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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 
This document, prepared under section 67 (3) of the Planning Act 2023 (the Act), 
details the outcomes of entity and public consultation the Territory Planning 
Authority (the Authority) has undertaken for Draft Plan Amendment 12 (DPA-12). 
 
This document should be read in conjunction with the DPA-12 document that has 
been given to the Minister which is available on the Planning website. 
 
Key parts of this document are: 

• section 2 – outlines comments received from government entities 
• section 3 – outlines comments received from the public 

1.2 Outline of process 
DPA-12 has been given to the Minister for consideration and referral to the relevant 
Legislative Assembly Standing Committee. More information about the next steps 
for this DPA are provided in the DPA document that is available on the Planning 
website. General information about the major plan amendment process is also 
available on the Planning website here. 

  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/amendments-to-the-territory-plan#major-amendments
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2.0 CONSULTATION WITH GOVERNMENT ENTITIES 

In accordance with section 62 of the Planning Act the Authority has 
consulted with each of the following entities in relation to this DPA: 

• the National Capital Authority 
• the Conservator of Flora and Fauna 
• the Environment Protection Authority 
• the Heritage Council 
• each referral entity 
• if unleased or leased public land, each custodian of the land likely to 

be affected. 
 
A copy of the comments received from the above-mentioned entities are 
provided in Appendix 2 of this document. 
 
Below is a summary of each of the entity’s comments. 

Entity Entity comments TPA response  

National 
Capital 
Authority 

The site is zoned within the Urban Areas of the 
National Capital Plan (the Plan). 
The proposed amendment is not inconsistent 
with the Plan and the NCA has no concerns. 

 
 Noted 

ACT 
Heritage 
Council 

Following review of the ACT Heritage Register 
(Register), it is identified that the subject block 
does not contain any nominated, registered or 
recorded heritage places or objects. The subject 
block is, however, located in the vicinity of ‘St 
Ninian’s Church’, which is a heritage registered 
place on the Register and subject to Heritage 
Act 2004 provisions.  
Informed by this review, and as a delegate of 
the Council, I advise the proposed development 
is unlikely to diminish the heritage significance 
of a place, and there are no Heritage Act 2004 
considerations to the proposal. 

 
 Noted  

Environment 
Protection 
Authority 
(EPA) 

EPA confirms it raises no objections to the 
amendment at this stage. 

 
Noted  
 
 

Conservator 
of Flora and 
Fauna 

The site is primarily asphalt and contains very 
limited ecological values. No comments from 
the Conservator at this stage. 

 
Noted 

Land 
custodian – 
CED – Roads 
ACT 

Roads ACT has no comments on the proposal. 
 

 
Noted 
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3.0 CONSULTATION WITH THE PUBLIC 

3.1 Consultation  
In accordance with 63 of the Act, draft major plan amendments are 
required to be made available on the ACT planning website for public 
comment for a minimum period of 30 working days. 
 
The public consultation period for DPA-12 commenced on 27 February 2026 
and concluded on 17 April 2026. 
 
In addition to publishing the material on the ACT planning website, the 
following was also undertaken to inform the public about consultation:  

• letters sent to surrounding lessees 
• notification placed on the DA Finder mobile app  
• email sent to subscribed stakeholders, which includes local 

community groups and associations. 

3.2 Comments 
A total of 437 written comments were received during the consultation 
period. Two comments were from community groups being the Lyneham 
Community Association and the Inner North Canberra Community Council, 
and 350 comments (including the one from the Lyneham Community 
Association) were in the form of a ‘form letter’.  The remainder were in the 
form of individual submissions.  
 
Copies of public comments were made available on the Planning website 
after the completion of public consultation and have been provided at 
Appendix 3 of this document. 

3.3 Summary of comments  
Below is a summary of the issues raised in written comments during public 
consultation that are relevant to the planning system.  Full comments are 
available at Appendix 3 of this report.  

3.3.1 Support for the amendment 

Reasons that were provided in comments supporting the proposal are 
provided below. 

3.3.1.1 Reduced traffic, parking and congestion 

• Reduces on-street parking on Brigalow Street and surrounding 
residential streets. 

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments#major-amendments-closed-for-consultation


DRAFT MAJOR PLAN AMENDMENT 12 – CONSULTATION REPORT 

 

• Improves traffic flow during peak school drop-off and pick-up periods. 

• Several comments referenced past periods when the car park was 
unavailable, which lead to illegal parking, increased congestion and 
delays and spill-over parking affecting nearby shops and schools. 

• Some comments also acknowledged that while the car park 
addresses immediate congestion, future parking demand should be 
considered via a development application (DA), based on up-to-date 
enrolment numbers. 

3.3.1.2 Safety benefits  

• Safety benefits for young children; for pedestrians and cyclists 
affected by poor sightlines and roadside parking, and for local 
residents navigating congested streets. 

• Safer drop-off and pick-up away from moving traffic and better staff 
supervision of student movements 

• Comments also highlighted that safety benefits should be formally 
assessed and reinforced through traffic studies at DA stage. 

3.3.1.3 Community amenity and neighbourhood benefits 

• Improvements to local amenity, with reduced conflict between 
residents and school users. 

• Weekend public access to the car park available to support local 
recreation and access to walking paths, sports areas, and nearby 
shops. 

3.3.1.4 Open space and recreational land use 

• The actual land take is minimal relative to the total size of the 
Lyneham oval and that there is sufficient open space available 
between the primary and high schools. 

• The affected area was historically under-utilised and there is no 
evidence of regular organised sport being displaced; the remaining 
open space continues to function as informal recreation land. 

Response 
 
Support for the proposal and the reasons for support are noted.  
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3.3.2 Summary of form letter comments 

350 comments were received in the form of a form letter, opposing the 
proposal. A summary of the reasons set out in the form letter for opposing 
the DPA and the Territory Planning Authority’s responses to the comments 
are provided below: 

3.3.2.1 Legality and planning compliance issues 

• The car park was constructed without development approval (in 
2016), making it illegal under ACT planning law. 

• It breaches the conditions of the sub-lease granted to BCC in 2009. 

• It contravenes the Territory Plan zoning (PRZ1 - Urban Open Space). 

• All parties, including BCC, agreed during the ACAT proceedings in 
2023 that the car park was illegally built. 

• Changing the zoning after illegal development undermines the 
integrity of the planning system and rewards non-compliance. 

• Considered to reward criminal behaviour, noting construction 
without approval is a criminal offence. 

• Concerns that this approach undermines public trust in planning law 
enforcement 

Response 

The Territory Planning Authority (the Authority) acknowledges that the car 
park was constructed without development approval and was therefore 
unlawful at the time of construction. 

The purpose of DPA-12 is not to endorse or condone past non-compliance, 
but to determine whether the current and future use of the land is 
appropriate within the contemporary planning framework. 

The planning system enables a process for an assessment of whether a land 
use or development outcome is appropriate on planning merits. 

Consideration of a plan amendment does not remove or negate the historic 
unlawfulness of the works, nor does it preclude regulatory action under 
other statutory mechanisms where appropriate. 

ACAT findings regarding illegality are noted. This DPA is forward-looking 
and focuses on whether the Territory Plan should be amended to reflect an 
appropriate long-term land use outcome. 

The Authority does not accept that DPA-12 establishes a precedent that 
illegal development can routinely be legitimised. Requests for major plan 
amendments are assessed on a case-by-case basis, having regard to various 
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factors such as site-specific constraints, strategic planning considerations 
and public interest outcomes. 

The planning framework contains safeguards, including public 
consultation, independent review, and final approval by the Minister for 
Planning and Sustainable Development. 

Importantly, DPA-12 does not remove the offence associated with 
unapproved works, nor does it enable future non-compliance. 

 
3.3.2.2 Misuse of major plan amendment process 

• DPA-12 is an attempt to retrospectively legitimise an illegal 
development, rather than assess it on its merits. 

• The amendment addresses only the zoning issue, while leaving other 
serious issues unresolved (safety, traffic, sub-lease breaches). 

• Section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 is cited to argue that 
unapproved development must be assessed as if it was not 
undertaken, meaning the land should be considered public open 
space, not an existing car park. Should be subject to same principle as 
a DA. 

• Adopting DPA-12 would set a dangerous precedent whereby illegal or 
informal use of public land can later be legitimised through rezoning. 

Response 

DPA-12 is being considered under the Planning Act 2023 as a policy 
amendment, not as a substitute for a DA. 

The amendment considers whether the planning framework can support a 
use that has emerged and continues to generate community impacts. 

Should the DPA commence, any future DA for the car park will need to be 
assessed on its merits and will need to demonstrate compliance with the 
Territory Plan and relevant guides and design standards. 

Consideration of DPA-12 does not prejudice or pre-empt the outcome of 
any future DA and does not confer approval for physical works. 

The asserted connection between a major plan amendment and DA 
processes is not supported by the statutory framework. They are separate 
and distinct purposes with their own legislative assessments and decision-
making criteria. 
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3.3.2.3 Lack of demonstrated need for the car park 

• The amendment does not establish a genuine need for a car park on 
public open space land other than that the car park has been there, 
first informally and then sealed without approval since 2006. 

• Evidence from the ACAT review indicates that the car park was built 
solely for BCC’s internal needs after the school built over its own 
parking and was never intended for ancillary parking for the adjacent 
oval. 

• Claims that removal would displace vehicles onto surrounding streets 
and increase congestion and risk to children are untested and need 
to be justified with evidence. 

• Alternatives (transporting of children to and from school, staff 
parking) must be examined. 

Response 

The Authority notes comments questioning whether a genuine need for 
the car park has been demonstrated. 

While earlier decisions associated with the car park were driven by BCC’s 
perceived operational needs, more recent anecdotal evidence points to 
broader impacts, including:  

• traffic congestion on surrounding streets in the absence of 
off-street facilities, 

• safety issues associated with informal or illegal parking, and 

• spill-over effects on nearby schools, shops, and residents. 

This is supported by recent reports that re-emphasise the car as the 
dominant form of travel to and from schools. Specifically, a recent national 
survey (2025) reported that 61% of all trips to and from school are by car and 
more locally, the 10-year evaluation of the ACT School Active Travel Program 
(2012-2022) highlighted that 78% of students travel at least once per week in 
a car. For this proposal, the supporting report outlined that the car park 
accommodates approximately 130 vehicles during peak morning and 
afternoon school periods.  

With this, the immediate use of cars and the demand this will continue to 
place on car parks close the schools will remain. The Authority considers 
that the closure of the car park would displace the demand of the car park 
and this would ultimately need to be accommodated in the surrounding 
street network. 

https://researchmgt.monash.edu/ws/portalfiles/portal/777645875/ASTS_Report.pdf
https://researchmgt.monash.edu/ws/portalfiles/portal/777645875/ASTS_Report.pdf
https://www.transport.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/2436307/TCCS-Active-Travel-Programs_FPC-Final-Evaluation-Report.pdf
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Entity advice provided by CED’s Development Planning (Transport) area 
was sought during the consultation process on this DPA. They highlighted 
they had no concerns about the proposal or claims in the supporting report.  

3.3.2.4 Traffic, safety, and design flaws 

• The presence of the car park is dangerous disrupts access to safe 
streets for cyclists, pedestrians and children. 

• ACAT found the car park was not designed to relevant standards; 
created pedestrian safety risks and contributed to local traffic 
congestion. 

• The amendment incorrectly claims consistency with the Traffic 
Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools. The guide 
recommends short-term drop-off areas away from pedestrian 
entrances and long-term parking only on school grounds. The 
existing car park does not align with these principles. 

Response 

The Authority acknowledges previous findings regarding deficiencies in the 
existing design and compliance with standards. 

DPA-12 does not approve the existing layout, design, or operation of the car 
park. The DPA considers the appropriateness of the land use in the 
specified location.  

Any future DA will be required to:  

• demonstrate compliance with current traffic, access, and safety 
standards, 

• address pedestrian and cyclist safety, 

• respond to relevant guidance such as Traffic Management & 
Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools, 

• rectify or re-design elements found to be non-compliant. 

In this context, DPA-12 establishes a planning pathway that enables 
deficiencies to be formally addressed and rectified. 
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3.3.2.5 Government failure and accountability 

• The situation is attributed to government failure, including failure to 
enforce sub-lease conditions, failure to prevent or stop illegal 
construction and failure to enforce student enrolment caps imposed 
in 2016. 

• The government only acted after a community organisation pursued 
action through ACAT, instead of intervening earlier. 

• The amendment is an attempt to “paper over” past failures rather 
than correct them. 

Response 

The Authority notes these concerns; however, enforcement of sub-lease 
conditions, compliance with building approvals, and monitoring of 
operating conditions such as enrolment caps are not matters determined 
through, nor resolved by the DPA process. These matters are considered 
through other compliance and regulatory processes. 

The purpose of DPA-12 is to amend the Territory Plan framework to address 
identified strategic planning outcomes and provide clarity and certainty for 
the future of the particular land use. The DPA does not seek to 
retrospectively validate any non-compliance, nor does it alter the operation 
of enforcement powers available to the Territory. 

Accordingly, while past compliance concerns are acknowledged, they do 
not directly inform the assessment of whether the proposed amendment is 
appropriate, justified, or consistent with the objectives of the Planning Act 
2023 and the Territory Plan. 

The timing or catalyst for broader government action is not a statutory 
consideration in determining a DPA. Rather, a DPA is assessed on its 
planning merits, strategic justification, and consistency with planning 
objectives, rather than on the sequence of events that may have drawn 
attention to an issue. 

A DPA cannot retrospectively alter past decisions or replace compliance, 
enforcement, or lease administration processes. The intent of DPA-12 is 
therefore to update the planning framework going forward, reduce 
uncertainty, and provide the statutory parameters via the Territory Plan to 
better manage future development outcomes on the site. 

In other words, proceeding with DPA-12 does not limit ongoing or future 
enforcement action, does not approve development, and does not diminish 
accountability. Rather, it establishes a lawful planning policy outcome 
within which unresolved issues can be properly assessed and regulated. 
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On this basis, the DPA is considered an appropriate planning response to 
an identified issue, rather than an attempt to ignore or excuse historical 
matters. 

 

3.3.2.6 Protection of urban open space and community interests 

• Urban open space is for community use, not institutional car parking. 

• Rezoning to legitimise a school car park is described as corrupting 
the meaning and purpose of urban open space. 

• The government should prioritise local communities and public land 
protection. 

Response 

The Authority recognises the importance of urban open space to the 
community and agrees that such land must be protected for public benefit. 

The assessment of DPA-12 considered the scale of land affected, the 
ongoing availability of surrounding publicly accessible open space 
(including the remainder of the Lyneham oval and the Sullivans Creek open 
space corridor), and the demonstrated patterns of use of the site. Notably, 
the area of the car park makes up less than 10% of the land available for 
urban open space across Blocks 30 and 23 Section 41 Lyneham) 

In addition and notwithstanding this, any future DA for the carpark, should 
the DPA be approved would need to demonstrate that there would be no 
significant impact on the functioning of the land for urban open space 
purposes and that continued unimpeded public access would be provided 
to the open space. 

 

3.3.3 Legality, non-compliance, and rule of law 

The following comments are from the remaining individual and community 
organisation submissions and the Authority’s responses to the comments: 

• Concerns were expressed that the car park was constructed and 
operated unlawfully (no development approval, breach of sub-lease 
conditions, contravention of PRZ1 zoning). 

• ACAT findings confirmed illegality and required the car park to be 
closed and the land remediated to its previous condition as urban 
open space. 
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• Progressing DPA-12 represents retrospective legitimisation of 
unlawful conduct and undermines the rule of law. 

• Section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 is referenced regarding the 
principle that unlawful development should be assessed as if it had 
not occurred. 

Response  

The Authority acknowledges that the car park is currently a prohibited use, 
was constructed without development approval and was therefore 
unlawful at the outset when the land was used as an informal carpark and 
further at the time of sealing. This has been confirmed through ACAT 
proceedings and is not contested.  

Consideration of DPA-12 does not retrospectively approve unlawful works, 
negate ACAT findings, or remove the legal consequences of past 
non-compliance. The purpose of a DPA is to consider whether a particular 
land use should be permitted under the Territory Plan framework on a 
forward-looking basis. Enforcement, remediation, penalties, insurance, and 
liability matters remain subject to scrutiny through separate statutory and 
contractual processes and are not determined through the DPA 
mechanism. 

See responses to similar comments raised in ‘3.3.1.1 Legality and planning 
compliance issues’ above. 

 

3.3.4 Integrity and credibility of the planning system 

• Concern that DPA-12 reverses the proper planning sequence by 
amending the Territory Plan to accommodate an existing 
non-compliant outcome. 

• Submissions argue this shifts Canberra’s planning system from a 
rules-based to a reactive system. 

• Approval is characterised as “fait accompli” planning that rewards 
persistence rather than merit. 

• Concern that this would weaken public confidence in planning 
controls and enforcement. 

Response 

The Authority recognises concerns regarding planning system credibility. 
However, the planning framework requires the Authority to assess 
proposals on their planning merits rather than solely on historical 
circumstances.  
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The consideration of a DPA does not diminish the importance of 
compliance or enforcement but provides a transparent statutory process to 
resolve a longstanding and complex land use issue.  

The Authority is satisfied that public consultation, independent assessment, 
and decision-making safeguards inherent in the plan amendment process 
preserve the integrity of the planning system. 

 

3.3.5 Use and misuse of the draft plan amendment process 

• The draft amendment is described as addressing only one of several 
compliance failures (zoning), while leaving unresolved matters of 
development approval, lease compliance, safety and remediation. 

• Concern that the amendment is being used to bypass scrutiny 
normally applied through a DA. 

• Submissions argue that DPA-12 creates a planning pathway for a use 
that may never fully comply with other statutory requirements. 

Response  

The DPA process is used to determine land use compatibility for a 
development. It does not authorise development, approve physical works, 
or circumvent development approval requirements or other matters 
requiring consideration and resolution. 

If DPA-12 is approved, any subsequent DA must be assessed independently 
in accordance with the Planning Act 2023 and relevant provisions in the 
Territory Plan as well as any relevant technical standards.  

