please do not release my personal detalls to the ACU.

Yours Faithfully,

_.-Mr Dawd Backh_ouse, General Manager, Strathﬁe?d Counm] 65 Homebush Road Straihf 8ld 2135, Emall
-;counui@stmthﬁe d: mw ROV: A

'MrCharies Cususce!h Shop 1,58 Burwood Rd Burwood 2434, Phi9747-1711
Email; Strathf:eld@aarhament risw: ﬁev au




9-March 2012

Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

Sydney NSW 2001

Déar Si r‘f’sM adarn,

OBJECT 1ONTO CONCEPT PLAN FOR ACY STRATHF!ELD
:APPL!CATION NUMBER MP 10 0231

Anthony & Sandra Sollazzo
42 Pemberton Street
Strathfield NSW 2135
Mobiler D414 445 875
Fax:{02) 9746 8121

Ernyail spllazzo@ozemail. con el

W@'Wﬂu'id like to formally submit our objections to the Australia n Catholic University Concept
Plan {MP10:0231}. We set out below the reasons for ourohjection:

I'havelived in the Strathfield area for the past 30 years from when | commenced schooling at
St.Patrick's College In year 5. During the years, | have'seen a dramatic change for the worse in
the area surrounding Barker Road with the expansion of the Australian Catholic University

There are serious: Questions that the ACU have-to.answerin regards 10 the way they have
'-conducted their business activities pver the past 30years and the: ;llegat expansion of students

‘on'the campus without Government approval.

Durmg my school years, there:was no congestion of trafficinthe area-orexcessive cars parked
oh Barker road and the surroundmg strests. Today however,. the entire Barker Road is:a car
parkinglot, mr:iudmg parts of South-Street and Newton Road due to'the illegal expansmn of

studenls on'the camptis Mthoui Govemment approvat.

As residents of the ares, itis within our rights to know the following:

#, 'What approvals have been gran’ced over'the; past:30° years: for the expanssom of ‘the ACU?
isthescurrent number of student-enrplementsat the ACU strathfield Carmpus ?

Whatfls thecurrent Gﬁvemmem appmved number. of student ehrolments aHOWEd at the

,ACU Strathfield Campus 2

& What are the current numbir of staff employed atithe: ACU Strathfield campus ?
#: "Wha_t,are,the current ._:_wmbe_r of .ap_prqv.gd_ car spaces at the ACUStrathfield campus ?

'Dunng the past. 30 years 1hat I'have lived.in the area, the ACUhas: buitt:a 70 spacecar park-on

the west side of the campus and converted a tenms courto

1the east side of the campus into a

30 space ‘car park A totai of 1{36 HEW car spaces: m the past SG years

v



e What hasbeenthe increase instudent enrolment over the past 30 years at the Strathfield
campus 7

No development application should be considered until such time that the ACU conducts its’
current business activities in accordance with current Government approvals.

Notification & Consuliation

Under the Director General’s Requirements Section 75F of the Environmental Planning and
Assessment Act 1979, “Keylssues Number 20" Consultation. 1 site the: fotiowmg

“Underigke an-appropriate:and justified level of consultation inaccordance with the
Department s Major Project Commumw Consultation: Gwdefmes October 2007 in: pari;cuiar
surroundma residences and. Strathfre!d Mumcwal Council®:

In ourview, notification and:consultation has been inadequate and untimely and lacking in
de‘t‘aji_.__.i_t- has only been since January 16 2012 that we, the community are becoming aware of
the fullramifications of the:ACU proposal.

The 'ﬁf‘-st-hﬁ.tice:'W-efreceivé_d_--_df-this._p’lan was NSW government Planning and:infrastructure
letter dated Ja'hu.ar_?-'iﬁ,' 2012 signed by Mr. Alan Bright {(A/Director; Metropolitan & Regional
Projects South]..

We; (the résidents) are requifed to consider in a matter of 6-7 weeks a proposal-which could be
detrimental notonly to the immediate surrounding house ownetsin the area: but also to'the
entire: suburb

Teaftic Problems

Aili studehts 3’ttending the AC’U Strathfie!d campus are of’d'ri:v?n'g a’g'e ’Therefare;'?zhese Studen__ts

ev_lden_t _g_iven _the_amoun:of student.v_ehncles 1hat are parked on Barker Road, South __Str_eet- and
Newton Road.

Residetits: of Strathfieldhave lived: wn;h numerous. educatmnat institutions; pre~schaois and day
care: centres which !le in the immeduate Stfathﬂeld argaor just outsxde it ’t"he t ___ffic Strathﬂe[d
residents endure day| in-and: day out:from gll these educational: stitutlons isialready ahuge
probiem to the drea and addltaonai stiident cars: infiltrating the area. would worsen this.

prohlerm,

The current trafﬂc congestton m the Strathfte!d area is: aiready gr:d locked The exsst?ng

sddltmn to I and outSide \}éhtcies com;ng mto S‘trathfae!d for thﬁse attendmg educatlonai
institutions rgntioned earlier,



The followinhgis-an-extract from the, ACY's stibmission under (3.2); “As per2005 RTA’s traffic
count, Arthur Street, dt east of Pemberton Street, carried 15,860 vehicles per a‘ay ” These
vehicles have all.come through Strathfield streets prior to accessing Arthur Street.

Since 2005, traffic on:Arthur Street has increased and the flow- through has comefrom Barker,
Wallis, Homebush Redmyre, Raw Square, Pemberton etc.

To further qﬂbié the ACWs submission (3.2) Al the above roads carrya s;gmf;cant amount of
school tmffic due to a numberof major schools in the locality”. Thisis, perfecfiy triueand not

given sufficient recognition.

Spoiling the Urban Landscape

The ACU seeks.approval forsix building envelopes between two and four storeys in height.
Current?y-altf.ﬁewh_qtise buildersin Strathfield are only permitted to build two storey residences
in a “2A" residential area-and thisrule hasbeen enforced for many years by Strathfield Council
and has also-applied to institutions within residential areas, “eg, private’ hosplta[s nursmg homes_
and educational institutions.

