
Lieutenant Colonel CF Cole, CSM

8 Ireland Place
BUNGENDORE
NSW 2621

Director -Social and Infrastructure Assessments
Planning and Assessment
Department of planning and Environment
Locked Bag 5022
Parramatta NSW 2124

Dear Sir or Madam

NEW HIGH SCHOOL IN  BUNGENDORE
APPLICATION NO. SSD114394209

I refer to the above amended state-significant development application. I have not, and no associate of mine, has made
any political donation to any person in the 2 years preceding this submission.

I object to the proposal for the following reasons and expect the Applicant to respond appropriately to these concerns to
ensure that SSDA review process is adequately informed, transparent and equitable,

•    Improper, opaque and flawed decision-making process.

The decision making process to arrive at the current SSD Application to select Bungendore Park as the only site
suitableforthejggationoftheHighschool,remainsflawed,opaque,andappearssuspectbecauseofthefollowing
concerns:         '

The Auditor General's receritrepat states that"School Infrastructure NSW has been focused on dell.vering exl.sting
projects, election commitments and other government announcements. This has diverted a#ention from iclentifying and
delivering projects that would have better mat present and future student and classroom needs."

•     The Applicants response to last year's submissions conspicuously avoids addressing the rationale and reasons

behind the selection of Bungendore Park as the preferred location for the new Bungendore High School.

•      NSW Deptof Education (DofE) seems prepared to stop at nothing, to deliver on its well-publicised acceptance

of its responsibility and obligation to deliver a Bungendore High School,  by seeking the lowest cost solution to
fast-track a flawed planning proposal and to construct the new school on a small building envelope in the heart
of our town's heritage precinct, apparently intended specifica]]y to meet short term re-election aspirations

•      Notwithstanding the clear recommendations in the Applicants own 2021  SIA and the recent 2022 SIA

Addendum to provide clarify, transparency and reasoning for this and related decisions, there has been no
rationale, justification or explanation at all. Merely a doublingdown of repeated and untrue statements of
extended consultation processes and comprehensive reviews of available land plots, finding Bungendore Park
to be the only viable location,

•     And the glossy and expensive PR campaign funded by tax payers continues on a weekly basis, with our letter

boxes stuffed with expensive colour brochures telling residents how lucky we are to have such a well thought
out development opportunity delivered by an expert and considerate NSW Government Dept of Education

(DofE).

•     And to reiterate the above points and enhance clarity, I have attached a supposedly confidential document

produced by the Department of planning and Environment (Dofp) (Enclosure 1  refers) under the Government
Information (Public Access) Act {Gl(PA)} which clearly indicates that another site met all of the DofE's



requirements that are handily stipulated in the same document. The released documents indicate that in June
2020 the State Government was finalising arrangements for a large, master-planned site for the school on
Tarago Road, in an area on already identified for future development. The site was supporfed by both the
Deparfuent of Planning and the Deparfuent of Education. And the same document then goes on to specify that
a number of additional sites could also be suitable for consideration if the selected site could not be progressed.

•     The documents show thatQueanbeyan palerang Regional council (QPRC) intervened in the process by

proposing sites that `were not identified during the E0l process'. Within days the Department of Education
emailed the Department of planning stating that the preferred site location was now Bungendore Park and not
the site on Tarago Road. No explanation was provided.

•      Bungendore residents were deceived and misled by Department of Education staff who stated at their most
recent community hub in Bungendore 'that the delivery of the new school is time critical and must be completed
in time for enrolments in 2023. The communications officer stated that there is no contingency plan to develop
the school on any alternative site should the currently proposed site prove unviable'. It is clear from the
documents released by the Deparfuent of Planning that this statement was patently untrue and yet the latest
response to SSDA submissions makes no reference at all to these fully documented events. And the DofE
continues to make untrue and false claims about process integrity and the exercise of comprehensive due
diligence in determining the new High School location.