The DPA does not replace or bypass DA scrutiny and does not guarantee 
approval of any future works. 

See responses to similar comments raised in ‘3.3.1.2 Misuse of major plan 
amendment process’ above. 

 

3.3.6 Appropriateness of the site and PRZ1 urban open space 

• Objections were expressed to introducing a private car park on land 
zoned PRZ1 Urban Open Space, where car parks are otherwise 
prohibited. 

• PRZ1 exists to protect land for recreation, access, landscape quality, 
ecological functions, and community use. 

• The proposed use fundamentally conflicts with PRZ1 zone objectives 
and overlays protecting public open space. 
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Response  

The Authority acknowledges that PRZ1 Urban Open Space is intended to 
preserve and protect land for recreation, landscape, ecological and 
community purposes.  

DPA-12 proposes a site-specific additional assessable use for car park, rather 
than a general change to the PRZ1 zone.  This would limit the use of a car 
park to the portion of the block subject to the DPA, whilst still being 
publicly accessible and not undermine the objectives of the PRZ1 zoning.  

Any future DA for the carpark, should the DPA be approved, would need to 
be demonstrate that the car park meets relevant assessment requirements 
and outcomes that consider the impacts to the functionality of the site as 
an urban open space.   

3.3.7 Inconsistencies with strategic planning objectives  

• DPA-12 is inconsistent with the ACT Planning Strategy, the Inner 
North and City District Strategy including the Blue-Green Network 
objectives, and the Statement of Planning Priorities 2025–2028. 

• The proposal conflicts with policies promoting compact urban form, 
protection of green infrastructure, climate resilience, and sustainable 
transport. 

• No strategic document supports new surface parking on protected 
urban open space in well-serviced inner areas. 

Response  

The Authority has assessed the amendment against the ACT Planning 
Strategy, the Inner North and City District Strategy, and the Statement of 
Planning Priorities. While these frameworks emphasise protection of open 
space and sustainable urban outcomes, they also contemplate balancing 
competing land use needs where community safety, access, and broader 
functionality are affected.  

As outlined in section 3.3.2.6, the Authority considers that the change would 
impact a small portion of the urban open space and would therefore not 
compromise its overall functionality and use for those purposes. With this, it 
is considered to be consistent with the strategic planning objectives.   

As stated in response to 3.3.6 above, any future DA for the carpark, should 
the DPA be approved, would need to be demonstrate that the car park 
meets relevant assessment requirements and outcomes that consider the 
impacts to the functionality of the site as an urban open space.   
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3.3.8 Lack of demonstrated need and assessment of alternatives 

• Concern that the amendment does not demonstrate a genuine 
planning need for a car park on public open space. 

• Parking demand is self-inflicted, resulting from BCC building over its 
own parking and expanding enrolments. 

• Claims that removal of the car park would increase congestion or 
safety risks are described as untested and unsupported by evidence. 

• Alternatives (on-site parking either surface or structured), shuttle 
services, staggered times, public and active transport, off-site leasing) 
have not been actively encouraged or adequately considered.  

• The site is well served by public and active transport with two local 
bus stops directly outside the campus, rapid bus services nearby and 
a light rail station within a five-minute walk. 
 

Response  

The Authority notes comments asserting that parking demand is 
self-generated. Notwithstanding this, the enrolment numbers at BCC are 
among the highest in the Territory per hectare. ACT School Census Data 
outlines that BCC has a total of 1057 students across approximately 1.8ha 
(equating to approximately 587 students per ha). In comparison to schools 
of a similar size (by area) and other independent schools offering K-12 
schooling: 

• Florey Primary School has 465 students over approx. 2.1ha (221 
students per ha) 

• Majura Primary School has approx. 778 students over 2.8ha (278 
students per ha) 

• Campbell Primary School has approx. 308 students over 3.2ha (96 
students per ha) 

• Canberra Grammar School has approx. 2213 students over 19.5ha (113 
students per ha) 

• Burgmann Anglican College has approx. 2180 students over 18.5ha 
(118 students per ha) 

• Radford College has approx. 1799 students over 7.5ha (240 students 
per ha) 

Irrespective of past enrolment trends at BCC, this highlights that space 
within the school boundary is already at a premium.    

It is also acknowledged that the site is well serviced by public and active 
transport and the preference for more students to travel via these means to 
school. Notwithstanding this, as highlighted in the response to 3.3.2.3 above, 

https://www.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0011/2875367/2025-ACT-schools-census-February.pdf
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evidence shows that the car remains the dominant form of travel to and 
from schools and this car park is well utilised during peak periods. Noting 
this, the Authority is satisfied that there will continue to be an immediate 
demand for parking in the area proximate to the school during peak times.  

 

3.3.9 Traffic, safety, and active travel impacts 

• Concerns about traffic congestion on Brigalow Street, Mouat Street 
and surrounding local roads, particularly during school peaks. 

• Submissions highlight pedestrian and cyclist safety risks, especially 
for children using designated Safe Active Travel routes. 

• ACAT findings raising safety deficiencies, poor design, and 
vehicle-pedestrian conflict are cited. 

• Expanding parking increases car use rather than reducing 
congestion. 

Responses  

Traffic congestion and pedestrian safety concerns are acknowledged, 
including those identified by ACAT. DPA- 12 does not endorse the current 
access arrangements, operational practices, or design of the car park. Any 
future DA would be required to demonstrate compliance with current 
traffic engineering standards, safety requirements, and active travel 
principles. Where deficiencies are identified, redesign, mitigation, or 
alternative arrangements would be required before any approval could be 
granted. 

See responses to similar comments raised in ‘3.3.1.4 Traffic, safety, and 
design flaws’ above.  

 

3.3.10 Environmental and climate change impacts 

• Concern about loss of green space, urban heat island effects, burning 
of fossil fuels, stormwater runoff, and impacts on Sullivans Creek. 

• Submissions cite research showing car parks as major contributors to 
localised warming and reduced climate resilience. 

• Sealing additional open space directly conflicts with climate 
adaptation, sustainability, and “city in a landscape” objectives. 

Response 

The Authority acknowledges concerns regarding urban heat, stormwater 
runoff, and impacts on Sullivans Creek. Environmental performance, surface 
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treatment, landscaping, stormwater management, and climate mitigation 
measures are design-specific matters to be addressed at the DA stage. The 
amendment does not preclude requirements for water-sensitive urban 
design, canopy cover, permeable surfaces, or other environmental 
mitigation measures that may be necessary to achieve acceptable 
outcomes. 

The Conservator of Flora and Fauna, as a mandatory Government referral 
entity, acknowledges that the site has very limited ecological values. Other 
areas of Government have provided feedback for addressing urban heat 
and provision of green infrastructure, advising that the car park should 
address canopy coverage requirements.  

These matters are already embedded within the Parks and Recreation Zone 
Policy and will be considered and addressed as part of any future DA.  

Lyneham Oval has also been identified for future restoration opportunity, as 
part of the Sullivans Creek Re-naturalisation plan, to help mitigate flood risk 
and improve water quality. 

 

3.3.11 Community amenity, equity, and social value of open space 

• The social, recreational, cultural, and experiential value of Lyneham 
Oval as community land is emphasised in comments. 

• Submissions stress increasing importance of open space in a 
densifying Inner North context. 

• The amendment benefits a single private institution while imposing 
costs on the wider community. 

• The oval already has a dedicated and sufficient car park that has been 
in operation since the oval was created. Any use of the oval is already 
catered for on the current dedicated car park.  

• Reference is made to numerous petitions, community meetings, and 
sustained opposition demonstrating strong community expectation 
that the oval remains as public open space. 

Response  

The Authority recognises the strong community attachment to Lyneham 
Oval and the importance of retaining urban open space, particularly in the 
densifying Inner North district.  

The school is responsible for all costs associated with the development and 
maintenance of the car park.  Any future DA for the car park, should the 
DPA be approved, would need to demonstrate that the site will remain 
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publicly accessible and available to the community for recreational and 
social purposes as the underlying PRZ1 zone will be retained.  

See responses to similar comments raised in ‘3.3.1.6 Protection of urban 
open space and community interests’ above.  

 

3.3.12 Governance, enforcement, and accountability 

• Criticism of past government failures to enforce lease conditions, stop 
unlawful works, and uphold enrolment limits. 

• Concern is expressed that approving DPA-12 would “paper over” 
regulatory failures rather than correct them. 

• Scepticism is raised about whether future conditions, if imposed, 
would be effectively enforced given the past history of the matter. 

• any approval should come with conditions whereby the school incurs 
cost or penalty such as for continued upkeep of the remaining oval 
area designated for use by both schools and by the public. 

Response  

The Authority acknowledges concerns regarding historic enforcement of 
the sub-lease in contravention of the conditions. Consideration of DPA-12 
does not excuse any previous actions, decisions or enabling future non-
compliance.  

Cost or upkeep of the remaining oval is not a consideration of the DPA 
process. The oval is unleased Territory Land and the land custodian may 
discuss any shared upkeep arrangements should they choose to.  

See response to similar comments raised in ‘3.3.1.5 Government failure and 
accountability’ above. 

 

3.3.13 Precedent, cumulative impact, and irreversibility 

• Concern that approval would set a dangerous precedent allowing 
further unlawful occupation and illegal use of public land to be 
sanctioned and later legitimised. 

• Result in cumulative erosion of Canberra’s urban open space 
network. 

• The change is described as effectively permanent, with loss of 
flexibility to return land to open space once formalised. 
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Response  

The Authority does not consider that approval of DPA-12 would establish a 
general precedent. Territory Plan amendments are assessed on a 
case-by-case basis, having regard to site-specific circumstances, strategic 
context, and public interest considerations. 

The Authority acknowledges that changes to land use are not easily 
reversed and has therefore applied careful scrutiny to the proposal. 

The underlying zoning of the car park will remain as PRZ1 urban open 
space, and still within the custodianship of the ACT Government. Under this 
arrangement, as the school does not and will not lease the land outright, 
the Government is within its rights any time, should part or all of the land 
be required for a public purpose, to extinguish the license or sub-lease and 
request removal of part or all of the car park on the subject site.   

 

3.3.14 Legal proceedings and procedural timing 

• Inappropriate to progress DPA-12 while appeals relating to the ACAT 
decision remain unresolved. 

• Concerns raised that advancing the amendment risks pre-empting 
judicial outcomes and undermining orderly decision-making. 

Response  

The matter is currently before the Supreme Court. The Court’s decision will 
neither determine nor pre-empt the outcome of any future strategic 
planning decisions, including DPA-12. Similarly, the consideration of DPA-12 
will not affect or impede the Court’s assessment of the matter. These 
processes operate separately and independently and will continue to do so. 

DPA-12 is a proponent-initiated major plan amendment, with endorsement 
from the land custodian for the consideration of the additional assessable 
use of car park on the site.  The Authority accepted the proposal and is 
progressing the DPA in accordance with the statutory planning framework. 
As provided under section 59(3) of the Planning Act 2023, the preparation of 
a draft major plan amendment does not indicate support by the Authority 
and the Authority must continue to assess the proposal on its merits and is 
not obliged to proceed with the amendment. 
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3.3.15 Standing to initiate the amendment 

• Questions raised whether a sub-lessee or private institution should 
have standing to initiate a major plan amendment affecting public 
land. 

• Concerns were raised about conflicts between public ownership, 
private benefit, and governance of community assets. 

Response  

The Authority is satisfied that DPA-12 has been initiated in accordance with 
the provisions in the Planning Act 2023 relating to proponent-initiated 
amendments. The land is Territory Land under the custodianship of the City 
and Environment Directorate. The land custodian granted consent for the 
proponent to submit the application for a major plan amendment.  

 

3.3.16 Strategic planning and zoning  

• Suggestions that a zoning change to Community Facilities Zone 
(CFZ) may be more appropriate: 

o will address need for clearer, more durable land tenure 
arrangements (e.g. Crown lease). 

o rezoning could improve transparency, allow clearer conditions 
of use and secure public access and limit future intensification. 

Response 

Comments relating to zoning, land tenure and long-term certainty are 
noted. These issues are acknowledged and have been considered in the 
formulation of DPA-12. 

Rezoning to CFZ was considered disproportionate given the limited land 
area affected and the site’s functional integration with surrounding open 
space land uses. It is also noted that the car park will remain publicly 
accessible for use of the open space as well as the school.   

The proposed approach will enable the car park development to be 
formalised without also enabling other inappropriate development rights 
(such as retirement villages and supportive housing). The retention of the 
PRZ1 zoning whilst permitting the additional use will allow for consideration 
and assessment of the use for a car park through any future DA should the 
DPA be approved. .  

Matters relating to land tenure, including the form of sub-lease 
arrangements, fall outside the statutory scope of a DPA. While clarity and 
durability of tenure are acknowledged as important for long-term site 
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management, such matters are addressed through separate administrative 
provisions. 

Overall, the amendment is considered to provide sufficient transparency 
and planning certainty by clearly articulating the permissibility and intent of 
the use.  

 

3.3.17 Development application and future management 

• Approval of DPA-12 should not be the end of the process. 

• Any subsequent DA should include:  

o Updated traffic and parking generation analysis. 

o Consideration of enrolment growth and demand. 

o Pick-up/drop-off design, not just parking numbers. 

o Exploration of complementary measures (shared parking, 
active travel, alternative access). 

Response  

DPA-12 does not approve the use of the site for a car park, nor the specific 
design, layout, traffic arrangement or operational requirements. Any future 
DA will consider the detailed design, consistency with the assessment 
outcomes in the Territory Plan and technical standards. 

Issues raised by submitters, including updated traffic and parking 
generation analysis, consideration of enrolment growth and demand, 
detailed pick-up and drop-off design, and complementary measures such 
as shared parking, active travel initiatives and alternative access 
arrangements, will be assessed through a DA assessment process. At that 
stage, the assessment would be informed by current data, site-specific 
design responses, and conditions. 

The role of DPA-12 is to establish the planning framework for a permitted 
use within which subsequent assessment occurs. It does not predetermine 
the outcome of any DA, nor does it limit the ability of the Authority to 
impose conditions or refuse a DA if unacceptable impacts are identified. 

 

3.3.18 Community process, consultation and advocacy 

• Some comments raised concerns about pro-forma submissions, 
clarity and transparency of advocacy by community groups and the 
protracted nature of the dispute. 
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Response 

The Planning Act 2023 provides for broad public consultation and allows for 
all submissions to be considered on their planning merits, regardless of 
their form or origin. The Authority’s assessment is focused on the substance 
of planning issues raised, rather than the volume or advocacy position 
associated with individual submissions. 

The consultation undertaken for DPA-12 is considered to have met statutory 
requirements and provided adequate opportunity for community input. 
The diversity of views expressed has informed the assessment but does not 
alter the requirement to consider and determine the amendment on 
planning grounds. 

The detailed design and assessment of the impacts of the car park will 
continue to be scrutinised publicly through subsequent statutory processes 
including at DA stage.  
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4.0 CHANGES MADE TO DPA-12 FOLLOWING CONSULTATION 

The DPA-12 document, available on the Planning website, contains all 
changes to the Territory Plan proposed by DPA-12.  
 
No changes were made to DPA-12 following consultation. 
 
 
.  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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INTERPRETATION SERVICE 

To speak to someone in a language other than English please telephone the 
Telephone Interpreter Service (TIS) 13 14 50 

LANGUAGE DETAILS 

English If you need an interpreter please call: 13 14 50 

Mandarin 
(Simplified 
Chinese) / 简体中文 

如果您需要翻译，请致电：13 14 50 

Arabic / 13 14 50 :بالرقم اتصل شفھي مترجم إلى  بحاجة كنت إذا العربیة  
Cantonese 
(Traditional 
Chinese) / 繁體中文 

如果你需要傳譯員，請致電：13 14 50 

Vietnamese / 
Tiếng Việt Nếu bạn cần thông dịch viên, xin gọi: 13 14 50 

Korean / 한국어 통역사가 필요할 경우 다음 번호로 전화하시기 바랍니다: 13 
14 50 

Spanish / Español Si necesita un intérprete, llame al 13 14 50 
Persian (Farsi) 
ً  دارید، نیاز مترجم بھ اگر فارسی  / 13 14 50 :کنید تلفن شماره این بھ لطفا  

Dari /  دارید نیاز شفاھی ترجمان یک بھ اگر دری  ً بزنید زنگ 131450 شمارۀ بھ لطفا . 