To guote from the ACU’s submission;

“The surrounding land uses are predominantly single residentiol dwellin gs”

It is important that this streetscape he maintained. Set backs and heights on the Barker Road
frontage. should be no: more.than 2 _store s with'a set backof not iess than and preferab!v

more than the heratage Hmchcllffe Bu:iding

**?hsslshould“he a_mndi_taon of an " future consent. Additionally, thereare: concarr_ts about:
} 1o Be ad. Itis believed that some of the fully developed tree cover will be

removed We‘.feel this. w:!l be detr}mentai o the Barker Road streetscape and wili mcrease
he mtrusweness of the deveiogment an; the ioca! area

History and Heritage

Strathﬁeid {s'rich in history. Jowas one of the first siiburbs of Sydney ard the first parcel of land
in Strathfle' as granted in1808. Ithasisince undergone many.changes, but this: proposai put
forward hythe _ \ CUand ifitis granted w;![ more than likely ruin‘the; suburb forever

There areat’ ieast two heritage-listed buildings on the site. It is absoiutely critical that ‘any new
buiilt forms: fespect these buildings. More. particularly, that the status of the Hmchc!eff’e Bu:idmg-
as alandmark to Barker Road be preserved and that anything to the' west and eastof this
bmidmg be compatible it architectural style



Over-Intensification of th_e Site

Residents have outlaid millions of dollars to purchase and/or build their properties and _it_t%f
beautify them. The:ACU with its commercial expansionary ideas will jeopardise house values,
Why would anyone want to purchase a house with so much traffic and activity in the areaand
over intensification of the:site with its related parking problems overflowing onto the streets ?
The "Land to Student Ratio” shows the following:

Existing 5 Hectares to 3600 Students
Proposal % Hectares to 4,800 Students
This Equals 1 Hectare for 960 Students
Macquarie University '1-_Hec_tare for 190 Students
University of Western Sydney 1 Hectare for 19 Students
Car Space on Campus. 3200

Result: Over ifitehsification of the site

On-Street Pa_rkihg-"{'B‘;&i)”_

Following on framt community consultation it was revealed that residents in the following .
streets were not advised of the pianned 2-hour parking — Allenby Crescent Albert, Oxford
Barker, Marion, Newton, Heyde and Dickson. Inits proposal, the ACU has. stated under the
heading {5.5) Pubitc_?ran_spo_rt, Pedestrian and Cydlist Impacts, “The proposed development will
have no adverseimpact tothe existing public transport facifities, pedestrians and eyclists.”

In fact it would be highly desirable thatithere be:an increased demand for public transport by
students-and staffalike: rA'n‘d_rt-here _.Shguigi':be positive strategies to encourage this. This would
then reduce the demand for on-street parking or alternatively provide an-environiment, which
would permitthe. ih’f_rod-u'f;iinh of “Residents Only Parking”,

Resxdem:s of the above-mentiongd streets are already adversely affected by students: parking.
Inaddition tothe: streets mentsoned above, stident parkmg has'spreadto: South; Myee, Firth,
Walson, Wlyrna, Chalmers; Mation; Newton and many more stieets. This, Yogether with the.
increased building: activity. has: made onnstreet parkmg very: competmve and effectiveiy
discriminating againstiresidents.

To propose. rastrtated parkmg_ is ridlcu!ous and meqmtabfe and unnecessary How canitbe
explained that restrictive:parking should be introduced when the propasal s further
pravision of on-site: parkmg totake thepresstre; offthe. surroundmg straets? Addttmn_a_ﬂy_
uhderthis proposai why isione side of the street favoured more, than the other : ?

Why should Strathfield residential streets be used as ACU car parking spaces ?
Strathfield residential streets belongto Strathifield residents and not the ACU.
"fiqe M:U shautd demanstrate how thev can: conduct their. current busmess actimt!es w:thm

current Govemment anprova?s and remoue their studant LIS nff Strathﬁeid resmientzal

streets now”griert .:a"ml new develepm ¥ "aphhcatwh mnsrderatian




Noise_ & Waste

While'it is conceded that the hoise generated by @ university environment may be different
from typical playground noise generated by primary and secondary school children, the réality
is ‘that more buildings on site:will miean more noise from air-conditioning units, more parkmg on
site, more opening and closing: of car doors; more coming and going of student cars with the
fikelihood of loud thusic being played and h;gh!y audible. tn addition, the major noise
generated by students themselvesis traditionally. when entering and leaving lecture‘halls.
Increased student numbiers: alearly must impacton hoise levels — a fact not mentioned in the
acoustic report.

Sigriificantiy, in addition:is the.concern about day to day site operational noise, especially that
generated by waste-removal trucks atid-deliverytrucks. The environmental report
acknowledges there will be.an increase in waste generated on site and the need for delivery of
goods and services, itis particularlyimportant that-any conditions of approval will place-timits
on hours of detivery.and times for: waste removal that do notintrude.upon residents’ amenities.

The'‘management of this:waste is also ¢f concern, Are we to expect unsightly ru’hhish onthe
street awaiting removal? Thisis relevantnot only for-the dayto day site operation post

construction but obviously also during the construction phase however long thismay take.

Future Growth of the ACU

Residents deserve some clarity:ih ahy future approval regarding total student, staff and parking
numbers approved overithe. WHOLE: SITE thatis the parcels of fand referredto in'the current
Concept Plan and the: Clancy busldmg s:te Onlythen will residents have assurances that there
is'an actual cap of numbers on thesite: Itisicritical that any future.approval niominate
spemf;caiiy the humberof: enrf_'_ hments: approved for; the whole of site; the total number of
students approved on’ the: whole site:at any-one timie; the total number.of staff approved for
the whole sites the. tofal. numbef of parking spaces for siudemfy for: staff, and for setvicing the
site as:well as any parking spaces: alfocated formally to: St Patrick’s Co!lege ahdwheraverthess
parkmg spaces are fdcated. There mist be g high degree of specificity in‘anyfuture
development approval Residents should be assured that some regular monitoring praaesses
are in-place that are publicly acce551ble and arzcountabie fegarding students,. staff and parkmg
numbers on Site,

With respect to'car parking, it could be reasoniably expected that a regulara u:di't be undertaken
of both on-site and on-street parking.