•     This information was provided in multiple submissions made to the original SSDA review but had been bl?tantly

ignored by DofE which continues to pedal untruths about the decision-making process, To have one Govt
Department repeatedly and openly, ignore and apparently disparage the professional and expert specialist

judgement of a sister organisation seems to be beyond the pale. I anticipate the recent NSW Legislative
direction under Standing Order 52 will reveal further disclosures that have hitherto been denied,

•  .     The former and current executive branches of Queanbeyan Palerang Regional Council (QPRC) continue to

support the DofE's misleading public campaign of disinformation and untruths by refusing to comply with GIPA
legislation. In the interests of clarity and transparency, I  have included a copy of QPRC's recent response to a
Question on Notice (Enclosure 2 refers), seeking information as to how many decisions Council has made
since 1  January 2021  in relation to formal access applications made under the Government Information (Public
Access) Act. The Document reports that six such requests concerning the decision making and apparent deals
around the high school site have been made, all refused and then all supported on appeal by the Information
and Privacy Commissioner. Of pardcular concern is the final QPRC comment reproduced in below full, where it
is apparently putting its expendse over and above that of the NSW appointee responsible for the function:

A recommendation from the Information and Privacy Commission to remake a decision does not mean that
the [original] decision was not justified. It means that in the Commission's view, different factors should be
considered and given different weight when determining the public interest test and Council is asked to
reconsider the access application.

Again I anticipate the recent NSW Legislative direction under Standing Order 52 will cause further disclosures

that have hitherto been denied and that such matters, if they do eventuate, will eventually have to be taken into
account during consideration of the amended SSDA.

•     The Applicants amended SSDA submission totally ignores concerns raised by residents about the original

QPRC executl.ve and the then 2020 Council's decision to go along with DofE's selection of Bungendore Park as
the site for the new high school.

a     That decision, made in close but secret collaboration with DofE, effectively enabled QPRc executl.ves andihe

then Council to abrogate its management responsibilities and obligations for the proper management of local
roads, Crown land, Common land, public amenities. In the absence of transparency and truth, there continue to
be concerns about short term political and financial advantage. This advantage appears to arise from disposing
of surplus council land and facilities at rock bottom prices (based on reluctant release of NSW valuations) to
cover a looming and continuing annual deficit and contribute to a new $74m vanity project which is its new



council offices in Queanbeyan. The original SIA and the updated 2022 SIA frequently refer to the negative
connotations brought about by public concerns about lack of transparency and opaque decision making and yet
DofE consistently refuses to explain. Anything. To anyone.

•     The recommendations of the updated 2022 SIA make a large number ofrecommendatl.ons at para 7.1, calling

for transparency, consultation and meaningful engagement with the Community, From the foregoing examples,
there is absolutely no evidence of good faith at all: quite the opposite, just untruths, deceit and a doubling down
ofeffortsbytheDofEandcertainQPRCofflcjalstopressonwiththisill-conceivedandflawedplanregardless
of the consequences and the permanent negative impact on the Community and its well-being.

•   An Inadequate and poorly considered site and a sub-optimal School that will not meet the needs of existing
and future residents of Bungendore as it quadrilples in size

TheproposedlocationofthehighschoolisinappropriateonanumberoflevelsandfiddlingaroundtomeetDofpbuilt
requirementshascausedtheschoolsitetoshiftfurtherontoBungendoreParkproper,reducingopengreenspacestill
further.Thecosmeticchangesbeingmadetothebuiltformarejustthat,cosmetic.Andthenegativesocialimpactofthe

project in its present configuration, on the Bungendore Community is already significant and will continue deteriorate
further in the medium to longer term:

•     NSw state Governmentstandards for new high schools require a minimum of4 hectares. The Development

ApplicationspecifiesthattheBungendoreParksitehasasiteareaof2.9hectares.Thisimpliesthereissimply
no scope for expansion when population growth imposes a higher rate of enrolment than 450 students in the
high school and a corresponcling increase in Primary School numbers on the existing adjacent site.  DofE's
response to submissions makes no overt mention of an inevitable increase in Primary School numbers and the
impactonthelocalfacilities,roadsystemsandtrafflccongestion.Anditmakesnomentionofmiti.gationfactors
other than to assign responsibility and funding to a third party, being QPRC.