Punjabi / ਪੰਜਾਬੀ ਜੇਕਰ ਤੁਹਾਨੰੂ ਿਕਸੇ ਦਭੁਾਸ਼ੀਏ ਦੀ ਲੋੜ ਹੈ ਤਾ ਂਿਕਰਪਾ ਕਰਕੇ ਫੋਨ ਕਰੋ: 13 14 
50 

Tamil / த�ழ் 
உங்க�க்� ெமா�ெபயரத்்�ைரப்பாளர ்ஒ�வர ்
ேதைவப்பட்டால் 13 14 50 என்ற எண்ைண 
அைழக்க�ம் 

Greek / Ελληνικά Αν χρειάζεστε διερμηνέα, τηλεφωνήστε: 13 14 50 
Italian / Italiano Se hai bisogno di un interprete, chiama: 13 14 50 
Hazaragi /  گی  ھزاره ً  رید، ده ضرورت ترجمان ده اگھ  بگیرید تماس  13 14 50 شماره ده لطفا . 
Thai / ภาษาไทย หากคุณตอ้งการล่าม กรุณาโทรไปที ่13 14 50 

Karen / ကညကီျိၥ ်
ဖဲနမ့ၢလ်ိၣ်ဘၣ်ပှၤကတိၤကျးိထတံၢတ်ဂၤအခါ၀ံသးစူၤကိးဘၣ်-၁၃၁ 

၄၅၀ တကၢ့.် 
 
Telephone and Interpreter Service 13 14 50 - Canberra and District - 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week 
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From:
To: Terrplan
Subject: RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS BY 23 MARCH 2026 - Mandatory entity consultation - Draft major plan

amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)
Date: Monday, 13 April 2026 10:01:10 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Good morning 
Apologies this one fell through the gaps. The site is primarily asphalt and contains very
limited ecological values. No comments from us at this stage.
Cheers,

Senior Conservation Officer
Office of the Conservator of Flora and Fauna | City and Environment Directorate
Email: 
City and Environment Directorate I ACT Government
480 Northbourne Canberra ACT 2601 I GPO Box 158 Canberra ACT 2601 I
https://www.act.gov.au/environment I www.planning.act.gov.au

From: Terrplan 
Sent: Friday, 10 April 2026 9:18 AM
To: 
Subject: FW: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS BY 23 MARCH 2026 - Mandatory entity consultation -
Draft major plan amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)

Good morning 
Territory Plan and Planning Reform team are following up comments from the Conservator
on this proposal. We do not seem to have a record of the Conservator’s comments. If you
have previously provided mandatory entity feedback on this matter, please could you re-
send, and apologies if we have missed your comments.
Thank you.
Regards,

Territory Plan and Planning Reform | General enquiries inbox | terrplan@act.gov.au
Policy, Planning and Built Environment Group | City and Environment Directorate | ACT Government
480 Northbourne Avenue, Dickson ACT 2602 | GPO Box 158 Canberra ACT 2601 |
www.planning.act.gov.au

From: Terrplan <Terrplan@act.gov.au> 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2026 2:42 PM

- Draft
major plan amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)

REQUEST FOR COMMENT

Draft Major Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-
12)

Part Block 23 Section 41 Lyneham

Conservator Flora and Fauna 

Appendix 1 - mandatory entities comments 



From:
To: Terrplan
Subject: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS BY 23 MARCH 2026 - Mandatory entity consultation - Draft major plan

amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)
Date: Friday, 27 March 2026 2:21:32 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Dear Territory Plan and Planning Reform Team,
Thank you for referring the below draft Major Plan Amendment (DPA-12) - Brindabella
Christian College Carpark for B23 S41 Lyneham to the Office of the Environment Protection
Authority (EPA) for review.
Apologies for delayed response. EPA confirms it raises no objections to the amendment at
this stage.
Regards, 

| Planning Liaison Officer | Strategic Regulation, Office of the Environment Protection
Authority
Email: 
Environment, Land, & Technical Regulation | City & Environment Directorate | ACT Government

 480 Northbourne Avenue, Dickson 2602 | GPO Box 158, Canberra ACT 2601 |
www.act.gov.au/environment

From: Terrplan 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2026 2:42 PM
To: 

major plan amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)
REQUEST FOR COMMENT

Draft Major Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-
12)

Part Block 23 Section 41 Lyneham
Dear Entities,
Under section 62 of the Planning Act 2023 (the Act) the Territory Planning Authority
(the Authority) must consult with mandatory entities in relation to a draft major plan
amendment (DPA).
The Territory Plan and Planning Reform (TPPR) team is seeking your comments on
Draft Major Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – part Block
23 Section 41 Lyneham (DPA-12).

DPA-12 was placed on public consultation on 27 February 2026.
The Proposal
DPA-12 proposes to amend the Land Use Table in the Inner North and City District
Policy in the Territory Plan 2023 to permit additional assessable development for a
car park on the subject site.

Environment Protection Authority



ACT Heritage Council



Caution: This email originated from outside of the ACT Government. Do not click links
or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

From:
To: Terrplan
Subject: RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS BY 23 MARCH 2026 - Mandatory entity consultation - Draft major plan

amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12) [SEC=OFFICIAL]
Date: Monday, 2 March 2026 4:01:44 PM
Attachments: image001.jpg

OFFICIAL

Dear Territory Plan team.
Thank you for the request for comments for DPA-12 at Block 23 Section 41 Lyneham. The
site is zoned within the Urban Areas of the National Capital Plan (the Plan).
The proposed amendment is not inconsistent with the Plan and the NCA has no concerns.
Kind regards

 | Planning Officer
National Capital Authority

National Capital Authority | Treasury Building, King Edward Terrace, PARKES ACT 2600
GPO Box 373, CANBERRA ACT 2601 | ; www.nca.gov.au | Twitter: @NCA_Media

OFFICIAL

From: Terrplan 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2026 2:42 PM
To: 

 -
Draft major plan amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)

REQUEST FOR COMMENT

Draft Major Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-
12)

Part Block 23 Section 41 Lyneham
Dear Entities,
Under section 62 of the Planning Act 2023 (the Act) the Territory Planning Authority
(the Authority) must consult with mandatory entities in relation to a draft major plan
amendment (DPA).
The Territory Plan and Planning Reform (TPPR) team is seeking your comments on
Draft Major Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – part Block
23 Section 41 Lyneham (DPA-12).

DPA-12 was placed on public consultation on 27 February 2026.
The Proposal
DPA-12 proposes to amend the Land Use Table in the Inner North and
City District Policy in the Territory Plan 2023 to permit additional
assessable development for a car park on the subject site.

National Capital Authority 



Land custodian 



Development Application and also retention of carpark without conflicting PRZ1
objectives.
However, any future development applications should address canopy coverage
requirements (stated above) and consider Water Sensitive Urban Design (WSUD)
principles within any upgrade/maintenance of the carpark.
Should you require further information or have any questions please do not hesitate
to contact us.
Kind Regards,

A/g Planning Coordinator | Development Planning

Building Design and Development Branch| City and Environment Directorate | ACT Government
480 Northbourne Avenue,Dickson| GPO Box 158 Canberra ACT 2601
|www.act.gov.au/www.tcccs.act.gov.au

Please consider the environment before printing this email. If printing is necessary, print double-sided and black
and white.

From: 
Sent: Tuesday, 3 March 2026 4:29 PM
To: Terrplan <Terrplan@act.gov.au>

Subject: RE: REQUEST FOR COMMENTS BY 23 MARCH 2026 - entity consultation - Draft major
plan amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park (DPA-12)

Good afternoon Territory Plan and Planning Reform team,

Thank you for your email. 

The Development Coordination acknowledge receipt and have commenced
processing your request.

 has been assigned and will respond to you by COB 23 March 2026.
Kind regards

 | Customer Support and Business Improvement
Email: 
Development Coordination | City and Environment Directorate | ACT
Government
480 Northbourne Ave, Dickson ACT 2602 | GPO Box 158 Canberra ACT 2601 |
www.act.gov.au
From: Terrplan <Terrplan@act.gov.au> 
Sent: Monday, 2 March 2026 2:44 PM
To: 
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Your personal information will be managed in accordance with the Information Privacy Act 2014 and the
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD)   , which is
available for viewing on EPSDD's website.

Copies of written comments will be made available on the authority website unless the submission is
withdrawn. Copies of written comments will also be given to the proponent of the development proposal.

If you would not like your comments or a part of your comments to be made available on the website or to the
applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
clearly identifying what parts of your submission you are seeking to exclude and how the request satisfies the
exclusion criteria.

Printed copies of the draft amendment (this document) and background documents are available for inspection
and purchase at the EPSDD Customer Service Centre, 8 Darling Street, Mitchell, Monday to Friday (except public
holidays) between 8:30am and 4:30pm. Please call    to arrange a copy for purchase.

Click here for more information on applying for exemption from the public register.
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You may upload any additional supporting documentation or photos.

Maximum file size is 10Mb.  
A maximum of 5 files can be uploaded.

Your personal information will be managed in accordance with the Information Privacy Act 2014 and the
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD)   , which is
available for viewing on EPSDD's website.

Copies of written comments will be made available on the authority website unless the submission is
withdrawn. Copies of written comments will also be given to the proponent of the development proposal.

If you would not like your comments or a part of your comments to be made available on the website or to the
applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
clearly identifying what parts of your submission you are seeking to exclude and how the request satisfies the
exclusion criteria.

Printed copies of the draft amendment (this document) and background documents are available for inspection
and purchase at the EPSDD Customer Service Centre, 8 Darling Street, Mitchell, Monday to Friday (except public
holidays) between 8:30am and 4:30pm. Please call    to arrange a copy for purchase.

Click here for more information on applying for exemption from the public register.















Page 3 of 3

Click here for more information on applying for exemption from the public register.
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applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
clearly identifying what parts of your submission you are seeking to exclude and how the request satisfies the
exclusion criteria.

Printed copies of the draft amendment (this document) and background documents are available for inspection
and purchase at the EPSDD Customer Service Centre, 8 Darling Street, Mitchell, Monday to Friday (except public
holidays) between 8:30am and 4:30pm. Please call    to arrange a copy for purchase.
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applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
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SUBMISSION OPPOSING
DRAFT PLAN AMENDMENT 12

Draft Plan Amendment 12 — Brindabella Christian College car park —
Lyneham Section 41, part Block 23

To:
Territory Planning Authority
Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA)
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront
8 Darling Street, Mitchell ACT 2911
Email: terrplan@act.gov.au

From:

Date: 20 March 2026

I am a resident of Lyneham, living approximately 250 metres from the Lyneham Neighbourhood Oval
and  the  subject  car  park.  I  write  to  urge  the  Territory  Planning  Authority  to  reject  Draft  Plan
Amendment 12 (DPA-12), which proposes to add “car park” as Additional Assessable Development
on part of Block 23, Section 41 Lyneham — land zoned PRZ1 Urban Open Space.

I have reviewed the DPA-12 document, the SPACELAB supporting report (Rev. B, November 2025),
and the Application Outcome Notice dated 5 February 2026. My objection is based on the following
grounds.

1. THE THRESHOLD QUESTION: PRZ1 LAND SHOULD NOT BE USED FOR PRIVATE
SCHOOL CAR PARKING

The  Authority  should  first  consider  the  threshold  question:  is  it  sound  planning  policy  to  create  a
site-specific  pathway permitting  a  private  commuter  parking use on land zoned PRZ1 Urban Open
Space?

Car parks are marked with a dash in the PRZ1 land use table — they are prohibited. This reflects a
deliberate  planning  judgment  that  vehicle  parking  is  incompatible  with  the  purposes  of  urban  open
space.  DPA-12  proposes  to  override  this  prohibition  for  a  single  site,  to  benefit  a  single  private
institution. On planning merits alone, the answer should be no.

2. THE AMENDMENT FAILS THE STATUTORY TEST UNDER SECTION 75(4)

Under  section  75(4)  of  the  Planning  Act  2023,  the  Minister  may  approve  a  draft  major  plan
amendment “only if” it is “not inconsistent with the planning strategy or any relevant district strategy.”
This is a mandatory precondition.

2.1  Inconsistency with the ACT Planning Strategy



The  ACT  Planning  Strategy  2018  commits  to  “retain  the  features  of  the  city  that  people  value,
including the bush capital setting and access to green space” and to “protecting and expanding living
infrastructure,  managing our  waterways,  reducing emissions,  protecting  our  parks  and reserves for
both our community and our biodiversity.”

The subject site occupies 9,175 m² — approximately 18% of Block 23 (51,331 m² total). Permitting a
130-space  car  park  permanently  converts  a  substantial  portion  of  a  neighbourhood’s  urban  open
space to a private vehicle-storage function. The fact that PRZ1 zoning is technically “retained” does
not  cure  this:  the  overlay  would  override  the  fundamental  prohibition  on  car  parks  in  PRZ1  and
permanently alter the character and function of this public land.

2.2  Inconsistency with the Inner North and City District Strategy

The Inner  North  and  City  District  Strategy  identifies  that  the  community  values  “open  green  space
with parklands, wetlands, creeks and the ‘garden city’ concept.” The Blue-Green Network driver aims
to protect areas vital for “providing clean air, water and visual amenity to suburbs, serving as native
plant and animal habitat and supporting liveability and community well-being.”

The  subject  site  is  part  of  the  Urban  Open  Space  within  this  Blue-Green  Network,  adjacent  to
Sullivans Creek. Permanently establishing a sealed car park within this network is inconsistent with
the strategy’s protection objectives.

I  note the SPACELAB supporting report  contains an error  on page 14 where it  refers  to  the “Inner
South District Strategy.” The subject site is in the Inner North.

3. THE AMENDMENT CONFLICTS WITH PRZ1 ZONE OBJECTIVES

The  seven  policy  outcomes  for  PRZ1  (section  4.4  of  the  supporting  report)  concern  recreation,
ecological  protection,  stormwater  management,  landscape  quality,  ancillary  uses,  integrated
land/water planning, and safe pedestrian and cycling access. A standalone 130-space car park for a
private school serves none of these. The supporting report’s responses are strained:

• It claims the car park “supports future increased use and maintenance of the oval” (outcome 4),
but  the  car  park  is  operated  by  and  for  BCC.  The  PRZ1  ancillary  use  provision  contemplates
“park maintenance depots, small-scale community activity centres” — not private school parking
infrastructure.

• It  claims the car park “improves pedestrian and cycling safety”  (outcome 7),  when ACAT found
the  opposite  —  noting  safety  deficiencies  including  vehicle-pedestrian  interaction  risks  at  the
Brigalow Street access.

• It  dismisses  stormwater  impacts  (outcomes  3  and  6),  but  a  5,550  m²  sealed  bitumen  surface
adjacent  to  Sullivans  Creek  necessarily  increases  impervious  runoff  and  reduces  natural
stormwater infiltration.

4. NO DEMONSTRATED NEED AND NO ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS

The parking shortage was entirely self-inflicted. BCC acquired the O’Connor Christian School in 1998
with an on-site car park. In 2009, BCC built over its own car park using Building Education Revolution
funds.  It  then  obtained  a  sublease  over  part  of  the  oval  —  without  public  consultation  —  and
constructed the car park without approval.

The supporting report claims removal “would displace vehicles onto surrounding residential streets”
but  provides  no  traffic  study,  Transport  Impact  Assessment,  or  parking  utilisation  data.  The
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proponent has not demonstrated that alternatives were considered:

• On-site reconfiguration of the BCC campus

• Travel demand management (bus services, active travel programs, staggered drop-off times)

• Shared parking arrangements with nearby facilities

• Kiss-and-ride redesign on-site

The ACT Government’s own Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools states that
long-term  parking  should  “only  be  provided  on  school  grounds”  (emphasis  in  original)  and  that
short-term  parking  should  be  “away  from  main  entrances”  used  by  walking,  cycling,  and  bus
students.  The supporting report  misrepresents this  guide by implying it  supports  off-site  parking on
public open space.

5. ADVERSE ENVIRONMENTAL AND AMENITY IMPACTS

The supporting report understates the environmental consequences of a sealed car park on this site:

• Urban  heat  island:  5,550  m²  of  bitumen  absorbs  and  re-radiates  heat,  counter  to  the
Sustainability  and  Resilience  planning  principle  (s  10  of  the  Planning  Act),  which  requires
“mitigating the effects of urban heat.”

• Stormwater  and water  quality:  Adjacent  to  Sullivans  Creek,  a  sealed  car  park  generates  runoff
carrying  oils,  heavy  metals,  and  other  pollutants,  and  reduces  natural  infiltration  —  directly
relevant to PRZ1 outcome 3 and the Blue-Green Network driver.

• Loss of recreational land: With densification along Northbourne Avenue and the future Lyneham
light rail stop, the loss of 18% of this oval block to private parking reduces recreation space for a
growing population.

• Traffic  and  safety:  ACAT  found  the  car  park  was  not  designed  to  relevant  standards,  with
pedestrian safety issues at the Brigalow Street access.

6. RECENT PLANNING TREATMENT OF COMPARABLE PRZ1 PARKING PROPOSALS

In March 2023, the Authority rejected Canberra Grammar School’s application to convert a temporary
gravel  car  park  on  Monaro  Crescent,  Griffith  (also  PRZ1)  into  a  permanent  sealed  facility  with  86
spaces.  It  classified  it  as  a  standalone  car  park  — prohibited  under  PRZ1  — finding  it  would  “not
contribute  a  positive  outcome  in  regards  to  the  PRZ1  zone  objectives.”  Transport  Canberra  found
“little evidence supplied to justify” the necessity.

While that was a development application rather than a plan amendment, the planning analysis is the
same: a school  car  park on PRZ1 land is  a prohibited use that  does not  advance zone objectives.
DPA-12  presents  a  weaker  case  — BCC built  without  any  approvals  and  now seeks  retrospective
legitimisation.

7. PLANNING SYSTEM INTEGRITY AND FAIT ACCOMPLI REASONING

The  supporting  report’s  central  argument  is  that  the  car  park  has  operated  for  over  a  decade  and
should therefore continue. This is fait accompli reasoning.

Section  215  of  the  Planning  Act  2023  requires  that  retrospective  development  applications  be
assessed  “as  if  the  development  was  not  undertaken.”  While  this  applies  to  DAs  rather  than  plan
amendments,  the  underlying  policy  is  instructive:  the  planning  system  should  not  give  credit  to
unlawful development as a fait accompli.
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The car park was sealed in 2016 “without  a Development Application,”  after  the Planning Authority
had rejected BCC’s request for a direct land sale and advised a Territory Plan variation was required.
BCC disregarded this advice.  In November 2023, ACAT found a “trifecta of  non-compliance” — no
development approval, breach of sublease conditions, and contravention of the Territory Plan.

This matters not as “punishment” but because it  bears on planning system integrity.  If  the Territory
Plan  can  be  amended  to  accommodate  development  built  in  defiance  of  planning  advice,  it
establishes  a  template:  obtain  a  sublease,  build  without  approval,  operate  until  entrenched,  then
apply  for  a  retroactive  amendment.  The  Legislative  Assembly  petition  E-PET-004-23  (1,134
signatures) raised exactly this concern.

BCC  has  a  broader  record  of  planning  non-compliance:  trees  removed  without  approval  in  2016,
demountable buildings eventually removed years after being required, and failure to submit campus
drawings required by a 2016 DA condition.

8. DPA-12 ONLY ADDRESSES ONE OF THREE LEGAL VIOLATIONS

ACAT  found  the  car  park  illegal  on  three  grounds:  (i)  no  development  approval,  (ii)  breach  of
sublease conditions, (iii) contravention of Territory Plan zoning. DPA-12 addresses only the third.