Strathfield Council

Over the years; the residents of Stfa'thﬂeld have: braught-all these issues outlined above:to the
attentsan of Strathﬁe!d Countil -managemerat and councilors,

Strathfield Councsl management has done ncthmg 10 enforce regulatmns lmmseé onthe
'ACU.




Giventhe .ié\{ﬁi of blatant disrega’rdeStrathﬁeid -C_o'g’_'ncil._manaﬂgement has to their {ocal
community, the Independent Commission Against Corruption §CAC) should conduct a thorough
investigation into the relationship between Strathfield Council and the ACU. ‘

Strathfield Council management'have failled to carfy out the Council's charter under the Local
Government.Act, The council have: faited to properly manage, protect, and cohserve the
ehvironment of the area for vyhrc_:h itis responsible. The council have also failed to exercise its
regulatory functions and act consistently aiid without bias with the ACU.

What'is the Strathfield 'Cou_nci!’s:'p:u'rpﬁfs_e'if.ét-faiés_‘to-Bc_t'or-er_l_forc.e Government regulations ?
Conglusion

Every business should have the. opparmmty to grow and prosper, However, it should not be to
the detrinsent of the local Strathfield:comm um?y Strathfield already has one of the highest per
capita level of educational institutions in the area, Strathfield Is also situated.at the centre of
some of Sydney’s busiest major arterial roads including the Md motor highway, Parramatta
Road, Hume Highway and Centennial Drive. Therefore, heavy road congestion together with
the high number of educational institutions already resiiltsin gridlock on the roads-at peak
pgeriods.

The ACU does not operate to theirregulated student numbers and any future education
facilities in the area will make it worse,

Australiais alarge country-with plenty of land. Other universities have taken the opportunity to
expand campuses outside of the heavily:built u'p'subtjrbs of Sydney. Forexample, the Universiiy
of Sydney has-expanded and built campuses at:Camden where there is opportunity to grow and
expand The ACU. should he encouraged o do llkewase

The voice of the local Strathﬂeld comimuni ity should be respeeted-and we will be encouraging
jocal residents to commence aclass:action should this devetopment application bé approved.

Yours faithfully
iy ,) s

Anthony Sollazzo
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DATE: 7%March, 2012

Major-Projects Assessment,

Departmentof Planning and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madan,

RE: _'_AU_STRALT_@N CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY A‘P'P;memwirizo;- MP10.0231

We, being residents of Strathfield directly-affected by the operation of the Australian Catholic
University, objectto this Concept Plan. We f;tmngly urge the Minister to decline the proposal
outright.

Ourkey reasonsfor objecting to the .Co'n:c_-é.jjt;'Pian areg asfollows:

- Theproposal detracts from the character-of the sury ounidingresidential precinet and
diminishes the privacy of local residetits by mc[udmg new 3:and 4 storey buildings near
the boundary.of the university on. Barker Road.

- THe Nelghhourhood Pohcy mc}uded inthe propms;ﬂ does not address sufficiently the
parkmg, traffic and other amenity m&pacts oirthe neighbour hood. The university’s lack
of integration with the local conimunity is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its.
original plahning approvals, which have generated impacts-on theneighbourhood
contrary to the intentions underlying those approvals.

- The pmposa} contains invalid parking and trafficanalyses dueto an incorrect,
assumptionin relation to the growthin student numbers: This flaw in the analysis
complétely ifivalidates the conclusions 1eached by thc umversn.y and Its consultants
Thepr oposal will have sibstantial}
the surroundmg residential precine "If allowed £O-OCCHE, the expansxon of the umversxty
would. representa breachiofr emdents rightsto the: qmet enjoyment of their propertiss
and: would mterfe: e Wwith thexr safety; peace and convemence,

- The umvers;ty s'consultation with thelocal: commumty has been madequate, The
University originally provided: information to local résidents fhatwasnot
comprehensive and was provided'to a mino: _'ty of affected residents. More recently, it
: appeax §that: the umvers;ty mayundértake some further consultation with sonje
residents but this will not pr ovide: those w:th an: mterest invthe proposal etiough
oppor tuxnty toexpress their views:

Dute to these and other reasois, we, ;t.ﬁje;ii_niiersigmé_d,_;dq.zlot support the proposal by ACU.



Should the Ministérnot be inclined to decline the pmpoaal the errors and deficienciesin the
analysm presented by theuniversity and.its consultants. mean that no reasonable decision-
maker could make a valid decision in support of the proposal. These ervors and deficiencies
would need to be remediated and substitute analyses undertaken hefore a reasonable
assessment could be made of the proposal,

We.confirm that we have made no reportable _p{)li_t_i'ca_}_}_ fdﬂnations_in the previous two years,

Yours faithfully,

NAME:

ADDRESS:




Meme | Cha Hageb
‘Resident’s Address

Date AL { L | AL

M Muge MW

Mr Mark Brown s SRS i««-\-(-; wlel MIut 2445
Major Projects Assessment

Department of Planning and infrastruclure

GPO Box 39 :

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir
RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10. . 0231

As residents-of Strathfield and residents: dsrec;;iy affected by the operation of the. Australian
Catholic Un:ver31ty (ACU) expansxon 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‘_‘Gon_Gept}-Pl_an_ are as-fallows:
The.proposal detracts from the character of the surrounding residential precinct

- Itdiminishes the privacy of. local: resrdents by mc!udmg new 3 and 4 storey buildings
nearthe boundary of the ACU on Barker Road,

- The Neighbourhoed Policy- inchided in’ the proposal fails to address the parkmg.
traffic and other amenity lmpacts on: the nmghboumood

- The ACU’s lack:of mtegratmn with the local gommunity is highlighted by its witful
breaches ofits. original planming approvals and’ Order of the Land and Environment:
Court: The ACU s-actions have: impacted negattveiy onthe neighbourhood contrary
to the intentions” underiymg the -approval.