•     Already the DofE has made noises aboutenrolment numbers exceeding 450 in the medium term. The Member

forMonarohasfloatedthefigureofmorethan700pupils.TheDofEtriteresponsetothe4hectaresminimum
sizeindicatesthisappliestoschoolsofuptotwothousandpupils.Butthehighschool'slocationisheavily
dependent on access to the Mick Sherd Oval via shared use arrangements. The Primary school will also be
exposed to a significant boost to enrolment as the town quadruples in size. This will necessitate construction of
additional classrooms on the Primary school grounds and a consequent increase in use of the Oval, to the
detrimentofthewiderBungendoresocietyandthewellbeingofexistingandfutureresidents.

•   An illljudged development that threatens to irreversibly destroy the green heart of Bungendore and its
heritage

ln Crovm land 2037 published in May 2021  by NSW Department of Planning,  Industry and Environment, stated that:

`4_{eypriorityfprourgovemment,.p.ariicularlyforme_as_thestate'sfirstpublicspacesMinister,istoprovidebetter

?.3P_e?.S}9,flTa_!.lay,,gr?en,p,penpublicspaceforpeoplerightacrossNSW.Crowhland.......wil-Iplayasignifi|cant
role in achieving that goal'.

•      Bungendore park is crown Land and it is the town's only dedicated public recreation space, Crow Land2037,

proudly claims its top priority to be to `Sfrongthen comm.uni.fy cormecfi.ons wt.f# Crow /and'this has been
roundlyignoredbytheDofEinitsdevelopmentofahighschoolplanapparentlyforthesakeofpolitical
expediency at state level and financial gain at local level. I say apparently because the DofE's Amended SSDA
ridesroughshodoveranotheragency'sprioritiesandtotallyignoresthecallfortransparencyandreleaseof
related information over site selection. What has the DofE got to hide?

•      Bungendore park is the town's only green space protected as crown Land and dedicated for public recreation.

Theparkisfundamentaltothetown'sheritageanditscharacter.Theparkisanaturaldrawforlargenumbers
ofvisitorsandtouristswhodrivethroughBungendoreontheirwaytoandfromtheSouthCoastcontributing
significantlytolocalbusinesses.ThelossoftheParkanditsreplacementbyprefabricatedtwostorybuildings



roundabouts and car and bus parking areas will permanently damage the Township and blight its commercial
and Heritage attractions, And yet the importance of these factors are at best only obliquely and inadequately
addressed in the original and SIAs and the latest 2022 Addendum.

•      Bungendore's significant population growth, projected to quadruple over the shortto mid-term, out to 2036 is

very likely to require additional building for both the High School and the Primary School over what remains of
the green space in Bungendore will further and irrevocably damage the lives and well-being of present and
future residents of Bungendore.

Enclosures:

1.    Dofp site search summary Report
2.     QPRC Questions of Notice 13 Jul 22
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ATTACHMENT TO MINUTES OF THE PUBLIC FORUM
HELD ON 13 July 2022

`Questions on Notice' from the Public

Responses to the following `Questions on Notice' received up to Wedresday 6 Ju/y 2022 were
provided and fabled at the meeting.

Questions §ubmitEed by: Save Bungendore Park lnc

All following responses are provided by the Organisation Capability portfolio of QPRC.

1.   How many decisions has Council made since 1 January 2021 in relation to formal access
applications made under the Government Information (Public Access) Act?

2,   What was the subject matter of these applications?

3.   In relation to those decisions:

(a)        How many decisions were taken to grant access in full?
(b)        How many decisions were taken to grant access in part?
(c)        How many decisions were taken to refuse access (including finding that

information was not held)?

Respoli§es to Questions 1  to 3 is information publicly available on the QPRC Disclosure Log
which is published on  Council's websi{e
www.aprc.nsw.ciov.au/Council/Council-Business/Access-Council-lnformation#section-6

4.   In relation to any decision to grant access in part or refuse access:

(a)        How many decisions were appealed by the applicant to the Information and
Privacy Commissioner or the NCAT?

Six

(b)        Howmany ofthoseappeals resulted in afindingwhich upheld council's
decision?

Zero

(c)        How many of those appeals resu[€ed in a finding that council's decision was not
justified?

Six

A recommendation from the Information and Privacy Commission to remake a decision does
not mean that the decision was not justified, lt means that in the Commission's view different
factors should be considered and given different weight when determining the public interest
test and Cc)uncil is asked to reconsider the access application.