The  supporting  report  acknowledges  that  a  licence  change  and  a  retrospective  DA  will  also  be
required. DPA-12 is the first step in a multi-stage retrospective legitimisation process, none of which
is guaranteed to succeed. Creating a planning pathway for  a use that  may never achieve full  legal
compliance is a poor use of the Authority’s resources.

9. THE SOCIAL VALUE OF THE OVAL AND COMMUNITY EXPECTATIONS

The  Lyneham community  has  consistently  demonstrated  the  value  it  places  on  the  Oval  as  public
open space:

• In  2015,  over  1,553  signatures  (approximately  one-third  of  Lyneham’s  population)  opposed
BCC’s proposal to build on the oval. Minister Rattenbury’s survey found over two-thirds opposed.

• In December 2023, over 80 residents attended a community meeting. Of 8 discussion groups, 7
of 8 wanted the car park returned to open space.

• The 2023 Legislative Assembly petition attracted 1,134 signatures.

• The North Canberra Community Council has publicly opposed the car park.

This reflects the community’s expectation that PRZ1 land will be managed for recreation, as the zone
objectives  require.  The  supporting  report’s  “Public  Consultation”  section  (4.5)  omits  any
acknowledgment of this opposition.

10. THE SUPREME COURT APPEAL REMAINS UNDECIDED

The  ACT  Supreme  Court  appeal  of  the  ACAT  decision  was  heard  on  4  February  2026  with  no
decision yet.  It  is  inappropriate to proceed with a plan amendment designed to address the zoning
element  of  a  tribunal  decision  while  judicial  review  is  still  pending.  The  Authority  should  await  the
Court’s determination before making any recommendation to the Minister.

CONCLUSION
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DPA-12  proposes  to  create  a  site-specific  exception  to  the  PRZ1  prohibition  on  car  parks,  for  a
private school that created its own parking problem and then occupied public land without approval.

On  planning  merits,  the  amendment  is  inconsistent  with  the  ACT  Planning  Strategy,  the  District
Strategy’s Blue-Green Network objectives, and all  seven PRZ1 zone outcomes. No need has been
demonstrated,  no  alternatives  analysed,  no  Transport  Impact  Assessment  provided,  and  the
environmental  impacts  of  a  sealed  surface  adjacent  to  Sullivans  Creek  have  not  been  addressed.
The Authority’s own rejection of a comparable proposal at Canberra Grammar (March 2023) confirms
this type of use is prohibited and contrary to zone objectives.

Approving DPA-12 would diminish a valued public open space in a densifying suburb and establish a
precedent  that  private  entities  can occupy public  land,  operate  in  defiance of  the  planning system,
and ultimately have the Territory Plan rewritten to accommodate their non-compliance.

I urge the Territory Planning Authority to reject DPA-12.

Urban Open Space is for the community, not school car parks.

Yours sincerely,
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Public comment for Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

Approving this amendment sets a dangerous precedent that rogue actors can unlawfully act 
first and ask for (and be granted) approval later.  

This cannot in good conscience be approved; it makes a mockery of our planning laws and 
authority and undermines our fundamental governance. 

Considering the supporting report prepared by SPACELAB, below are several comments for 
consideration: 

-​ The supporting report refers to accommodating 130 vehicles. The car park is also used 
for drop off and pick up of students resulting in a steady stream of additional vehicles 
significantly above the 130 figure referenced. All of these cars enter and exit via Brigalow 
Street across a walkway that is utilised by local Lyneham Primary students and puts 
them at unnecessary risk when using active travel to attend their local school.  

 
-​ The issue of closing the car park and displacing these vehicles onto surrounding streets, 

increasing congestion and risk to children being dropped off at school without a 
dedicated facility would be limited if BCC adhered to their approved number of student 
enrolments. 

 
-​ The report states the car park will also support continued growth of the school. Growth of 

the school will increase the substantial traffic congestion already experienced on 
Brigalow Street during the morning and afternoon peaks. The report also references 
“Pedestrian and cyclist safety has been a central consideration, with access 
improvements implemented in early 2023 and further upgrades anticipated through 
future development approval processes”.  What are these future processes and how will 
they reduce congestions and risks? Further, the final determination by ACAT was to 
close the car park, and the primary reason was safety and conservation of active travel 
for the local community. This was even after the 2023 upgrades. Safety of the local 
community is not a priority of BCC and should not be considered addressed in any way 
within the current proposed amendment.​
 

-​ The supporting report also refers to supporting the Lyneham Local Community Oval’s 
function and provide important amenity to support the oval with parking during sporting 
events. The oval already has a dedicated and sufficient car park that has been in 
operation since the oval was created. Any use of the oval is already catered for on the 
current dedicated car park. The watering system in the oval has also been 
decommissioned, this would cost an astronomical amount of funding and lobbying to 
approve and implement and should not be considered in support of this amendment. 
 

-​ The response to Statement 9 of the planning principles of the Planning Act 2023 states it 
is not applicable to mitigating the effects of urban heat. Car parks are a major contributor 
to the urban heat island effect and this proposal will increase the effects of climate 
change. 

 
-​ A final concern is the area at the rear of the parking lot. This has historically been used 

by the school for storage and holds several containers of equipment. Why is this 



significant area included in the application? This area is not part of the car park and the 
issue of where to store that infrastructure should be the schools issue to solve on their 
current approved premises, this should not be considered as part of the application. If the 
current licence is for an ‘outdoor sports facility’, this area could be converted into a skate 
park for the wider local community to enjoy. It should not be included and considered for 
storage of the schools assets. 





development approval and operating without insurance is a criminal act. No Govt
action occurred in this case! The new owners when purchasing would have known
the carpark was not approved and subject to proceedings including Supreme Court
involvement. The failure of the government to uphold its laws has led to this
situation, without these issues being resolved before the sale went through.

The ACT Government has

*Failed by allowing building on the school existing carpark

*Failed to terminate the sub-lease when it became apparent it was being breached

*Failed to halt the construction of the illegal car park and illegal entry with no
insurance on the area.

*Failed have held BCC to the enrolment limits imposed in 2016 leading to new
buildings on carpark.

*Failed to take action to protect the community instead of leaving it up to a
community organisation to take action to force it to act.

If this amendment succeeds, will a safe, conforming, entry and carpark be built? who
will pay? Will there be a fine? Will a lease be levied? What is to stop the BCC building
on the carpark in the future and then going thru the same procedure, as a precedent
has been set?

The government should not now try to paper over its earlier failures by corrupting
what Urban Open Space means. Zoning is there to define permitted use and protect
our open spaces.

As density increases in the inner suburbs, the demand for open space becomes
more important to schools and the community.

I have corresponded with Minister Berry on these issues, with very unsatisfactory
replies.

Sincerely

Town Planner (retired)





The ACAT decision specifically noted evidence of pedestrian safety risks at the car park
entrance on Brigalow Street, where children must cross vehicle movements. Concentrating
large volumes of school traffic through a single access point on a street shared with two
schools and a local centre has been a documented safety concern for years. Formalising the
car park does not resolve this and may entrench it.

The legal process is not yet concluded

At the time of writing, the ACT Supreme Court appeal against the ACAT orders appears to
still be ongoing. If that is the case, it is premature to progress a Territory Plan amendment
while those legal proceedings remain unresolved. The planning process should not run
ahead of the legal one.

I ask the Territory Planning Authority not to proceed with DPA-12. The correct outcome is
for the school to address its transport planning needs through lawful means, on
appropriately zoned land, and without permanent occupation of public urban open space.
The community and the planning framework are not well served by amending the Territory
Plan to retrospectively accommodate a development that should not have been built in the
first place.

Thank you.
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had no

development approval, breached the conditions of the sub-lease over the site, and
contravened the

Territory Plan zoning.

The amendment DPA-12 only seeks to address the zoning issue in the most minimal way
possible. No

information has been provided to give the community confidence that any of the other
issues will be

resolved.

As the current car park is illegal it is uninsured, and uninsurable. Students at BCC cross this
carpark

multiple times a day to reach the oval as they have no playground space on the school site.
Students

from the local schools, Lyneham Primary, Lyneham Preschool, Lyneham High school walk
along

the surrounding streets and have to navigate a traffic chaos twice a day and cars driving
across the

pavement they walk. There are also residents of aged-care facilities and many community
members

traversing this area. If an accident happens no one will be insured. BCC needs to design a
safe and legal

way for its students and staff to access the school.

The arguments for allowing a carpark on this block in the report supporting DPA-12 are
totally

inadequate. The only real justification put forward is that the carpark has been there, first
informally

and then illegally sealed, since 2006. The argument offered is “It’s being used by the school
and

therefore, it may as well be made legal”.

However, section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development applications for

development undertaken without approval points out in subsection (3) that ‘the Territory
Planning

Authority must treat the application for development approval as if the development was
not

undertaken.’ In other words, it must assess the development solely on its own merits
relative to the

state of the land that existed before the unapproved development occurred. In this case,
relative to its



former use as public open space.

While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan Amendment
(MPA) proposal

is clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for this carpark the MPA should be
treated in the

same way.

Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to its
underlying zoning

of public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly found that the carpark was
built by the

BCC for its own use because it had built over the carpark on its own land - it was never
intended or

needed for ancillary parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval.

The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car park
would displace

these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing congestion and risk to children being
dropped off

at school without a dedicated facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative
options for

transport of children to and from school and for staff parking.

The MPA makes the false claim that ‘parking provision for Brindabella Christian College
aligns with the

Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools’ by providing ‘sufficient off-
street parking

and dedicated pick-up/set-down areas’.

In fact, the Guide says (p. 15)

short-term parking, usually for the purpose of dropping off children in the morning
and collecting them in the afternoon, should ideally be located away from the main
entrances used by students who walk, cycle or travel by bus in order to minimise
traffic congestion and reduce safety risks
long-term parking should only be provided on school grounds as often there is
competition with surrounding land uses for parking spaces on public roads.

ACAT found that the carpark, as an unapproved structure, was not designed in accordance
with

relevant standards and thus had a range of pedestrian safety issues and caused local traffic
congestion.

If the amendment is adopted, it will set a dangerous precedent for public land in the ACT.
If your

business starts using public land informally or obtains a sub-lease, but does what it wants



on the land,

after a few years the ACT Government will come to your rescue and legitimize all your
failures and

theirs by changing the zoning.

Construction of a car park without development approval is a criminal act. If the
amendment is

adopted it will reward criminal behaviour. What other crime is left unpunished and the
perpetrators

rewarded?

This situation has only arisen due to the failure of the government to uphold its own laws.
It should

have terminated the sub-lease when it became apparent it was being breached. It should
never have

allowed the construction of the illegal car park. It should have held BCC to the enrolment
limits

imposed in 2016.

It should have taken action to protect the community instead of leaving it up to a
community

organisation to take action in ACAT to force it to act.

The government should not now try to paper over its earlier failures by corrupting what
Urban Open

Space means. It’s time the government protected local communities and our open spaces.

Urban Open Space is for community, not school car parks.

I urge you to consider the following suggestions: -

Allow a small public car park to remain on the site, returning much of the land to
open space to allow students from BCC to safely access the oval without traversing
an uninsured car park multiple times a day.
Cap enrolments at the school from 2027 onwards to reduce the numbers of
students to the 2006 numbers that represent the legally allowed enrolment for the
size of the land the school actually owns. (By gifting, or selling, them the land the
government is allowing them to continue the current enrolment, which is the crux
of the problem, as most are out of area students being driven to school).
Demand the school finds a legal, and safe, pick up and drop off site away from the
Brigalow entrance. This could be in the Tennis centre across Mouat Street which
has a traffic light pedestrian crossing on it.
Request the school encourage students and staff to use public transport, and/or
school sponsored buses
Monitor, and police, illegal parking in local streets and keeping the two hour limit
at the Lyneham shops.

By building on their existing carpark, and nearly doubling their enrolments, this school has
created a
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I strongly urge you to reject the proposed amendment (DPA-12) to the Territory Plan.


I am a Lyneham resident and frequent user of Lyneham Oval and the adjoining paths, as well as a frequent 
visitor to Lyneham shops. I love living in Lyneham. I cannot think of anything further from the interests of the 
local community than allowing the paving of paradise because Brindabella Christian College (BCC)have put 
up an illegal parking lot.


Reviewing the background papers and documents for consultation makes clear that the underlying 
argument for the amendment and possible future development application is that "the continued provision 
of parking in this locality is [considered] fundamental to the operation of the School".  Well may that appear 
true to BCC, but it is no basis upon which to approve an amendment to the Territory Plan. 


Subsequent statements that "the proposal demonstrates coordination between [BCC] and the Territory to 
ensure the delivery of government priorities whilst implementing principles of good planning and alignment 
with relevant strategies" undermines the concepts of inter-organisational coordination, 'government 
priorities', 'good planning' and 'alignment with relevant strategies'.  This proposed amendment to the 
Territory Plan reflects coordination only in the sense that the Territory Government is now tacitly supporting 
illegal land uses. BCC have illegally used public land for parking without development approval, by breaching 
sub-lease conditions and contravening the zoning of the Territory Plan. This state of affairs has existed in 
some shape since 2006. I also note that the sealed carpark from c. 2016 has had a number of safety 
deficiencies noted by ACAT, which invites liability risk for BCC and for Territory Government.

 

The 'supporting' assessments against the ACT Planning Context make a mockery of a number of government 
priorities. In the first instance, BCC constructed a building on their previous carpark in 2009 using 
Commonwealth Government funding. The subsequent impact to parking led them to approach ACT Sport 
and Recreation and be granted a 20-year sub-lease on the part of Lyneham Oval adjoining BCC for 
peppercorn rent. I am yet to read that "Loss of greenspace and public recreational space for the interests of a 
private organisation" are a government priority. Likewise, I would be disturbed that a Territory Government 
would agree to set the precedent of legalising illegal development (in this instance, commencing the process 
through an amendment to the Territory Plan with a view to a post-hoc development application) - a move 
that does not accord with better regulation of land use. It beggars belief that this illegal carpark represents 
consistency with the Statement of Planning Priorities 2025-2028 through the "enhancement of community 
infrastructure to meet growing population demand by providing publicly accessible and available 
carparking" when those priorities write instead of "improving the quality, productivity and design of the built 
environment" whilst "protecting environmental values", enhancing "sustainability, biodiversity and 
resilience", and "improving livability, affordability and environmental performance".


At the core of the Major Plan Amendment submission prepared on BCC's behalf is the untested and 
unsourced argument that the car park "reduces traffic congestion and parking pressures in the area". Not 
only has this been found to be false by ACAT, but the notion that a carpark (especially a free one) can reduce 
congestion and parking pressures in the area is widely debunked. Carparks, and car infrastructure generally, 
act to induce demand for the driving of private vehicles. In this case, that means that people who otherwise 
would have used other means to reach BCC, such as active or public transport, would be more inclined to 
drive and park on the illegal carpark for drop off and pickup. Reducing car parking has the opposite effect - it 
discourages driving and encourages use of the many other safe options that already exist by improving the 
conditions for those options. For example, the constant flow of cars along Brigalow Street and into the 
carpark entrance makes using the paths and crossings converging on Lyneham's schools and local shops 
more dangerous. This 'traffic evaporation', contrary to the arguments made in the submission, is a well-
documented phenomenon.

I t f th h th b i i ld i d f ith l i t "i ibilit t th S h l" I t
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carpark should revert to green space as per order by ACAT.
Also, I trust the Public Servants that sneaked the original proposal through have been
investigated.
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         25 March 2026 
 
Territory Planning Authority 
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA) 
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront 
8 Darling Street 
Mitchell ACT 2911 
 
 
Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 
 
 
Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team, 
 
Together with my wife, I have lived right next to the Lyneham oval (separated only by a 
small block of units) for 23 years.  Our now adult-age daughter attended Lyneham 
Primary School and then Lyneham High School.  The oval was and is an incredibly 
valuable resource to me and my family providing open space in what is increasingly 
becoming the crowded environment of North Canberra.    
 
If you are not familiar with the ‘oval’ it is far from just a sports playing ground but 
because of its size, its openness and its views across to Black Mountain, it has a 
spiritual dimension best appreciated on a clear night when it seems to make the very 
curvature of the Earth palpable. 
 
The three of us are strongly against the passing of DPA-12.  We also disagree with some 
of the judgements made in the public consultation version of the Draft Major Plan 
Amendment. 
 
The car park that has been constructed by BCC should in our view be demolished and 
the space returned to the same open space as the rest of the oval.  To do so would 
make Canberra more sustainable and resilient in compliance with the five themes of 
the ACT Planning Strategy.  This would also make Canberra more liveable, again in 
compliance with the five themes.  As apartments rise along the Northbourne Avenue 
corridor the occupants of those apartments need ready access to open space for 
recreation and renewal, and the oval provides that space.  
 
The car park does not alleviate traffic and parking congestion but on the contrary adds 
enormously to it and creates serious safety risks for students of BCC and members of 
the public. 
 
It is important to understand BCC’s business model.  It offers moderate cost non-
government schooling to families largely in Gungahlin who can drop off their children 
on the way to work in Civic.  This creates a traffic choke point in narrow streets adding 
to traffic delays and pollution.  In other words, the school is really in the wrong location, 
and is the product of an expansionist business model backed up by extensive 



advertising and dubious business practices, for example claiming Charnwood as a 
separate campus rather than a separate school simply to lock in preferential levels of 
Australian government funding. 
 
As best as I can determine BCC has around 800 students at its Lyneham campus and 
employs 74 full time employees and 70 part time and 35 casual employees.  The draft 
major plan amendment refers to the carpark as having 130 vehicles at peak periods.  
Let’s hope this does not include the vehicles of driving age students, which would be 
manifestly unjust, but even so it is hard to see why ACT Open Space land should be 
used to provide parking for staff of BCC, a private for profit business, when Lyneham 
Primary school staff have no provision for their parking. 
 
It is clear and understood that BCC presents a problem for the ACT government which 
does not want the school to close or even significantly reduce its student population 
because those students would be entitled to schooling in already over-stretched ACT 
government schools.  BCC has the ACT government over a barrel, let’s be honest. 
 