The proposal: cohtains invalid parkmg and traffic: anaiyses due to-an incorrect:
assumption in relation.to the growth in student aumbers. This flawin the. analysis
completely: invalidates f e conclusions: reached by the: umversity and its consultants.
The. propcasaf wilt have substantial trafﬁc parkmg and: other amenity- “related :mpacts
on ihe surroundmg restdentlai precinct. The expansaon of the: ACU represaiits.a;
breach of res:dents rightsto the g gt e arz;eyment of their propertfes and will further
interfere with their: safety, peace: and convenience.,

= The ACUs consultation with the__iocal community has been inadequate. The ACU s
selective provision of information to.a handful of residents was not. comprehenswe
More recent!y, the ACU's. attempt at consuhatton via tha dlstnbution of a Flyer. and
the holding of a: meet:ng at short notice: does not reflect onthg ACU's bona fides in
:seekmg to consuilt with affected resudenis and’in pmwdmg an:opportunity for
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Dear Sir

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UINIVERSITY APPLICATION NO- WP fae

:sidents direcily affactad by ihe operation of e Ausiratian
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traffic and other arenity impacts o the necghimurim:w
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selective provi
Morerecenth

the holdingiof & 1
seeking o cons:
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The concept plan: by the ACU will notminimise the impact on traffic and pariing o
rasidants,
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ehvirohment and will notbe a: %ympaihotsc e
such over development will destroy the:- hf’lfi‘?ﬁ(}@ pimmgﬁm
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Trg Department and. i\mnmt@r shiouldl féject the ACY proposal. The wis m(zm ation,
out of daté student inforfation; the-eirors and deficiencies in the analysis present
ACU and g consu!iania mearnthal no reasoiable decision maker could i.mi(
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DATE: 7% March, 2012

Major Projects Assessment,

Department of Planming and Infrastructure,
GPO Box 39,

SYDNEY NSW 2001

Dear Sir/Madar,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO; MP10 0231

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

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

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

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

- The propesal 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 substantia} traffic, parking and other amenity-refated impacts on
the surrounding residential precinct, If allowed to occur, the expansion of the university
would represent a breach of residents’ rights to the quiet enjoyment of their properties
and would interfere with their safety, peace and convenience.

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

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



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

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

Yours faithfully,

NAME: (t:' S

ADDRESS:
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Major Projects Assessment, TSR O PR o
Department of Planning and Infrastructure, o s
NS ol Tt SR TN

GPO Box 39
SYDMNEY NSW 2061

Dear Sir/Madam,

RE: AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY APPLICATION NO: MP10 0231

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

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

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

university on Barker Road.

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

approvals,

The proposal contains invalid pavking and traffic analyses due (o an incorrect assumption in
refation to the growth in stedent numbers. This flaw fu the analysis completely invalidaves the
conclusions reached by the university and its consultants. The proposal will have substantial
trallic, parking and other amenity-related impacts o the surrounding residential precinet, 1
allowed to oreur, the expansion of the university would represent a breach of residenty’ rights to
the quiet enjoyment of their properties and would interfere with their safety, peace and

convenience.

The university’s consultation with the Jocal community bas been nadequate. The university
originaily provided information te local residents that was net comprehensive and was provided
to a minority of affected residents. More receatly, it appears that the university may undertake
somie further consultation with some residents but this will not provide those with an interestin
the proposal enough oppertunity (o express their views,

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

i

Shouid the Minister not be inclined to decline the proposal, the errors and defliciencies in the analysis
presented by the university and its consultants mean that no reasonable decision maker could make 2
valid decision in support of the proposal. These errors and deficiencies would need to be remediated and

substitute analyses undertaken before a reasonable assessiment could be made of the proposal.
We confirm that we have made no reportable political donations in the previous bwo vears.

Yours faithfubly,

MNAME: : s ‘ '
ADDRESS: e 4' -~
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Major Projects Assessment LABDANTMES HEIH

Department of Planning & infrastructure
GPO Box 39
SYDNEY NSW 2001
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Dear Mr Brown,

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

As residents of Strathfield and residents directly affected by the proposed expansion plans of the Austratian
Catholic University (ACU) for a World Class Pracinct, we hereby todge 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:
s The proposal reduces the heritage appeal and character of the surrounding low density residential area.

® The fotal bulk and scale of the proposed building mass directly impacts on U5, to our "rights to privacy hoth

visually and aurally” and the "preferred neighbourhood character” ¢ 8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A
(RCP2005). The proposed building mass includes 2 multi storey developments on the boundary of Barker
Road inctuding one 4-storey building opposite South Street and one 3-storey building opposite Wilson Street.
It rot 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 fircluded in the propesal substantially fails 1o address the issues of parking, traffic
and other amenity impacts on the neighbourhood.

® The ACUs lack of integration with the local community is highlighted by its wilful breaches of its original
planning approvels and Order of the Land and Environment Courl. The ACL's actions lave 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 assumpiion in refation o
the growth in student numbers. This Hlaw in the analysis completely invalidates the conclusions reached by
the University and its consultants. The proposal will have substantiad traffic, parking and other amenity-
related impacts on the surrounding residential precinet. The expansion of the ACU represents a breach of
resident’s rights Lo 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 famnily and friends. The Strathfield area has s
unigue community. £ach famity member, friend or acquaintance is separated by only 1 or 2 degrees.
Facebook has helped us to stay connectad. Almost evervone knows someona on each street or each block.

s The ACU's consultation with the local commurnity has been lacking and inadequate. The ACU's selective
provision of infermation to only a handful of residents was not comprehensive enough. More recently, the
ACU's attermnpt at consultation via the distribution of a Fiyer and the holding ol a meeting at short notice does
not reflect on the ACU’'s bona fide in secking to consult with alfected residents and in providing an
opporturity for residents to express and have their conceras addressed and considered. At best, the ACUFs
consultation is merely an exercise of political pretence. There was no sincerity or geod faith in their actions,

o The ARUP repoart analysis was based on out-of-date data relating to student numbers in 2008 and 2009, This
is 2012. Motwithstanding this, the report was prepared on 14 December 2041 and vet there is ne analysis of
student numbers in cither 2010 or 2017,

Why and how can a Concept Plan with such a significant and negative frpact on local residents, not be the
subject of up-to-date student information?