But it would be galling to see the ACT Government reward the illegal creation of a car 
park by a change to the zoning of the land.  Please don’t do it, and in the process give 
away forever valuable Inner North open space. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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However, section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development
applications for development undertaken without approval points out in subsection
(3) that ‘the Territory Planning Authority must treat the application for development
approval as if the development was not undertaken.’ In other words, it must
assess the development solely on its own merits relative to the state of the land
that existed before the unapproved development occurred. In this case, relative to
its former use as public open space.

While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan
Amendment (MPA) proposal is clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for
this carpark the MPA should be treated in the same way.

Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to
its underlying zoning of public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly
found that the carpark was built by the BCC for its own use because it had built
over the carpark on its own land - it was never intended or needed for ancillary
parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval.

The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car
park would displace these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing
congestion and risk to children being dropped off at school without a dedicated
facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative options for transport of
children to and from school and for staff parking.

The MPA makes the false claim that ‘parking provision for Brindabella Christian
College aligns with the Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for
Schools’ by providing ‘sufficient off-street parking and dedicated pick-up/set-down
areas’.

In fact, the Guide says (p. 15)

• short-term parking, usually for the purpose of dropping off children in the morning
and collecting them in the afternoon, should ideally be located away from the main
entrances used by students who walk, cycle or travel by bus in order to minimise
traffic congestion and reduce safety risks. In practice this never existed with the
result that many drivers dropping off or picking up students from Brindabella
Christian College are making a ‘Rat-Run’ through the nearby subdivisional roads
generating periods of intense traffic on roads never designed for that level of traffic
use.

• long-term parking should only be provided on school grounds as often there is
competition with surrounding land uses for parking spaces on public roads.

ACAT found that the carpark, as an unapproved structure, was not designed in
accordance with relevant standards and thus had a range of pedestrian safety
issues and caused local traffic congestion.

If the amendment is adopted, it will set a dangerous precedent for public land in
the ACT, literally ‘Green Lighting’ any business that starts using public land
informally or obtains a sub-lease, but does what it wants on the land, anticipating
that after a few years the ACT Government will come to your rescue and legitimize
all your failures and theirs by changing the zoning.
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Written comments on the Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park 
(DPA-12)  

The draft amendment should not be made as it rewards illegal behaviour. According to the 
supporting report, the Brindabella Christian College (BCC) car park has been in use since 2006 
and was sealed in 2016 without going through a Development Application process. In November 
2023, ACAT found the car park lacked planning approval and was inconsistent with the relevant 
zoning.1  

BCC Lyneham campus enrolments have increased from 613 in 2015 to 1167 in 2024,2 a 90% 
increase. Overall student numbers in the ACT increased from 71,917 in the 18 February 2015 
Census to 82,654 in the 9 February 2024 Census, a 15% increase.3 It seems unlikely that the 
increase was driven by an equivalent increase in demand for school places in the ACT. Instead, 
BCC increased its enrolments and presumably revenue dramatically while using an illegal car 
park.   

It would be helpful to compare data on enrolments, classroom capacity and revenue from 2006 
to the present, but I was unable to find it. This data should have been published as supporting 
material for this consultation by the ACT Government. Or the ACT Government should have 
required that the supporting report include that data.   

Despite increasing enrolments out of step with overall ACT enrolments, BCC’s former operators 
managed to send themselves into receivership, among other things. Why should they be 
rewarded for their behaviour?  

BCC Lyneham should be required to reduce their enrolments to a more sustainable level or 
significant works should be undertaken to better manage traffic in the area. During school 
drop off and pick up times, Brigalow Street is clogged with cars. At times, the congestion 
extends to Muoat Street. BCC traffic is addition to traffic for Lyneham Primary School (LPS).  

My kids have to cross either the entry/exit of the illegal car park or Longstaff Street, which 
doesn’t have a crossing guard or pedestrian crossing. Lots of other kids have to do the same. 

Many parents are understandably in a hurry to get their kids to school so they can go to work. 
I’ve seen BCC drivers speed across a lane of traffic to take advantage of a gap and have to slam 
on their brakes to stop hitting children who are crossing the entry/exit of the illegal car park. The 
children are also distracted and don’t always look properly.  

Changes to the car park entry/exit have helped but it’s still dangerous. In the absence of better 
traffic management, the car park should be closed and BCC Lyneham forced to reduce their 
enrolments. BCC could be given a year or two to slowly reduce enrolments, to ease the impact 
on students and their families.  

If the amendment is approved, BCC should be required to fund better traffic management. 
Alternatively or in addition, BCC should be made to fund better traffic management that keeps 
children and drivers separate. A priority should be the construction of a barrier on Brigalow 
Street that prevents cars heading north from turning into the car park across a lane of traffic, 

 
1 https://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/3028323/supporting-report.pdf 
2 https://www.education.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/2205814/EDU_2023_007_Record.pdf,  
https://www.education.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/2565775/EDU_2024_022_Record.pdf 
3 https://www.data.act.gov.au/Education/Census-data-portal/dfp9-87s8/about_data.  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/3028292/draft-plan-amendment-12-brindabella-christian-college-car-park.pdf
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0008/3028292/draft-plan-amendment-12-brindabella-christian-college-car-park.pdf
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/3028323/supporting-report.pdf
https://www.education.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0004/2205814/EDU_2023_007_Record.pdf
https://www.education.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/2565775/EDU_2024_022_Record.pdf
https://www.data.act.gov.au/Education/Census-data-portal/dfp9-87s8/about_data


and prevents cars leaving the carpark from turning right across a lane of traffic. That would add 
to safety considerably by reducing pressure on drivers, and may reduce congestion by 
promoting a steadier flow of traffic.  

Another possibility would be to construct a new road that runs alongside Sullivan’s Creek and 
joins Mouat Street directly to the rear of BCC Lyneham. This would add to congestion on Mouat 
Street, but would be safer for children. The traffic lights at Sullivan’s Creek and Mouat Street and 
at Brindabella and Mouat Streets could be adjusted to provide opportunities for drivers leaving 
the carpark to turn on to Muoat Street. They should only be able to turn left on to Mouat.  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

Lyneham resident.  





3. Urban Open Space should not be incrementally
repurposed
Urban Open Space plays a specific role in the Territory Plan: it protects land for shared,
community use.
Changes to that designation should meet a high threshold, particularly where:

the land is already in active community use
the proposed use is not community-serving in nature
the benefit is largely confined to a single institution

Even relatively small encroachments matter. Once land is repurposed, it is rarely returned.

4. This is a test of planning system credibility
Decisions like this signal how the planning system operates in practice.
If an unapproved use can later be accommodated through a plan amendment, it creates an
expectation—whether intended or not—that:

compliance is negotiable
planning controls are adaptable to outcomes already realised
similar proposals may be pursued elsewhere

That has implications beyond this site.

5. Clarification on consistency of application
If this amendment is approved, I request that the Authority provide a clear public explanation of
how this decision will be applied consistently across the Territory Plan.
In particular, it would be useful to understand:

whether similar proposals, or unilateral actions without approval like that undertaken by
Brindabella Christian College, by other schools or institutions to use Urban Open Space for
car parking would be considered acceptable in principle
what criteria would distinguish this case from others
how the Authority will ensure consistent treatment of comparable sites

Without this clarity, there is a risk that this decision is interpreted as a case-specific exception
rather than a principled application of planning policy.

6. Proceeding while legal status remains unresolved
The amendment process is occurring while the legal status of the car park remains unsettled.
The ACT Supreme Court heard the appeal against the ACAT decision on 4 February 2026, and
judgment is still pending. That decision may directly affect:

whether the car park can lawfully continue to operate
what remedial actions are required

Proceeding with a Territory Plan amendment in advance of that outcome risks:
pre-empting the Court’s findings
creating inconsistency between planning policy and legal determinations
undermining confidence in orderly decision-making

At a minimum, there is a strong case for deferring consideration of DPA-12 until the appeal
outcome is known.

7. Partial resolution of compliance issues
The proposed amendment addresses only one of several compliance failures.
Even if the zoning were amended:

the existing structure would still require development approval
the sub-lease breach would remain unresolved



safety and design deficiencies identified by ACAT would still need to be addressed
There is no clear pathway set out for how these issues would be resolved.
As such, the amendment does not provide a complete or coherent solution — it simply removes
one barrier while leaving others unaddressed.

8. Absence of scrutiny through the normal development
pathway
Because the car park was constructed without approval, it has never been subject to proper
planning assessment.
This means there has been no formal evaluation of:

compliance with Australian design standards
pedestrian and traffic safety
environmental or community impacts

ACAT has already identified safety concerns, particularly in relation to vehicle–pedestrian
interaction.
A plan amendment should not be used to bypass the scrutiny that would ordinarily occur
through a development application process.

9. Lack of transparency around long-term land use and
tenure
There is limited clarity about the long-term arrangements that would follow approval of the
amendment.
Key questions remain unanswered:

what form of lease or tenure would apply
whether market-based rent would be required
who would fund necessary upgrades to bring the car park to standard
whether expanded development (beyond parking) would be enabled

Without this information, it is difficult to assess the full implications of the amendment. On this
basis the proposal should not proceed until these issues are resolved.

10. Failure to enforce existing conditions as context for
this proposal
The proposal should be considered in the context of prior regulatory and compliance issues.
These include:

longstanding breaches of sub-lease conditions
lack of enforcement action over an extended period
reported non-compliance with enrolment limits tied to earlier approvals

This history raises legitimate concerns about whether future conditions—if imposed—would be
effectively enforced.

11. Irreversibility of the decision
If the amendment is approved and the land is repurposed, the change is effectively permanent.
Unlike temporary uses, conversion of Urban Open Space to a sealed car park:

alters the physical character of the site
reduces flexibility for future community use
is unlikely to be reversed once formalised

This places a higher burden on demonstrating that the change is justified — a burden that has
not been met.



Conclusion
This amendment has not demonstrated that a car park is an appropriate or necessary use of this
land. More importantly, it raises concerns about the integrity and sequencing of planning
decisions.
For the reasons listed above, I recommend that Draft Plan Amendment DPA-12 be rejected.
I request a response to my submission addressing each issue raised.
Yours sincerely,



Territory Planning Authority 
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA) 
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront 
8 Darling Street 
Mitchell ACT 2911 
  
Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 
  
Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team, 
  
I oppose Draft Plan Amendment DPA-12. 
  
My concern is not limited to the specific proposal, but also to the decision-making pathway it 
represents. 
  

1. This amendment reverses the proper order of planning 
decisions 
Ordinarily, planning follows a clear sequence: 

1. establish whether a land use is appropriate under the Territory Plan  
2. assess a development proposal against that framework  
3. approve or reject based on merit  

  
In this case, that sequence is being inverted. 
  
A car park has already been constructed and operated without approval. The current amendment 
appears to respond to that fact by proposing to adjust the planning framework itself. 
  
This risks shifting planning from a rules-based system to a reactive one, where existing non-
compliant uses shape future zoning decisions. 
  

2. The proposal does not demonstrate that this is the right 
location for a car park 
  
The key question is not whether the car park exists, but whether it should exist in this location. 
On that question, the amendment is not persuasive. 
In particular, it does not adequately demonstrate: 
  

• why a car park is appropriate on land designated as Urban Open Space  
• why on-site or alternative parking solutions are not feasible  
• how transport demand could be managed without permanent conversion of public land  

  
Without this analysis, the proposal reads as an attempt to accommodate an existing outcome, rather 
than justify a planned one. 
  

3. Urban Open Space should not be incrementally 
repurposed 



Urban Open Space plays a specific role in the Territory Plan: it protects land for shared, community 
use. 
Changes to that designation should meet a high threshold, particularly where: 
  

• the land is already in active community use  
• the proposed use is not community-serving in nature  
• the benefit is largely confined to a single institution  

  
Even relatively small encroachments matter. Once land is repurposed, it is rarely returned. 
  

4. This is a test of planning system credibility 
Decisions like this signal how the planning system operates in practice. 
If an unapproved use can later be accommodated through a plan amendment, it creates an 
expectation—whether intended or not—that: 
  

• compliance is negotiable  
• planning controls are adaptable to outcomes already realised  
• similar proposals may be pursued elsewhere  

  
That has implications beyond this site. 
  

5. Clarification on consistency of application 
If this amendment is approved, I request that the Authority provide a clear public explanation of 
how this decision will be applied consistently across the Territory Plan. 
  
In particular, it would be useful to understand: 
  

• whether similar proposals, or unilateral actions without approval like that undertaken by 
Brindabella Christian College, by other schools or institutions to use Urban Open Space for 
car parking would be considered acceptable in principle  

• what criteria would distinguish this case from others  
• how the Authority will ensure consistent treatment of comparable sites  

  
Without this clarity, there is a risk that this decision is interpreted as a case-specific exception rather 
than a principled application of planning policy. 
  

6. Proceeding while legal status remains unresolved 
The amendment process is occurring while the legal status of the car park remains unsettled. 
The ACT Supreme Court heard the appeal against the ACAT decision on 4 February 2026, and 
judgment is still pending. That decision may directly affect: 
  

• whether the car park can lawfully continue to operate  
• what remedial actions are required  

  
Proceeding with a Territory Plan amendment in advance of that outcome risks: 
  

• pre-empting the Court’s findings  
• creating inconsistency between planning policy and legal determinations  
• undermining confidence in orderly decision-making  

  



At a minimum, there is a strong case for deferring consideration of DPA-12 until the appeal outcome 
is known. 
  

7. Partial resolution of compliance issues 
The proposed amendment addresses only one of several compliance failures. 
Even if the zoning were amended: 
  

• the existing structure would still require development approval  
• the sub-lease breach would remain unresolved  
• safety and design deficiencies identified by ACAT would still need to be addressed  

  
There is no clear pathway set out for how these issues would be resolved. 
  
As such, the amendment does not provide a complete or coherent solution — it simply removes one 
barrier while leaving others unaddressed. 
  

8. Absence of scrutiny through the normal development 
pathway 
  
Because the car park was constructed without approval, it has never been subject to proper planning 
assessment. 
  
This means there has been no formal evaluation of: 
  

• compliance with Australian design standards  
• pedestrian and traffic safety  
• environmental or community impacts  

  
ACAT has already identified safety concerns, particularly in relation to vehicle–pedestrian 
interaction. 
  
A plan amendment should not be used to bypass the scrutiny that would ordinarily occur through a 
development application process. 
  

9. Lack of transparency around long-term land use and 
tenure 
There is limited clarity about the long-term arrangements that would follow approval of the 
amendment. 
Key questions remain unanswered: 
  

• what form of lease or tenure would apply  
• whether market-based rent would be required  
• who would fund necessary upgrades to bring the car park to standard  
• whether expanded development (beyond parking) would be enabled  

  
Without this information, it is difficult to assess the full implications of the amendment. On this basis 
the proposal should not proceed until these issues are resolved.  
  



10. Failure to enforce existing conditions as context for this 
proposal 
The proposal should be considered in the context of prior regulatory and compliance issues. 
These include: 
  

• longstanding breaches of sub-lease conditions  
• lack of enforcement action over an extended period  
• reported non-compliance with enrolment limits tied to earlier approvals  

  
This history raises legitimate concerns about whether future conditions—if imposed—would be 
effectively enforced. 
  

11. Irreversibility of the decision 
If the amendment is approved and the land is repurposed, the change is effectively permanent. 
Unlike temporary uses, conversion of Urban Open Space to a sealed car park: 
  

• alters the physical character of the site  
• reduces flexibility for future community use  
• is unlikely to be reversed once formalised  

  
This places a higher burden on demonstrating that the change is justified — a burden that has not 
been met. 
  
  

Conclusion 
  
This amendment has not demonstrated that a car park is an appropriate or necessary use of this 
land. More importantly, it raises concerns about the integrity and sequencing of planning decisions. 
For the reasons listed above, I recommend that Draft Plan Amendment DPA-12 be rejected. 
  
I request a response to my submission addressing each issue raised.  
  
Yours sincerely, 
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Submission re Draft Major Plan Amendment to the Territory Plan 12 
 
I am writing to oppose the planned amendment to formalise parking space for Brindabella 
Christian College (BCC).  
 

1. Rewarding Brindabella Christian College for poor planning, management and 
compliance.  
This amendment would not only legitimise the illegal car park on Urban Open Space. 
It would in essence reward BCC for doing the wrong thing over a considerable period 
of time. I assume that when BCC received approval to establish a college on the site, 
it was required to provide adequate parking for teachers and staff. Where is that 
parking space now, that BCC needs to take space from Lyneham Oval for parking? 
Is it a fact that BCC has converted previously designated parking space into buildings 
to accommodate increased student numbers? All the more reason not to allow it to 
appropriate open space for parking. 
 

2. Traffic Congestion on major streets 
In the 10 years I have lived in Lyneham I have seen evidence of BCC’s attempts to 
increase student numbers in Lyneham and develop another campus. It is 
inconsistent with both the current and projected future density of population in 
Lyneham to increase student numbers in such a poorly located facility. Student drop-
off for BCC blocks a major thoroughfare (Mouat Street). Lyneham is already well 
served by public primary and high schools which do not create traffic problems. If 
anything, the Department of Education should encourage BCC to reduce student 
numbers to alleviate traffic problems. 
 

3. Open Space and the Environment 
To permanently turn this space into an asphalted heat sink appears contrary to all 
principles of modern urban planning. With the increase in population density, 
Lyneham will need even more open space, trees and nature. Stormwater runoff into 
Sullivan's Creek and Lyneham Wetlands can already be serious, and many parts of 
Lyneham have suffered flooding. Any alienation of existing open space will contribute 
to already existing problems, while increase in open space will assist in reducing 
urban heating and rainfall runoff.  
 

4. Active Travel  
Without knowing exact demographics, it is safe to assume that many if not most of 
BCC’s students reside outside the Lyneham Primary and High School catchment 
areas and most if not all are transported to school by private car.  ACT Government’s 
Active Travel Plan 2024–2030 aimed to prioritize walking, cycling, and public 
transport . This proposal does the opposite, not only by formalizing vehicle 
infrastructure on land designated for community use, but also by disadvantaging and 
indeed endangering students and parents who walk or cycle to Lyneham Primary 
School or other destinations. Both Mouat and Brigalow Streets are clogged around 
9am and 3pm with often large vehicles picking up children from BCC. Again this 
proposal rewards BCC for its failure to respect the community where it is located.  
 