The ACU is sited on 5 hectares of land in the midst of a Low Density Residential Area. That Low Density
Residential Area within the ACU's immediate vicinity, bordered by Parramatla Road to the north, The
Boulevarde to the east, Cooks River to the south and Centenary Drive to the wesl, is approximately 200
hectares, L.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 fand holding by the ACU is totally inadequate for the expansion objectives of the ACU. The site
will hecome an unattractive area of large dominant buildings, paved or concrete footpaths, covered

wilkways integrating pedestrian linkages throughout the campus and a mini city within its gated walls,
Y g g H B

it does not provide equitable student to land ratic with say, the University of Western Sydney or Macquarie

University.
No. of Students Hectares No. of Students
Per Hectare
UWS Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 30,6000 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

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

Barker Road is a iocal road. The Council has stipulated that the volume of traffic should not exceed 4,060
vehicles per day. The ACU proposal wili 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 nol to provide adequate on-site parking and is
content to accept this decision. it further notes that whilst the on-site parking increase proposal appears
substantial, it is inadequale Lo meet the needs of the University.

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

Furthermore, the Concept Plan fails to maintain and enhance the character of the existing built envirenment
and will not be sympathetic to its surrounding environment, to its surrounding historical heritage nor will it
do any justice 1o the site left by the Christian Bros in 1993. In faci, such a deveiopment will destroy the
heritage character of Mount St. Mary and the aesthetics of Mount Royal Reserve.

The Department and the Minister of Planiring 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
consultanis, mean that 5o reasonable decision maker can make a valid decision in support of this proposal.

i these reasons alone, are not sufficient for the propesal to be refused, then the proposal 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 buitdings of historical significance, will see an erosion of open green space and wil not have comparable or
adequate studentland area ratios, not to mention that the ACU has falied 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 not up unti the
application Is determined.

Please do not release my personal detafis to the ACU,

C.C

Yours Faithilly,

Cardingt George Pell, Poiding Centre, 133 Liverpoo! Street, Sydney NSW 2000.
Ph. 5350-5100. Email: Chancerv@sydneycatholic.ore

Mr David Bockhouse, General Manager, Strathfield Council, 65 Homebush Road, Strathfietd 2135 Email
councit@msirathfield nsw.gov au

Mr Charies Casuscelll, $hop 1, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134. Bh. 9747-1711
Email: Strathfield@parliament.nsw.gov.au
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Mr Mark Brown

Major Projects-Assessment

Department of Planning & Infrastructure
GPO Box 39

SYDNEY NSW 2001

BPearMr Brown,

RE:

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

As. residents of Strathfield and Tesidents directly- affected by the proposed expansion plans.of
the Australian “Catholic Umvers;ty (ACU)  for a World' Class Precinct, we heréby. lodge our
objection.to the Applicant’s: Concept Plan for the ACU- Strathﬁeld Campus.

We strongly urge the Minister o reject the proposal for the fb}ft_;wing Teasons:

L]

The proposal reduces the. herttag_e appeal -and character of ‘the surrounding low density:
residential area.

The total -bulk and scale of the proposed b_ur}dmg mass- directly impacts on ‘US; to our
“rights to. privacy both: wsuaﬂy and aurally" and the “preferred neighbourhood character"
Cl. 8.1 of Strathfield DCP » 5).The propoesed building mass includes:2
multi storey developments on the boundary of Barker Roadiricluding one 4- storey building
opposite South Street and one 3r~storey building opposwe Wilson Street. It not only. spoils:
the streetscape but'will be-anh invasion:of 6ur privacy; and intime, detracts and reduces the
property values of the surroundmg neighbourhood suburb.

The Neighbourhood Policy:included: m the proposai substantially:fails to address the issues

of parking, traffic and other: amemty Impacts on the. neighbourhood.

The ACU’s lack of integration with the local: community is hlghhghted by its wilful breaches
of its-original planning approvals.arid Orderof the Land and’ Environment Court; The' ACU’s.
dctions have impacted negatively on: ‘the. nelghbourhood contrary 1o the mtentlons-

underlying the. approval.

The proposat contams mvahd_!parkmg and trafﬁc analysis data based on an mcorrect

_ parkmg and othér amentty~reiated tmpacts‘
. The exp_ansxon of the ACU represents a bre_

surroundmg ressdentlal pr_
resident’s. rlghts to the quiet BNt o
their safety, peace and. convenience; -

The Transport & Acces&bﬂlW Study restncis our ngbts 1o wsrt faml!y and fnends The_

'-smcenty or: good faith in ‘Ehetr actions,



> The ARUP report analysis was based on out-of-date ddta. relating to student numbers in
-2(}08 ‘and 2009. This is 2012, Noththstandmg ‘this; the report was prepared on 14
‘December 2011 and yet there is no analysis of studenit: numbers ineither 2010 or2011.

Why and how can a Concept Plan with. sich a mgmﬁcant and negative impact-on local
resndents not be the subject of up-to-date: student-information?

The ACU is.sited on 5 hectares of land in the midst of a Low Dens:ty Residemtai Area. That Low
Density Residential Area within the ACU s immediate vicihity, bordered by Parramatta Road to-
the north, The Boulevarde to. the east, Cooks River to the south and. Centenary Drive to the
west, is apprommateiy 300 hectares, i e. the ACU site takes up approx;mateiy 1.67% of the total
Low Density Residential Area that is ourhome. Why should. 1.67% dictate the living standards of
the rest-of the 98.33% of Strathfield" Res:dents?

¢ The cutrent land holding by the ACU'is totaﬂy inadeguate for the expansion objectives of
the AGU.- The site will becomie. an unattractive area of large dominani buildings, paved or
concrete footpaths covered wa!kways integrating. pedestrian’ linkages throughout -the
campiss and-a.mini city within jts gated WaHs

= It doés not provide equitable student to land tatic with. say, the University of Western
Sydney or Macquarie University.

No: of Students Hectares N o . o f
o _ Students - _ Per Hectare.
UWs Campbelltown Campus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie:University : 30,000. 130h 230
Australian Catholic University 4,800 5h 960

The student-to-area ratio is ‘dense ahd inadequate; and unsuitable for the chosen
environment.

*  Barker Road'is-a Jocal road. The Council-has stipuilated that the volume of traffic should nog
exceed 4,000 vehicles per day, The ACU. pmposai Wil 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 acknowl edged the Al 'L)"'s_:-demmon not to provide adequate 6n=-site:
on. At further notes that whilst the pn-site-

parking.and is content 1o accept this de
parking ‘Iricrease: proposal appears. subs __‘__:.:tai qtis. madequate to meet the needs of the:

Umversaty

. The Concept Plan by the ACU -will NOT m:mmise the substantaai impact on trafﬁc and
parking prob!ems of the residents:

*  Furthermore, the: Concept Plan: fails to maintain and enhance the character of the eXistmg
buxlt enwronment fand WIH not.- e sym athetsc to :ts surroundmg environment; 1o uts-.

) s;bn of open gree’ spa will _ : e or adeq :
atios, :not-1o mention that the ACU has fauled 0 adequmeiy engage i consu!tat:ons with:the

*!ocal community.

made 1id leaoziabia )uiitac.at donations. inthe paewous 1w0"
sf-‘determmed

We hereby deciare that 'we  hav
years nor up. until the appi :_atio X

Please donot refease my :_pe._rsjga_ni;Ej'dé:tai_is' fo'the ACU,



Yours Faithfuily,

G

Cardlnal George Pell, P Jdmg Centre;. 133 Liverpool Street; Sydney NSW.2000,
Ph. 9390-5100. Em4 Chancery@sydneyeatholicorg:

Mr David Backhouse General Manager, Strathfield Council, 65 Homebush Road,
Strathfield 2135. Email: gouncil@sirathfield.nsw, WOOV.AL

Mr Charles Casuscelli, Shop 1, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134, Ph. 0747-1711
Email: Strmhheld@t}arhamem BSW.GOV.al
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STRg7H FIEEP 2155
Mr Mark Brown g Adi et RE1L
Major Projects Assessment - b MAR 701 S
Department of Pianmng & infrastructure
GPO BOX 39 : Ch i i e i"‘(‘; e .

Dear Mr Brown;

RE:  AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UNIVERSITY (ACU) APPLICATION NOI'MP'10:0231
OBJECTION AGAINST CONCEPT PLAN FOR:ACU STRATHFIELD CAMPUS

As tesidents of Strathfield and residents ‘directly affected by the. proposed expansion plans of
the Australian’ Cathohc University (ACU) for a World Class Precinct; we. hereby !odge ouf
objection to.the Apphcant s:Concept Plan for the ACU Strathfield Campus

We strong Iy.iur'g"e the Minister to reject the proposal for the followirig reasons:

*  The proposal Teduces. the heritage appeal-and character of the surroundmg low. density
residential-area;

*  The total bulk and scale of the proposed buifding mass directly. impacts on US, to our
“rfghts to privacy both vistally and aurally” and the “preferred neaghbourhood character"
8.1 of Strathfield DCP 2005 Part A {DCP2005), The proposed: building mass: inchides 2
multi. storey. developments on the boundary of Barker Road including one 4-storey- building
opposite Sotith:Street' and one 3-storey: building. opposite. Wilson Street. I not only spails-
the streetscape-but: wsH be-an invasion of our privacy; and in time, detracts and reduces the

property. values ol the: surroundmg nelghbaurhood suburb,

*  The Nelghbourhood POH(‘\/ included inthe proposal substant;aﬂy falls to: address the Issues.
of parkmg, trafﬁc and other-amenity impacts on the neighbour rhood '

of zts oragmal p!anmng apprOVaEs and Ofder of the !and and Enwronmem Court The ACU 5
actions haye. -impacted negaﬂveiy on the ne;ghbowhcod contrary 'to “the intentions
underlymg the: approval

*  The - proposai contams mvahd parkmg and traff“c anafys:s ciata_ based on an mcor:ecp

therr safety, pea'ce and convemence

. The Transport & Acces ;'biflty Study restncts our ﬂghts to, V:Sitffamiiy and fr;ends The-_

everyone knows someéne on each street or each block

. 'The ACU 5 consuitahon’ W_J_ih the iocai commumty has been iackmg and madequate The

@.-hsldmg of a meetmg afshort notice doe .
ng 10 consult wni’x affected: esidents ‘and. in provzdmg an.
0 ¢ i »r-con(emb addresse and constdered At: -

distnbutnon of a.
ACU 5 bona ’ﬁ_ .

' 'smcer[ty or good “faith in thelr acllons



* The ARUP report-analysis was based on out-of~date data refating 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 stuident numbers in eithér 201001 2011.

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. ssted on S hectares of land in the midst of 'a Low Density Residential Area, That Low
Density Residential Area within the ACU's immediate vicinity, bordered by’ Parramatta Road 10
the north, The Bou_i_e\rarde 1o the east, Cooks River to the south and Centenary Drive 1o the
west, is approximately 300 hectares, i.e. the ACU site takes up approximately 1,67% of the total
L.ow Densny Résidential Area that is our home. Why should 1.67% dictate the hvmg standards of
the rest of the 98:33% of St:athﬁeld Residents?

*  The currentland holding by the ACU is totally. inadequate for the expansion objectives of
the.ACU. The site will become an unattractive .area of large domihant buildings, paved or
concrete- footpaths, cov sred waikways mtegratmg pedestrian irnkages throughout the
campus and.a mini ity within its gated walls:

* It does not provide equitable student to tand ratio with say, the University of Western
Sydney or Macguarie University.