5. Lack of Community Benefit  
This amendment may fix a single proponent’s compliance issues. It offers no 
strategic benefit to the Lyneham community or the ACT generally. Urban open space 
(PRZ1) is a finite resource. Sacrificing it for a carpark ignores the long-term planning 
needs of a densifying suburb. Between financial years FY-21 and FY-25, a total of 
614 homes were approved in Lyneham, with an additional 51 approvals recorded so 
far in FY-26. The suburb has averaged approximately 122 new dwelling approvals 
per year, with significant multi-unit developments, such as the 40-dwelling proposal 
and the long-term [Yowani Country Club redevelopments], contributing to the area's 
increasing housing density. More open space is needed, not less. 
 

6. Alternative Solutions 
This proposal does not identify what, if any, alternative options BCC has considered 
to accommodate staff parking, and indeed what other efforts BCC is taking to reduce 
both need for this carpark and to address the current congestion caused by student 
drop-offs.  
Possible alternative solutions include: 
*Off-Site Leasing Agreements: Use of the nearby Saint Ninian’s Uniting Church car 
park or the Lyneham Hockey Centre 
* On-Site Solutions: Construction of a multi-deck or basement car park within the 
school's existing leased footprint. 
* Traffic Management: Implementing staggered start times and improved "kiss-and-
drop" zones to reduce peak congestion. 
* Active Travel 1: Serious effort to increase staff use of cycling, walking and public 
transport to lower the overall demand for parking spaces. 
* Active Travel 2: Incentives to preference students from within a reasonable 
catchment area, to encourage student use of cycling, walking and public transport.  
* Shuttle Services: Running shuttles from larger, underused parking areas nearby to 
the school e.g. Southwell Park's Thurbon Road. 
 

I urge the Authority to reject the Draft Major Plan Amendment and require the restoration of 
this land to its intended state as high-quality urban open space. 
 

 

 



Territory Planning Authority 
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA) 
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront 
8 Darling Street 
Mitchell ACT 2911 
 
Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 
 
Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team 
 
Please reject the proposed amendment (DPA-12) to the Territory Plan. 
 
My understanding is  that the land  was sub-leased to Brindabella Christian College (BCC) in 2009 
after the ACT Government gave approval for BCC to build over the carpark within its own block. 
As recogn ised agt the time (e.g. Canberra Times) this should never have been allowed to happen. 
The conditions of the sub-lease have never been met - but  the ACT Government has not taken 
any action. 
 
I follow and support the Lyneham Community Association’s action in ACAT in 2023 against the ACT 
Government’s failure to take action against many safety and planning issues with this carpark, all 
parties (including BCC) agreed that the car park built by BCC in 2016 was constructed illegally as it 
had nodevelopment approval, breached the conditions of the sub-lease over the site, and contra-
vened the Territory Plan zoning. 
 
The amendment DPA-12 only seeks to address the zoning issue in the most minimal way possible. 
No information has been provided to give the community confidence that any of the other issues 
will be resolved. The arguments for allowing a carpark on this block in the report supporting DPA-
12 are totally inadequate. The only real justification put forward is that the carpark has been there, 
first informally and hen illegally sealed, since 2006. The argument offered is “It’s being used by the 
school and therefore it may as well be made legal”. 
However, section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development applications for devel-
opment undertaken without approval points out in subsection (3) that ‘the Territory Planning Author-
ity must treat the application for development approval as if the development was not undertaken.’ 
It must assess the development solely on its own merits relative to the state of the land that existed 
before the unapproved development occurred. In this case, relative to its former use as public open 
space. 
While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan Amendment (MPA) pro-
posal is clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for this carpark the MPA should be treated 
in the same way. 
Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to its underlying zon-
ing of public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly found that the carpark was built 
by the BCC for its own use because it had built over the carpark on its own land - it was never 
intended or needed for ancillary parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval. 
The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car park would dis-
place these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing congestion and risk to children being 
dropped off at school without a dedicated facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative 
options for transport of children to and from school and for staff parking. 
The MPA makes the false claim that ‘parking provision for Brindabella Christian College aligns with 
the Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools’ by providing ‘sufficient off-street 
parking and dedicated pick-up/set-down areas’. 
In fact, the Guide says (p. 15) 
• short-term parking, usually for the purpose of dropping off children in the morning and collecting 
them in the afternoon, should ideally be located away from the main entrances used by students 
who walk, cycle or travel by bus in order to minimise traffic congestion and reduce safety risks. 
• long-term parking should only be provided on school grounds as often there is competition with 
surrounding land uses for parking spaces on public roads.  
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Your personal information will be managed in accordance with the Information Privacy Act 2014 and the
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD)   , which is
available for viewing on EPSDD's website.

Copies of written comments will be made available on the authority website unless the submission is
withdrawn. Copies of written comments will also be given to the proponent of the development proposal.

If you would not like your comments or a part of your comments to be made available on the website or to the
applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
clearly identifying what parts of your submission you are seeking to exclude and how the request satisfies the
exclusion criteria.

Printed copies of the draft amendment (this document) and background documents are available for inspection
and purchase at the EPSDD Customer Service Centre, 8 Darling Street, Mitchell, Monday to Friday (except public
holidays) between 8:30am and 4:30pm. Please call    to arrange a copy for purchase.

Click here for more information on applying for exemption from the public register.



 



​Please don’t allow The Draft Major Plan Amendment to the Territory Plan, Ref 12:​
​Brindabella Christian College car park Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23​

​Brindabella Christian College (BCC) constructed an unauthorised, sealed car park on the​
​northern end of Block 23 Section 41 in Lyneham, this is public land, zoned as PRZ1 Urban​
​Open Space. This type of development is explicitly prohibited on the site.​

​At an Administrative Review (AT 55/2023), the ACT Civil and Administrative Tribunal (ACAT)​
​ruled in 2023 that the car park is a prohibited development, requiring it to be closed and​
​the site rehabilitated​​1​​.​​The new owners of Brindabella Christian College, were made aware​
​of the car park's illegal history, the ongoing legal case, and Brindabella Christian College's​
​other relevant development breaches.​

​Changing planning law to allow a previously illegal development to be permissible is likely​
​considered retroactive law. It opens the door for developers to deliberately contravene our​
​planning legislation, seek forgiveness via an amendment, and then be rewarded. This​
​shouldn’t be treated as a regular Draft Plan Amendment, it should be carefully scrutinised by​
​the ACT Legislative Assembly. Especially because the illegal activity was willful and​
​deliberate​​2​​.​

​The ACT Government should do what they know is right: A private car park that services a​
​private school is obviously not an ethical or legal development on this site, this is protected​
​urban open green space.​

​ACT Government - Please keep our community safe, uphold our environmental and planning​
​legislation, and do the right thing now.​

​2​ ​ACAT Reasons for Decision (AT 55/2023), Paragraph number 101 to 114.​

​1​ ​ACAT Reasons for Decision (AT 55/2023), please see​​link below:​
​https://www.acat.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0012/2390799/LYNEHAM-COMMUNITY-ASSOCIA​
​TION-INC-v-ACT-PLANNING-AND-LAND-AUTHORITY-and-ORS-Administrative-Review-2024-ACAT-​
​16.pdf​



​The Brindabella Car Park development was a deliberate and reckless contravention of our​
​Planning legislation and it sets a dangerous precedent.​

​●​ ​Brindabella Christian College (BCC) constructed an unauthorised, sealed car park on​
​the northern end of Block 23 Section 41 in Lyneham, this is public land, zoned as​
​PRZ1 Urban Open Space. This type of development is explicitly prohibited on the site.​

​●​ ​The Lyneham Oval is a highly protected piece of public land, with what is known as​
​an ‘Pe - overlay’ applied - Overlays protect significant parcels of public land in the​
​ACT, like our​​National Parks (Pb - Overlay) and Wilderness Areas (Pa - Overlay).​
​Overlays require strict Management Plans, and impose heightened custodial​
​responsibilities on the ACT Government.​

​●​ ​The Brindabella car park is an illegal development activity, the developers​
​deliberately and recklessly breached ACTs planning laws. Approving this amendment​
​would set a dangerous precedent, suggesting that developers can:​

​1.​ ​Deliberately violate planning laws.​
​2.​ ​Seek retroactive approval, made possible via an amendment.​
​3.​ ​Be rewarded with permanent changes to the law.​

​Evidence:​
​Please read B23 S41 Lyneham Controlled Activity Order Application, lodged December 2022​
​(ACAT Exhibit A1), and the ACAT Reasons for Decision (AT 55/2023). If you don’t have time to​
​read all the evidence please, prioritize paragraphs 101 to 114 (pages 35–40) of the ACAT​
​Reasons for Decision, which outline the core legal considerations.​

​Figure 1: Extract from The ACAT 55/2023 Reasons for Decision, paragraph number 111.​





​A car park on this site is utterly inconsistent with four out of the five key themes of the​
​ACTs new Planning Strategy, specifically:​

​●​ ​Sustainable and Resilient Territory​​: The car park exacerbates the impacts of climate​
​change by directly contributing to urban surface temperature warming of our suburb.​
​It reduces our local resilience to the effects of climate change, and directly degrades​
​living infrastructure (specifically a designated public green space). Block 23, section​
​41 already has the hottest land surface temperature in Lyneham, as per a 2017 CSIRO​
​Study. Car Parks are the leading cause of urban warming, via the Urban Heat Island​
​Effect. It is incredibly irresponsible to amend the Territory Plan to allow a car park as​
​an eligible development on this site.​

​●​ ​The car park also brings between 600-1000 additional cars to the area​​3​​, contributing​
​to air and noise pollution and undermining ACTs goals for a carbon-neutral future.​
​The school is well serviced by public transport, and​​in the 2023​​ACAT 55/2023, ACAT​

​recommended that Brindabella Christian College (BCC) pursue safer transport​
​alternatives, such as shuttle buses and public transport​​4​​.​

​●​ ​Liveable Canberra:​​The community have made it very clear, through complaints,​
​petitions and objections, that this car park currently undermines the quality of life in​
​Lyneham, it reduces access to social infrastructure, and vibrant public spaces,​
​disrupts access to safe streets for cyclists, pedestrians and children, and undermines​
​the general amenity and livability of our suburb​​5​​.​

​●​ ​Accessible Canberra:​​This car park is dangerous, it disrupts an ACT Safe Active Travel​
​Route to school, and makes it unsafe to walk/cycle in the area, especially for our​
​youngest and most vulnerable residents.​

​●​ ​Compact and Efficient City:​​The car park design and location, as well as the​
​unchecked rapid expansion of enrollments brings 600 to 1000 daily cars to the area​​6​​,​
​reducing efficiency and disrupting the public bus routes and active travel, with​
​impacts stretching to Mouat Street​​7​​.​

​●​ ​The Witness Statement from   the Chair of the Lyneham Primary School​
​Board for ACAT​​55/2023​​has relevant testimony regarding public transport​
​disruption, and reduction of communities access to community public green space -​
​Exhibit A6, an extract is available in paragraph 29 of the Reasons for Decisions​
​document.​

​7​ ​Please read B23 S41 Lyneham Controlled Activity Order Application, lodged December​
​2022, and BCCs own evidence in​​ACAT​​AT 55/2023.​

​6​ ​Paragraph Number 5 in ACAT​​AT 55/2023​​decision reasons​

​5​ ​Please see the three relevant Petitions to ACT Legislative Assembly, ACAT​​AT 55/2023​​case​

​4​ ​ACAT 55/2023 Reasons for Decision, paragraph number 107 to 114.​
​3​ ​ACAT 55/2023 Reasons for Decision, paragraph 5, BCCs estimated traffic to the car park​



​The Car Park is dangerous, especially for the local public school children who walk and​
​cycle to Lyneham Primary School:​

​●​ ​A car park at this site presents an unacceptable safety risk. It is well-documented that​
​it endangers pedestrians, cyclists, and young children walking to school.​​8​ ​9​

​●​ ​The car park directly obstructs an ACT Government-designated ‘Safe Active Travel to​
​School Route,’ placing children at significant and avoidable risk.​​10​

​●​ ​In the 2023 Review, ACAT recognised that a car park is not a safe development for​
​this site.  In his decision to classify the car park as a ‘Controlled Activity,’ Member​
​Orlov issued scathing remarks regarding the dangers that the car park posed. ACAT​
​further recommended that Brindabella Christian College (BCC) pursue safer transport​
​alternatives, such as shuttle buses and public transport​ ​11​​.​

​●​ ​Evidence submitted during the ACAT review highlighted a series of alarming​
​incidents, including:​

​●​ ​Intentional Aggression:​​Reports of a driver deliberately accelerating and​
​swerving toward families on Brigalow Street.​

​●​ ​Targeting Minors:​​An incident where a driver accelerated and braked​
​suddenly to intimidate a child at the BCC driveway crossing (reported to​
​then-Principal ​

​●​ ​Frequent Near-Misses:​​Multiple accounts of vehicles failing to yield to​
​pedestrians and cyclists at the BCC driveway. These incidents have been​
​reported to Access Canberra and the Lyneham Primary P&C.​

​●​ ​Further Evidence:​ ​Evidence from the Lyneham community is detailed in the​
​ACAT (​​AT 55/2023)​​Reasons for Decision. I can also provide the witness​
​statements mentioned above, and please see the​​B23 S41 Lyneham​
​Controlled Activity Order Application, lodged December 2022 (ACAT Exhibit​
​A1)​

​11​ ​ACAT 55/2023 Reasons for Decision, paragraph number 107 to 114.​

​10​ ​ACT Government Safe Active Route to School Lyneham​
​<​​https://www.transport.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/1258836/Lyneham-Primary.pdf​​>​

​9​ ​Petition to Legislative Assembly ‘ Safe Active Travel to School in Lyneham’:​
​<​​https://epetitions.parliament.act.gov.au/details/007-22​​>​

​8​ ​Region Media - Lyneham kids face stomach flipping journey to school due to car park placement​
​<​​https://region.com.au/lyneham-kids-face-stomach-flipping-journey-to-school-due-to-car-park-placem​
​ent/545706/​​>​





​Environmental and Climate Change Impact: Urban Heat Island Effect.​

​In 2017 The CSIRO Conducted a mapping study of Urban Ground Temperatures in the ACT​​12​​.​
​The research appears to show that The Lyneham Oval (Block 23, Section 41) has the hottest​
​land surface temperature in our entire suburb, see images below. This is the protected urban​
​open green space that BCC have illegally built a car park on.​

​It is very well established in Climate Change research​​13​ ​that car parks are one of the leading​
​causes of localised warming, via what is known as the ‘Urban Heat Island Effect’.  The surface​
​temperature for the Lyneham Oval area is already 5 degrees hotter than the mean for the​
​ACT.​

​The ACT Government has directly exacerbated the impacts of climate change for residents of​
​Lyneham, by allowing the Brindabella Christian College to build an illegal car park on this​
​block, refusing to take action against it, and now considering amending the ACT legislation.​

​Figure 5: CSIRO Heat Maps 2017, and transposed on ACTMapi Basic map of Lyneham​

​13​ ​UNSW, 2022,​​Despicable Urban Places: Hot Car Parks​
​<​​https://researchers.westernsydney.edu.au/en/publications/despicable-urban-places-hot-ca​
​r-parks/​​>​

​12​ ​CSIRO, 2017​​, Mapping surface urban heat in Canberra​
​<​​https://publications.csiro.au/publications/publication/PIcsiro:EP178961​​>​



​The car park services Brindabella, not public visitors to Lyneham or the Lyneham Oval. The​
​Lyneham Oval has, and always has had a sufficient car park.​

​●​ ​Visitors who drive to the Lyneham Neighbourhood Oval exclusively park in this​
​existing car park, that is titled 'Lyneham 1 Sportsground Parking' on Google Maps and​
​identified as the ancillary car park for the Lyneham neighbourhood sports ground.​
​This car park adequately services the Lyneham Playing fields.​

​●​ ​There is​​NO​​history, prior to Brindabella, of cars parking on the northern end of the​
​Lyneham Neighbourhood Oval (the BCC car park site). This is evident in aerial images​
​which show exactly when the College built on top of their legal on-site car park, and​
​started parking on the public land.​

​●​ ​The car park was designed and constructed with the clear intent to service the BCC.​
​In the TCCS’s car park design and the ACT development and planning terms, this is​
​known as “the destination”.​

​●​ ​Both Brindabella and TCCS / ACTPLA recognise block 21 as the ‘public car park’ for​
​the playing fields, and the car park on block 23, Section 41 as ‘the BCC’ car park, it is​
​even referenced as ‘The BCC’ Car Park in official TCCS Plans, shared in 2022/23.​

​●​ ​The BCC have always asserted that it is ‘their’ car park, in development applications,​
​in the media, and official documentation. For over a decade there has been a large​
​sign at the car park entrance which states “Brindabella Christian College”. They have​
​even had a history of chaining the car park entrance to prohibit public access.​

​●​ ​The construction of the car park on block 23, section 41  has never been a ‘public​
​works’ development, it has never been for the benefit of the wider community, it's​
​always been a car park that services the private school.​

​●​ ​For a full collection of evidence, please see the following sections of the​​B23 S41​
​Lyneham Controlled Activity Order Application, lodged December 2022 (ACAT Exhibit​
​A1)​​:​

​○​ ​Section 6.1.1​​Where do visitors to the Lyneham Playing Fields park?​
​○​ ​Section 6.1.2​​Why was the car park created? (ie the ‘destination’ of the car​

​park)​
​○​ ​Section 6.1.3​​The design provides evidence it was NOT ‘public works’​
​○​ ​Section 5.​​History of the site: The car park was created by and for the​