No. of Students Heclares. N o . of

Students Per-Hectare
UWS Campbelitow LCampus 4,830 166h 29
Macquarie University 30,000 130h 230
Australian: Cathnhc University - 4,800 5h 960

The student=to-area satio’ is dense and inadequate, and unsuitable for the chosen
environment. -

*  Barker Road is-alocal rcmcf The Council has supufamd that the votume of traffic should hot

exceed 4,000 vehicles: per day. The ACU proposal will see further intolerable and.

danqerous traffic conditions on.Barker Road, as well as an increase. in speed-and traffic in
the surrouiiding:local streets of Strathfield.

“ The ARUP re’port has: acknowledged the” ACU's decision not 1o prowde adequate or~ snte
S coritent to. accept this decision. it further notes. that whilst the on-site
_ __‘Ifoposal appears. substant;al it'is inadequate 1o et the needs of the

Umversrty ‘

*  The Concept Plan- by tha ACU w1¥f NOT mH}EmISL the substantial umnact o trafﬁ( and.
parkmg preb!em_

;9' 151 ai
Bros in 1993 A faet; suc "a-‘developm@nt w H destroy the hemage cha;acter of Moum St
Mary and the: aesthetics of Mount Royat Resewe

The Departmient and the Mimster of : Ptaﬂnmg should reject:the ACU progosal. wholeheartedly .
The mtsmfmmaﬂom the _ i outciated stident .data-and the errors and deficiencies: in the
- ; : -consuizants mean’ that ne reasohable: decision. maker.

higs 'f §1 stcnral sxgmﬁca ce El} see an
£ ¥or:lel eomiparable o adequate studentland Areq:
ratios,; not to mcnt:cm that the ACU has falled te adequateiy engage-in: Lonsuitatzons w;th the-
focal:community.

We‘ "s'e‘i'éﬁ'y declare that W Thave: Fnade g’ s(,;.mwwk political (Aui“l’lfli}ﬂb i the: ptewous WO
'years Aorup: umti the apphc:at-lon is determmed

Please dofiot release my personal details to the ACU;



Yours-Faithfully,

G

Cardina! George pefl; Polding Centre, 133 Liverpool Sireet, Sydney NSW. 2000.

Ph. 9390-51007 Email: Chancervisydneyveathalic org

Mr David Backhouse, ‘General Manager, Strathfield Council, 65 Homebush Road,

Strathfield 2135, Email: councii@strathfieldunisw.gov.au

Mr Charles Casuscelli, Shop-, 54 Burwood Rd, Burwood 2134, Ph. 9747-1711
Email: Strathfielddpariament nsiv.goy.all

X >/ /
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Wi Mark Brown

Major Projects Assessment Deoarimen! OI Hanmnaw
Department of Planning and Infrastructure : recaived '
GPO Box 86 22 MAR 201

SYDNEY NSW 2007

i

Seanning Roor

Dear Sir
RE; AUSTRALIAN CATHOLIC UMVERSITY APPLICATION NG Mg10. 0231

As Tesidents of Sirathfield and residents: directly affected by the operation of the ﬁ‘uﬁstraiian
Cathofic University: (AGU) expansion: proposal, we wiite to lodge.our obiedtion to the above
Concept Plan. We: ‘:zmnqéy urge the D&pamnent and Minister to decline the proposal.

Keay raaaaﬂs_:fcr ijeqﬁirx_g_;to ihe Corwepl Plan are as foliows:
Therpmpﬁsai detracts fromithe character of the surrounding residsntial precingt

it c%;mm shesihe pr;vacy of local residents by including new 3 and 4 storey buildi Ngs
near the boundary of the ACU on Barker Road.

The Me:ghboumaoﬁ Boficy included in the proposal faiis to addressthe parking,
traffic. and other amemty zmpacis onthe neighbourhood.

- The ACU'slack of integration with the local cominunity is i ghleghied by its wilfut
breachesof its amgmal planning approvals.and Order of the Land and Environment.
Colir, The AGUs. attions have impacted negatively on the nei ghbwrhaod contrary.
fo the ﬂienfﬂens urzcﬁex lying the approval.

The proposal COﬁfd%ﬁS irvatia parkmg ‘and traffic a waiyses due toaninooment
agsumption in relation to the growth in stidant numbers, This fiaw i in thé analysis
cc;mpleiely ek “akdaies the conclusions feached by the’ umvemlty and its: cmxsuim‘;ta.
The: pmposai will have: Sumtan‘tsai traffic, parking and other amemfy«related lmpacis-

onthe: smround ng leSIdentaai pracingt; The: expansion of tha ACL Tepresents ¢
bieach of residents’ rghzs e} %*xa guiet-ehjoyrment of their pzapemeo and will fur‘me;
mferﬁ&%re With thel safety, peané and. convenienee.

This ACLYs consuliation with fhie. fecal community has bsen :nadequ&e The ACUs.
selective pr_a' ion of information to'g handful of resaxcients was i comprehensive,
More. :eamtfl heACU's attampt at congu!teﬂon via the distribution of a Fiyer and
thehsl dmg ofa meeting at short: notice dogs riot reflect on fhe. ACU 8 borw fides i
seeking 1o car‘sault with affected residents and i pr%i(ﬁsng an oppoﬁun.‘q for

‘\”QA»:"‘; j



residents 1o express and have theit views and concerns addressed and considerad,
At best, the ACLH's consultation is merely anexercise of ticking the boXes,

information in the ARUP réport awa%ysea aut of date date refating to student numbers
irn 2008 and 2008, This is 2012, There port was prepared 14 December 2071 et
there iz no analyszs of student nurabers in sither 2010 or 2014, Whyandhow can a
plan with such significant and negative impact on residents not be subjgct-of upto
date studentinformation.

The ACUHs sitedon 3 hectares of land in a residential area. The current fand s
fotally insdsaualie for the expansion objectives of the ACL and # doss ot provig
equitable studeni toJand ratic, say. between the University of Western Sydney and
Macquare Umue{@ﬁy

- Barker Road s adotal road ~ the'Gouncil states that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per. day. What the AGU propesals will see further intolerable a: 15.‘5
dangerots: traffic conditions in that Straet and the local streets of Strathfield.

- ARUP ackrowledges the positive .dsc;si_c_m ofthe ACU not fo provide adediuate on
site parking and notes that while the parking increase proposed appears stibslantial it
s inadsguate,

- The conceptplan by the AGL will not minimize the impact on traffic.and parking oy
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 site — i fact
such aver deveiopmer:t will destray the heritage character.

The E)epcartment and’ Minister-shouid: reject the ACU proposal. The misinformation, use of
out of date StU(ﬁf@ﬂt mformatxma the arrors ang deficiencies in the analysis prevented by the
ACU and its consuitants meanthatno reasonable decision maker could tnake a walid
gecision in suppot of the: praposal. if these reasans zlone are not sufficient for the proposal
10 br& daclined, §i shouldbe dedl ired onthe factthat the ACU s, situated on g meare; {w
hectares, has. buzidmgs of ?’nsmnr;ai srgm?wanw and will see ai erosion.of memgrean space
and riot hzm, coempargble oradequale student: %anci ratio and bevauss the ACU has failsd o

adeqguately ﬁngagad with the communiy:

We confinn that we have miade to reportable political donations in e previous wo years,

Yours faithfully




e ;

o - . _  [ Bodee Dwtouwae
' { ' . _: 'L‘r 3;-‘ ey ;\x\ \w\ (:f_i E NC}\_*\) :}*\ ?.)S
108 ‘ I ial Reslden_t’_s.Address
'PCUDBZO72.

Date €1 i e \ v

Mr Mark Brown _ S
Major Projects Assessment - D&?,D”l’iﬁ“en{ OI Hia;}mrg
Department of Planning and !nfrastructure Regsiver

GPO Box 39 23 WA 20m

SYDNEY NSW 2001
_S'Caﬂﬁf'ﬂg Room

Dear Sir- ‘
RE: @LUSTRA_{;IAN_tATHO'L:fQ-';uN’NE.RSITY-.-APP'L-tcmtoN NO: MP10_0231
As residents of Strathfield and residents d:rec’iiy affected by the operation of the Australian

Cathoilc: Umversﬂy (ACU). expanszon proposal, we wrfte to. lodge our ob;eci:;on to the above
Concept Plan. We: strongly urgé the Department and. Mxmster to declme the proposal.

Key reasons for objecting _tq:--_the"Cq_nc.e_ipt_f?-l_an_are'as;' follows:
- The proposal detracts from the character of the surreunding residential precinct

- dtdiminishes the privacy. of local residents by mcludmg new 3.and 4 storey. buudlngs
near the boundary of the ACU:on Barker Road

= The: Nelghbourhood Policy inciuded inthe proposal fails to address the- parkmg,
traffic and other: amenity’ :mpacts on the nelghbourhood

- The ACU's lack of mtegrahon withithe local community is haghizghted by its wilful
breaches of its: ongmal p anmng'approvals and Order of the Land and: Environment
Court The ACU's: actsons have pa_cted negatively on, the neughbaurhood contrary

to the intentions tndsn! ymg the approval.

The proposal ccmta'ms mvahd parkmg and: traffic. anal lyses:due to an mcorrect
assumptlon in‘relation to growth n student numbers. This. flawi inthe anaiysns
-complsteiy mvan_dates he nclusions reached by the: university and its consuitants.

"E‘he proposai wzll.’:have substa tta raffsc parkmg and ofher: amemtweiated :mpacts
g . Thes expansion af the:ACU: represents a

f-enjayment of their propemes and wilk further
.mterfere wrth the;r safety peace anc} convemence

- TheACUs consultatwn with the;iocai communlty has been madequate The ACU s

selective: provision: of infor

“More recently; the ACU's afte . “a k)
the: holding:of a meetm_ at-short notice does not reﬂect orz the ACU s bona’ﬁdes in

seekrng to consult w:th affected res;dents andin provsdmg an opportunlty for




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

- Information in the ARUP report-analyses out of date data relating to student numbers
in 2008 and 2009, This is 2012. The report was prepared 14 December 2011 yet.
there is no analysis of student numbers in-either 2010 .0r 2011, Why and how can &
plan with such srgmﬂcant and negative: smpact on résidents not be subject of up to

date student information.

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

Macquarie University,

- Barker Road is a local rogd -~ the. Councr! slates that the volume of traffic should not
exceed 4,000 per day. What the ACU pmposais will: see further intolerable and
dangerous fraffic conditions in’ that street and the: iocai streels of Strathfield,

- .A.R.UF* acknowledgas the p_qsf.t_t_ve.deciswn:.of-the_AGL}_-_not to provide adequate on
site parking and notes thatwhile the parking increase proposed appears substantial it
isinadequate.

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

The concept plan also fails:to maintain and enhanice the character of the existing buitt
environment and will not be:a sympathenc treatment of the historical site - in fact
such over ceve;apment wul desiroyithe hentage character.

The Department and Minister should reject the ACU proposai ‘The misinformation, use of
out of: date student information, the efrors and: deﬁcrenc:es inthe- analyms presented by the
ACU and its consultants mean that no: reasonab?e declsmn maker could make a valid
decision in: support of the: proposal. if: these reasonsalone: are not sufficient for: the proposal
{o be declined it should be. declmed‘-; he fact that the: ACU is situated on-a mere 5
zhectares has bur!dmgs of h:starical mgmﬂaance and wz!l see an eros:on of open-,qreen spaces

-:adaquateiy engaged w;th the commumty

We confirm that we have made 'n‘_o}rej;;io'_r’tabie'.--po!iﬁbfaI.rddh"aﬁtiohs;-ih the previous two years
Yours faithfully

. . ;‘
R

AR BTN R
MRS - GASML ~
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