​Brindabella Christian College School​



​Risk of further enrollment expansion and acquisition of even more public land.​

​Figure 6: BCC Enrollments at Lyneham Campus (School Census data - via FOI)​

​●​ ​As established at ACAT, Brindabella​
​Christian College (BCC) has no entitlement​
​to use public land for a car park for the​
​primary purpose of servicing their private​
​school, on the neighbouring block. They​
​willfully expanded on top of their legal car​
​park, within the grounds of their school​
​site, and they should consider alternative​
​and legal transport alternatives, such as​
​public transport, active travel, and offsite​
​shuttle services.​

​●​ ​In 2016, BCC lodged an application​
​for extensive development on b4, s41​
​Lyneham (their legal school site). The​
​Lyneham community and entities of ACT​
​Government were very concerned about​
​enrollment expansion as a result of the​
​Development application. In their​
​development application for​

​DA201629628, the BCC stated that expansion of enrolments had ceased, and assured​
​ACTPLA and the community that the Lyneham campus was already at capacity.​

​●​ ​Evidence:​​Please read the​​B23 S41 Lyneham Controlled Activity Order Application,​
​lodged December 2022 (ACAT Exhibit A1)​

​●​ ​The BCC were given strict conditions by ACTPLA, to ensure that the development​
​would​​not​​lead to expanded enrollments. The BCC breached these conditions, and​
​has prioritised enrollment growth over its legal obligations (BCC failed to remove the​
​demonstrables and instead registered ‘C-bock’ as an unoccupied ‘maintenance​
​shed’).​

​●​ ​BCC’s current "dependency" on this car park is a self-inflicted crisis. It is the direct​
​result of a deliberate strategy to expand over their existing car park, and nearly​



​doubling enrolments since 2015​​14​​—a move made in​​direct contradiction​​to​
​representations made during the 2016 development approval (DA201629628) and in​
​breach of the ACTLA conditions applied.​

​●​ ​The BCC Lyneham Campus is bursting, creating congestion and safety issues on the​
​roads, and an uncomfortable experience for the students and families from​
​Brindabella and Lyneham Primary, as well as the Lyneham community (exactly what​
​the DA conditions were trying to prevent). The ACT Government has done nothing to​
​address the increase in enrollments as a result of the DA conditions breaches.​

​●​ ​The new owners of Brindabella Christian College appear to have no intention of​
​regulating enrollments and rectifying the breaches of the previous administration.​
​They were made aware of the breaches, yet upon purchasing the school, the new​
​administration immediately hung a ‘Now Enrolling’ banner on Brigalow St, Lyneham​
​Campus.​

​●​ ​The current Amendment application appears to be seeking acquisition of​​even more​
​public land. Please don’t reward stealing public land, and breaching development​
​conditions by giving them even more land (the vacant area to the East of the Car​
​Park, that has traditionally been used to store BCCs rubbish and sporting equipment).​
​See figure below. There is actually a group of local kids who wish to use this area as a​
​Public Skate Park, which would be a permissible development on the site.​

​Figure 7 - Extract of map, showing cheeky extra area - in DRAFT MAJOR PLAN AMENDMENT​
​to the TERRITORY PLAN 12 Brindabella Christian College car park Lyneham Section 41 part​
​Block 23, February 2023, page 4. This could be a Skate Park!​

​14​ ​ACT School Census Data - Brindabella Lyneham Campus, Available via a public FOI.​
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The Territory Planning Authority  

Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section,  

CED (480 NBA)  

Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront  

8 Darling Street  

Mitchell ACT 2911 

 

Draft Plan Amendment 12 - Brindabella Christian College car park -  

Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

Dear Territory Planning Team, 

As a resident of Lyneham I'm writing to ask you to reject the proposed amendment DPA-12 to the 
Territory Plan. 

Brindabella Christian College made a choice to build over their previous car park on their own land 
and to completely fill their site with their own buildings so there was no room for a car park. Hav-
ing created a parking problem entirely of their own making, BCC then moved onto public open 
space as though it were simply there for the taking. And for too long, our ACT Government turned 
a blind eye and let them. 

The land was sub-leased to BCC in 2009, following ACT Government approval to build over the 
car park within BCC's own block - approval that, frankly, should never have been granted. Since 
then, the conditions of that sub-lease have never been met, and the ACT Government has done 
nothing about it. It took the Lyneham Community Association going to ACAT in 2023 to force the 
issue into the open. At that point, BCC and all other parties acknowledged that the car park built in 
2016 had no development approval, breached the sub-lease conditions, and contravened the Terri-
tory Plan zoning. 

DPA-12 does the bare minimum to address just one of those three problems - the zoning - while 
leaving the community with no confidence that the others will ever be resolved. 

The case made in the report supporting DPA-12 is, to put it plainly, inadequate. The core argument 
amounts to ‘the car park has been there since 2006, first informally and then illegally sealed, so we 
may as well make it legal’. That doesn’t help the Lyneham community in any way to maintain their 
public spaces as public spaces, it’s simply an inadequate justification and the ACT government ret-
roactively rewarding non-compliance. 

It's also legally the wrong approach. Section 215(3) of the Planning Act 2023 is clear that when as-
sessing development undertaken without approval, ‘the Territory Planning Authority must treat the 
application for development approval as if the development was not undertaken’ and judge it on its 



merits against the original state of the land, which in this case was a grassed area of public open 
space. While that provision strictly applies to development approvals, DPA-12 is plainly the pre-
liminary step toward exactly such a DA. The same logic must apply. The amendment needs to first 
establish why a car park belongs on public open space at all and that case has not been made. 

The ACAT process was clear on one important point: BCC built this car park for its own use, be-
cause it had already built over its own previous parking area. It was never intended as overflow 
parking for the neighbourhood oval. That matters, because it means the burden of solving BCC's 
parking needs should fall on BCC and not on the public. 

The claim in the Major Plan Amendment that removing the car park would push vehicles onto sur-
rounding streets and create safety risks for children has not been tested or evidenced. Before this 
amendment goes any further, that claim needs proper scrutiny, and alongside it, a genuine examina-
tion of alternative options for how students and staff travel to and from the school. BCC made 
choices that created this situation. It's reasonable to expect them to find solutions that don't come at 
the public's expense. 

As a Lyneham resident, this is my local open space. I have a direct interest in seeing it protected, 
and I have no confidence that DPA-12 does that. I urge you to reject it. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

 







other words, it
must assess the development solely on its own merits relative to the state of the land that
existed before
the unapproved development occurred. In this case, relative to its former use as public
open space.
While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan Amendment
(MPA) proposal is
clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for this carpark the MPA should be treated
in the same
way.
Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to its
underlying zoning of
public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly found that the carpark was
built by the BCC
for its own use because it had built over the carpark on its own land - it was never intended
or needed for
ancillary parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval.
The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car park
would displace
these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing congestion and risk to children being
dropped off at
school without a dedicated facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative options
for transport
of children to and from school and for staff parking.

Kind regards,
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Amendment number*

DPA-12



   

Provide the details of your representation*

Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team,


I write to you as a Lyneham resident and daily user of the Lyneham oval to assert my view that is your duty to 
reject the proposed amendment (DPA-12) to the Territory Plan.


Firstly, I should remind you of the facts:  


•	 Brindabella Christian College (BCC) subleased the relevant land in 2009 after the ACT Government gave 
approval for BCC to build over the carpark within its own block.  

•	 BCC has since then persistently and unashamedly failed to meet the conditions of the sub-lease.

•	 BCC constructed and sealed the carpark without development approval.

•	 The ACT Government has failed in its responsibility to enforce the law as it applies to BCC and this site.

•	 ACAT found against the ACT Government in this regard in 2023.


I should now like to highlight my personal experience of using the oval.  I was raised on Longstaff Street in 
Lyneham and attended Lyneham Primary School.  The oval was my daily playground.  In 2024, I moved out of 
Longstaff Street and purchased a house on Lewin Street.  I walk my dog on Lyneham oval every day.  I think it 
is fair to say that I understand the value of this particular public space.


Since the construction of the carpark and its driveway, the oval has become more dangerous for people and 
pets.  This is especially the case as the driveway crosses the established footpath and is adjacent to the 
logical entry point to the oval from the northern end of Brigalow Street.  This means that as a pedestrian and 
recreational user of the oval I am regularly inconvenienced, and at enhanced risk of collision with a vehicle.  I 
note that this reflection is supported by the ACAT finding.


The case put forward by BCC in support of proposed amendment DPA-12 is wholly inadequate.  Furthermore, 
I believe that the framing used in the supporting report is utterly disingenuous.  For example, section 1.3. 
states:


•	 The car park in the north of the site has been in use for over a decade and has been providing car parking 
for the area and the adjoining Brindabella Christian College to the north of the site. It was formalised and 
sealed in 2016 without a Development Application (DA). The car park has been in use to alleviate parking and 
traffic issues to the local area.


If this is the context they wish to rely on, it is miserably weak: 
•	 Firstly, the carpark was never formalised.  Rather, BCC’s sublease permitted sports usage, with an 
ancillary carpark.  I note that there was considerable community opposition to this move at the time- 
opposition that was clearly justified.

•	 Secondly, the carpark itself contributes to traffic and congestion issues.  A carpark naturally attracts 
vehicles and, as the driveway to the BCC carpark has a narrow entrance that intersects with the footpath, it 
forms a considerable choke point on a busy artery.


These are only two of the myriad lies upon which the supporting case is based, and the supporting 
arguments relating to the ACT Planning Context in section 3.0 are so evidently absurd that they should be 
disregarded.


Lastly, I should like to point out what should be obvious: failure to enforce the law as it applies to public 
space in the ACT sends a clear message.  That is, that businesses and institutions can do what they like with 
not just impunity, but also the tacit support of the ACT Government and its institutions.

In simple terms, this is theft from the community that has gone unpunished.  Failure of the Territory Plan and 
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Territory Planning Authority  
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA)  
Mitchell ACT 2911  
 

Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

We believe that the proposed amendment (DPA-12) to the Territory Plan should be 
rejected for the following reasons.  

• The car park built by BCC in 2016 was constructed illegally as it had no 
development approval, breaches the conditions of the sub-lease over the site, 
and contravenes the Territory Plan zoning. No Government has taken action to 
address these breaches. 
 

• The Lyneham Community Association in a submission to ACAT in 2023 pointed 
to the Government’s failure to address the numerous safety and planning issues 
arising from the carpark, which was constructed illegally.  ACAT determined that 
the car park is an unapproved structure, was not designed in accordance with 
relevant standards had a range of pedestrian safety issues and caused local 
traffic congestion. 
 

• Section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development applications for 
development undertaken without approval points out in subsection (3) that ‘the 
Territory Planning Authority must treat the application for development approval 
as if the development was not undertaken. 
 

• Amendment DPA-12 only seeks to address the zoning issue in a minimal way. No 
information has been provided to give the community confidence that any of the 
other issues will be resolved.   
 

• The arguments for allowing a carpark on this block are unconvincing. The only 
obvious justification advanced is that it has been there, first informally and then 
illegally sealed, since 2006, and is “It’s being used by the school and therefore it 
may as well be made legal”.  
 

• Construction of a car park without development approval is an illegal act and 
should be treated as such. If the amendment is adopted, it will reward illegal 
behaviour.  
 
 



• If the amendment is adopted, it will set a dangerous precedent for public land in 
the ACT. If any user of public land informally or via a sub-lease, can then do as 
they wish, public confidence in the planning and approvals process will be 
seriously damaged. 

In conclusion 

• If this illegal structure is legitimised how will the community be compensated? 
• What penalty, financial or otherwise, will the offender pay? 
• At the very least, an annual lease fee to be utilised for local community works 

would be one worthy option. 
 

 

 
 

5 April 2026 





a) Undermining the purpose of open space zoning
The land is subject to planning controls that prioritise environmental protection and
public use. Allowing a private car park use weakens the integrity of these controls
and sets a concerning precedent.
b) Conflict with compact, sustainable city objectives
ACT Government policy consistently promotes:

reduced car dependence
increased public and active transport use
compact urban form

Facilitating additional car parking—particularly in a well-serviced inner area—runs
counter to these objectives.
c) Precedent risk
Approving this amendment signals that protected or semi-protected urban green
spaces can be incrementally repurposed for private infrastructure. This risks
cumulative erosion of the open space network across Canberra.
3. Poor planning outcome and lack of necessity
a) Car parking is a low-value land use in a high-value location
Inner north land is scarce and strategically important. Allocating it to surface car
parking represents an inefficient and outdated planning outcome.
b) Availability of alternatives
Parking demand associated with a private institution should be addressed within:

the existing site footprint
structured parking solutions
transport demand management (e.g. staggered times, active transport
incentives)

It should not be met by appropriating public green space.
4. Transport and behavioural impacts
Expanding parking supply tends to induce demand—encouraging greater car use
rather than reducing it. This leads to:

increased congestion in surrounding streets
reduced safety for pedestrians and cyclists
undermining of active travel uptake in a highly connected inner suburb

This is inconsistent with contemporary transport planning principles.
5. Community equity and access
Public open space is a shared community asset. Its conversion to effectively serve a
single user group (private school parking) raises equity concerns. The broader
community loses access and amenity, while the benefits accrue narrowly.
6. Conclusion
DPA-12 represents a short-term, site-specific solution that creates long-term,
irreversible impacts. It:

diminishes scarce urban green space
conflicts with ACT climate and planning policy



prioritises private vehicle use over sustainable transport
sets an undesirable precedent for future encroachment on public land

For these reasons, I urge the Territory Planning Authority to reject DPA-12.
Regards
Local resident





2  

the community of its rightful facility. However, both levels of government should consider the 

implications of this case and put in place appropriate legal and regulatory measures to ensure that 

such serious problems do not occur elsewhere.  

I appreciate that the resumption of the carpark into Hewitt Oval would create difficulties for the 

BCC administration and community. However, it is up to them, working with the ACT and 

Commonwealth governments, how they resolve those difficulties. This might include reduced 

enrolments and a reconfiguration and demolition of some buildings.   

Personal background and motivation 

Lyneham is my suburban centre for social gathering, shopping and services. My son attended 

Lyneham high school and four grandchildren are attending, have attended or plan to attend 

Lyneham primary and high schools.  

While I have a personal connection with the issue, my primary concern is with the implications for 

the rule of law, the fairness of government decision-making, and the standing of the ACT 

government. 

 

Satellite map showing Brindabella Christian College and the illegal carpark (centre top), 
Hewitt Oval and other public open spaces, and Lyneham primary and high schools. 
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Submission on Draft Planning Amendment 12 

I oppose the approval of the proponent Christian Community Ministries (CCM) initiated Draft 
Planning Amendment 12 (DPA) that would have the effect of endorsing and formalising the 
appropriation of community owned green space on part of Block 23, Section 41, Lyneham, by the 
current owners CCM, of the Brindabella Christian College (BCC).

The DPA seeks to formalise a surface carpark on community owned green space, which is currently 
not permitted by the PRZ1 zoning for urban open space, and is not owned by the proponent.

This green space was appropriated from the community for private and exclusive use by the BCC in
2006 and has been the subject of ongoing dispute since that date, including an ACAT finding in 
2023 that the space must be remediated. This dispute must be resolved definitively by:

• Rejecting this DPA
• The proponent restoring the area in dispute to urban open space as it existed prior to 2006
• The restored urban open space returned to the community

This submission opposing the approval of the DPA rests on three grounds:

• Inconsistency with the Inner North and City District Strategy plan. Nothing in that plan
refers to the creation of new parks, and the dilution of urban open space.

• Inconsistency with the relevant themes in the ACT Planning Strategy of a compact and
efficient city, supporting liveability and accessibility goals.

• Non-alignment with the relevant priorities in the ACT Minister for Planning’s Statement of
Planning Priorities 2025-2028 being the enhancement of community infrastructure to meet
growing population demand, by providing publicly accessible and available car parking for
members of the community when utilising the adjoining oval and urban open space

In addition to failing these planning objectives, the DPA must also be rejected for two non-planning
but legal reasons

• Approval of the DPA would conflict with an existing ACAT in 2023 finding that the action
was wrong, and must be reversed.

• Approval of the DPA would encourage further illegal land grabs by other bad faith actors

The BCC may claim that they must have this carpark to prevent the cars occupying it illegally, from 
being parked in other parking spaces around the school including residential streets. This is a 
disingenuous argument – the school is well served by public transport and with two local service 
bus stops immediately in front of the BCC campus on Brigalow Street, a few minutes walk from bus
stops operating rapid bus services on Mouatt Street, and a five minute walk from a light rail station
on Northbourne Avenue.  

Not once in the supporting report supplied by BCC and prepared by Richard Nash, Principal 
Planner of SPACELAB, is public transport or active transport to the BCC campus referenced. Not in 
writing, or on a map or diagram. This egregious oversight cannot be accidental, but deliberate so 
as to portray the private vehicle as the sole access for BCC staff. 

Janine Ridsdale
Highlight



The Inner North and City District Strategy refers to transport on p.11 “The Inner North and City 
District is well serviced for active travel compared to other districts. Projects currently
underway will further enhance this with new active travel network connections through Watson 
and Ainslie into the City Centre.” Going on to add “Suburbs in the north of the district are serviced 
by rapid transit linking Belconnen and Watson through Dickson. The Dickson interchange is an 
important hub for local bus corridors.”. Nowhere in this strategy is a call for extra carparks. 

That the BCC campus on Brigalow Street may have insufficient car parking for its existing staff, is 
unfortunate, but entirely self inflicted. From 2006 to 2016 the campus surrendered its own 
recreation and car parking space for school buildings. The BCC now expect the Canberra 
community to surrender its community owned green space, permanently. The new owner of the 
BCC campus was aware of this ongoing legal dispute upon acquisition of the assets of BCEL in 
2025. It is not an impost that a private business should impose on the community. 

An alternative to formalising the appropriation of community owned green space, would be for the
BCC to encourage staff to carpool, use active or public transport or to undertake construction of a 
car park within its existing Brigalow Street campus boundary, consisting of either a surface car park
or a multi level car park provided at their own cost (and not a cost borne by the community, as the 
appropriation of the urban open space occupied by the non-compliant car park would be). 

The Inner North and City District Strategy goes on to say on P.26 that “As key sites and precincts in 
Inner North and City District develop, careful consideration will be given to protect and enhance the
network of green spaces and waterways (the blue-green network) that protects our environmental 
and cultural values and enhances their sustainability and resilience to climate change.” and refers 
to a map on p.25 showing the block subject to this DPA as being included in this ‘Blue-green 
network’. This section of the strategy does not refer to surrendering this space for surface car 
parking, and indeed that purpose appears to go against this strategy. 

The proponent claims that the DPA supports the relevant themes in the ACT Planning Strategy of a 
compact and efficient city, supporting liveability and accessibility goals. Unfortunately nothing in 
this strategy indicates that urban open space can be appropriated and converted to surface car 
parking. Nothing in this strategy supports poor decisions by owners of a business (by converting 
their own car park to buildings) having that perceived requirement met by the community 
surrendering urban open space. Indeed that strategy encourages planning that supports active and
public transport use, and the retention of urban open space and green space. 

The DPA also claims the retention of the carpark conforms with the ACT Minister for Planning’s 
‘Statement of Planning Priorities 2025-2028’ yet a reading of those priorities shows nothing in the 
DPA that would meet any of the priorities. Indeed Priority 8 reads: 

‘Priority 8: Protect the environment and enhance the city’s landscape. As Canberra continues to 
grow, it is important that environmental values are protected and enhanced to achieve the vision of
Canberra of a ‘city in a landscape’. The ACT’s District Strategies have identified the importance of 
environmental and biodiversity connections and the blue green corridors, across our city, with 
further opportunities to embed living infrastructure into planning policy. To support this the 
Government will take a landscape approach, including strategic spatial planning to proactively 
protect and restore key areas of environmental value for the future, both within the urban footprint
and on the urban interface.” 



Crucial to this DPA is the proponents intention to not ‘proactively protect and restore key areas of 
environmental value for the future’, but to undertake the complete opposite of this by failing to 
restore green space. 

A key element to the Tribunal decision in 2023 to close the car park and order the sites 
remediation, is the zoning of the land ‘PRZ1 – Urban Open Space’ that prohibits a car park as a 
standalone use in the Territory Plan 2023. As this submission demonstrates, the DPA does not 
conform with territory planning regulations, it does not satisfy any of the aims or priorities of the 
‘Inner North and City District Strategy’ plan, the ‘ACT Planning Strategy’ or the ACT Minister for 
Planning’s ‘Statement of Planning Priorities 2025-2028’. 

With ample alternate options available to the proponent including utilising active and public 
transport or constructing car parking within their own site boundaries, this DPA must be rejected 
and the proponent directed to remediate the urban open space and return it to the community.  





I accept that school traffic and parking can be difficult.
But that does not justify rewriting the Territory Plan for public open
space.
A private school’s parking needs should be met lawfully and on
appropriate land.
Public open space should not be permanently reduced to solve a
private operational problem.

4. Approval would set a bad precedent

This is one of my strongest concerns.
Approval would reward a prohibited use first, and a change to the
rules afterwards.
That would send the wrong message.
It would tell future proponents that if they take public land first,
they may later obtain a retrospective planning change.
Once this amendment is approved, how could government fairly
refuse the next retrospective approval of this kind?
Future applicants would point to DPA-12 as precedent.
That would open the door to further land grabs of public open
space.

5. Public land should stay public land

Lyneham Oval is community land.
PRZ1 exists to protect urban open space for recreation, access,
landscape and community use.
That protection should mean something.
Community land should not be carved up, bit by bit, for private
parking.

6. The right outcome

Reject DPA-12.
Do not create a site-specific exception for a prohibited use on PRZ1
land.
Require any parking solution to be found lawfully and on
appropriate land.
Protect Lyneham Oval from further encroachment.

Yours sincerely,
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Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12



   

Provide the details of your representation*

I am a long-term resident of (inner) Lyneham. I have lived in  since Christmas 1959.


I have no conflicts of interest associated with this Draft Plan Amendment 12. 

My home is ten minutes walk from the car-park site; I cross five streets eastwards to get there.


"BCEL" is the abbreviation I shall use here for the former business Owners of the Brindabella Christian 
College ("BCC").


Some years ago, I refused to sign a public Petition being advanced by another Lyneham resident  
 At that time, I discussed aspects of their then opposition to the BCEL/BCC by the Lyneham 

Community Association ("LCA").  

Around that time, I also had some mutually unsatisfactory eMail dialogue with the LCA.


PLEASE NOTE that I have NOT and I still do NOT consider that the LCA is a 'representative' community 
association, although of course I acknowledge that its self-appointed office-bearers and associated 
'members' have evidently claimed such status formally as a registered 'Association'.


I have had NO dialogue with LCA for some years, since I consider them to be illogically partial and too 
selective in their limited advocacy and/or opposition to the relatively few supposed 'community' activities 
and development proposals that the LCA has claimed some commentary upon. 

Particularly, related to all LCA activities related to the "car-park" issues of Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 
(DPA-12), I have generally opposed the LCA's positions.


Broadly, I consider that the associated ACAT determination was in too many respects quite ill-advised.  


I NOW WISH FORMALLY TO SUPPORT Application Number: 2025-06 BY Applicant Name: Richard Nash, 
SPACELAB Studio Pty Ltd.


The history of the questionable development of what has now become the BCC public car-park, is best put 
aside in large part. Regrettably, the former BCEL owners apparently mis-led the College staff and the parents 
of students about the BCEL having 'bought' the former fraction of the large roughly-grassed playing fields 
between the BCC and the Lyneham Primary School. (Since the Lyneham High School has its own more 
developed playing fields to the south-east across the Sullivans Creek culvert, I consider the secondary 
students' use of the Brigalow Street area to be at best marginal.)


The amenity of the Brigalow Street playing fields is essentially unaffected by the small portion now occupied 
by the public 'car-park'. To my passing observation, the College and Primary students use is not materially 
limited, as the whole grassed area is so large. I have never seen the available grassed area ever being used by 
sufficient pupils to over-crowd the space now available. 


There may be vexed questions about the BCEL's former (overly ?) dense development of school buildings 
upon their BCC site, however that is a series of separate questions in my view.


THE FACT IS that the BCEL was permitted to make virtually exclusive use on school-days of the small section 
excised from the rough playing fields, next to the BCC site.


The BCEL's initial Development Application ("DA") was both for school buildings and an associated car-park, I 
understand.  That DA was rejected. The LCA was significantly involved in opposition to the DA, along with 
other "Nimbys" - not in my back-yarders.


Whil it th t b tit t DA b itt d b BCEL th d l d t f th i d it
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Territory Plan and Co-ordination section CDED (480 NBA) 
Territory Planning Authority 
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront 
Mitchell 
terrplan@act.gov.au 

Comment on Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College carpark – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

 

SUPPORT FOR THE AMENDMENT 

Dear team 

I am writing in support of the Draft Plan Amendment 12 which, in my view, is consistent 
with the ACT Government’s long term pragmatic and common sense approach to the 
management of the Lyneham neighbourhood. 

Comments are due by 17 April 2026. 

Originally, in 2009, the extensions to Brindabella Christian College infrastructure were 
funded by the Rudd Federal Government’s ‘Building an Education Revolution’ program 
which was designed, in part, to urgently respond to the Global Financial Crisis of the 
preceding year. 

Since then, patterns of car ownership of senior students have changed increasing the 
demand for space for car parking at the school, perhaps in unexpected ways.  In this 
context, the use of the land adjacent to the new buildings for parking is perfectly 
understandable. 

Alternatives to the current approach of a car park for the school are not desirable.  
Increased competition for car parking at the Lyneham shops, increased traffic in and 
around the Lyneham Primary School and increased parking on residential side streets 
would be the inevitable outcomes: - all undesirable from the point of view of local 
residents, I would have thought. 

Should the land for the car park have been reserved for other urban uses?  Actually, it is 
very rare to see anyone using the adjacent land for any purpose at any time (maybe very 
occasionally some guys on a Saturday afternoon kicking a soccer ball, but there is still 
plenty of room for that on the available land).  So, it is really not the case that the 
amenity of the remaining land is diminished by the ongoing presence of the car park. 

Finally, my attention to this matter was raised by a letterbox drop made by the ‘Lyneham 
Community Association’.  The campaign letter drafted by this organisation ‘Save 
Lyneham Oval ‘is mainly devoted to the re-litigation of old issues using inflammatory 
language.  This seems unreasonable and unhelpful.  In fact, there must be a question 



mark about the authority for this organisation’s campaign since it is not clear that the 
Executive Committee has been elected consistent with the organisation’s (very 
detailed) constitution: at the very least, the Association does not appear to have been 
transparent about the processes leading to the installation of the current Executive 
Committee.   

In any case, its time to move on. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 
 
 

 
 

 
27 March 2026 
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Territory Planning Authority 
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA) 
Access Canberra,  Building Services Shopfront 
8 Darling St 
Mitchell ACT  2911 
 

Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – Lyneham 
Section 41, part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

 
 
Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team, 
 
We write to support the amendment to the Territory Plan to allow the car park for 
Brindabella College.  At the outset we advise that we are not affiliated with the 
College; our sons went through the Lyneham Primary and High School system many 
years ago.  We do walk along the path which borders the open space to the 
Lyneham shops regularly. 
 

  
 
 

  
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
We are not in favour of losing any open space in established suburbs and also 
acknowledge that the previous owner of Brindabella was presumptuous in regard to 
the regulations about establishment and continued use of the car park.  Having 
said that we make the following points:- 

• The area between Brindabella and the Primary school is effectively regarded 
as school grounds by surrounding residents during school hours. 

• Over the last 50 years, we have observed that the use of the whole area 
outside school hours is quite minimal consisting mainly of family groups 
enjoying some recreation. 

• We are not aware of any regular organised sporting or other activity that 
occurs requiring a large area.   

• Community use is therefore sparse. 



• The Lyneham Community Association has not identified any community use 
that would be lost specifically by the Brindabella car park and we cannot 
foresee any either.  In other words, the area has little or no alternative use 
considering the availability of extensive open space between the two 
schools and across the Creek at the High School. 

• Lyneham High has two car parks which are overflowing and the smaller 
Primary School has limited parking.  Contrary to the Lyneham Community 
Association submission, we see nowhere else for Brindabella cars to park as 
restricted street parking progressively spreads outward from Northbourne 
Avenue. 

• To us, Brindabella Christian College is an economic and cultural asset to the 
area and seems able to share the playing fields with the Primary School. 

 
We suggest it would be dog-in-the-manger to not approve the car park and we urge 
the team to continue with the approval of the variation to the Territory Plan. 
 
Yours sincerely 
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Justification for Ongoing Use of the Brindabella Christian College Car Park

Brindabella Christian College respectfully seeks approval to continue using the existing car park located 
adjacent to the school grounds. While the space was not originally authorised for this purpose, its continued 
use provides significant safety, traffic management, and community benefits, particularly given the size and 
diversity of the school population.

1. Student Safety During Pick-Up and Drop-Off

Brindabella Christian College caters to students from Early Learning Centre (ELC) through to Year 12, 
including very young children who require close supervision.


A designated off‑street car park enables safe, orderly pick-up and drop-off, reducing the need for children 
and parents to cross busy roads.

Without adequate on-site parking, parents—especially those with ELC and primary-aged students—are 
forced to stop or park unsafely on surrounding streets, increasing the risk of accidents.

The car park significantly reduces congestion directly at the school entrance, allowing staff to supervise 
arrivals and departures more effectively.


Maintaining this car park is a proactive measure that prioritises child safety above convenience.


2. Reduction of Illegal and Unsafe On-Street Parking

The presence of the car park actively prevents unauthorised and unsafe parking across the road and in 
surrounding streets, particularly during peak morning and afternoon periods.


In its absence, vehicles would likely park on road sides, corners, or no‑stopping zones, compromising 
visibility and pedestrian safety.

The car park helps keep surrounding roads clear, ensuring smooth traffic flow for commuters, emergency 
vehicles, and residents during peak hours.

Reduced congestion benefits the wider community by minimising delays for people travelling to work.


The car park functions as a traffic management solution, not merely a convenience for the school.


3. Community Use on Weekends

The car park provides benefit to the broader community beyond school hours.


Members of the public could use the space on weekends, particularly for nearby recreational areas, sporting 
activities, and community events.

This shared use reduces pressure on street parking and supports safe access to local amenities.


Its continued availability enhances the liveability and accessibility of the local area.


4. Support for Park-and-Ride and Public Transport Access

Some members of the public use the car park as a park-and-ride facility, supporting sustainable transport 
habits.


This encourages the use of public transport and reduces the number of individual vehicles travelling into 
high-density areas.

By enabling shared transport use, the car park contributes to lower traffic volumes and reduced 
environmental impact.


Conclusion

Alth h th k t i iti ll th i d it l ld lik l lt i i d ti

















14 April 2026 
Submission to DPA-12 

Territory Plan Unit 
City and Environment Directorate 
Via email terrplan@act.gov.au 
 
To whom it may concern 
 
RE Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 
 
I am a long term Lyneham resident and have lived on  

 for the past five years. I support DPA-12 as a sensible move forward in the protracted saga that 
has enveloped this car park.  
 
My submission focuses on how to get the best outcome from the planning system going forward, assuming 
DPA-12 will be approved. 
 
Next steps - Development Application 
Assuming DPA-12 is approved, I expect the next step will be a development application for retrospective approval 
to formalise the car park. However, it cannot be a rubber stamp process to approve the existing car park as is. 
Any DA must include a full assessment of parking generation associated with BCC student numbers, including 
drop off/pick up spaces, and further assessment of traffic/safety (the Lyneham Community Association’s key 
concern). I note that BCC has 1057 students according to the School Census February 2025. As per the 
Community Facilities Zone Technical Specifications, the following parking is required: 
●​ 507 Primary School students = 41 spaces plus 21 pick up/ set down 
●​ 425 High School students = 99 spaces plus 11 pick up/ set down (includes college) 
●​ 125 College students (included with high school) 
●​ TOTAL = 140 parking and 33 pick up/set down 
 
The current car park has approximately 130 spaces and the above figures do not account for the BCC early 
learning centre. These above rates necessitate serious consideration during any future DA.  
 
It could also be prudent for the Territory Planning Authority to stipulate that the DA includes meaningful 
consideration of alternative/additional access and other arrangements that reduce demand for the car park, such 
as: 
●​ Utilising or licensing alternative parking locations (e.g. Southwell Park) 
●​ Augmenting surrounding streets or other land to enable pick-up/set-down e.g. a left-in, left-out intersection 
utilising the existing pedestrian traffic lights at Mouat Street for the Sullivans Creek shared path 
●​ Walking or cycling school bus systems. 
 
Next Steps - Community Needs Assessment and strategic planning 
The BCC saga highlights the need for appropriate and coordinated strategic planning for this area of Lyneham 
that should incorporate Lyneham Primary School and Lyneham High School, referred to by the Lyneham 
Community Association as the ‘Lyneham Community Precinct’. 
 
Lyneham High School is one of only two high schools in the Inner North, the other being Campbell High School. It 
is regularly reported as being at or near capacity and is now part of a Priority Enrollment Area shared zone with 
Shirley Smith High School in Kenny. While the high school benefits from an irrigated oval within its campus, BCC 
and Lyneham Primary School use a poorly maintained dryland oval. Surely this area can be better utilised as the 
Supporting Report suggests utilisation rates will increase. The ACT Education Directorate and the City and 
Environment Directorate should undertake a community needs assessment for the three schools, similar to the 

 



 

process that has informed the proposed Tolepea Park School expansion as per DPA-10. A community needs 
assessment is particularly important given the context of future population increase in Lyneham from the Yowani 
and Thoroughbred Park redevelopments, and the usability of a dryland oval. 
 
Coordinated land use planning could also consider combined pick-up/drop-off arrangements for the three schools. 
 
Alternative Approach - DPA-12 Alternative Rezoning 
There is genuine frustration within the local community based on historical poor decision making and lack of 
enforcement that leave little opportunity for alternatives. In reality, DPA-12 is being shoehorned into a planning 
system that should not allow it, all for the sake of timeliness, with minimal effort or evidence from the proponent, 
and with little resistance from the Territory Planning Authority. However, the quickest outcome is often not the 
best.  
 
The car park is being promoted as supporting infrastructure for increased utilisation of Lynehan Neighbourhood 
Oval while providing incidental car parking for BCC. This argument is necessary to justify consistency with the 
existing PRZ1 zoning. However, a car park of this scale would only ever be considered in the PRZ1 if it supported 
a district-level recreational facility, such as the nearby Southwell Park. DPA-12 has presented no evidence to 
support the potential demand for increased activity at the oval. Further, Lyneham Neighbourhood Oval is a 
dryland oval meaning it is not suitable for organised sport, nor is it identified for increased utilisation/ re-activation 
for formal sporting activities1.  
 
On this basis, I believe the best approach for DPA-12 is to rezone the site to Community Facilities Zone (CFZ). 
This would allow the following actions to occur: 
●​ The land would be subdivided and a Crown Lease granted. A rezoning is necessary because I 
understand that a Crown Lease cannot be granted for PRZ1 land. 
●​ BCC would be required to obtain the land through a direct sale process.  
●​ Lease conditions would be imposed to prevent the development of the land for any purpose other than a 
car park, and to prevent its consolidation into the existing BCC Crown Lease at Block 4 Section 41 Lyneham. A 
lease condition or right of way easement requiring the car park to remain publicly accessible at all times could 
also be imposed.  
 
BCC has not had a car park within its lease boundary for almost 2 decades. The Territory has allowed BCC to 
completely build out its site without adequate on-site car parking, which is a standard requirement for most Crown 
Leases. If BCC is dependent on the car park, and as car parking cannot be physically accommodated within the 
existing lease boundary, then BCC should be made to acquire the car park land through a direct sale process. 
Placing the car park into a Crown Lease is the most appropriate, equitable and transparent form of land 
management, subjecting the site to the Planning Act 2023 and the full administration of the TPA. The current car 
park has operated in contravention of its licence requirements for over a decade. It is not an appropriate 
mechanism moving forward. 
 
Conclusion 
I appreciate the opportunity to provide this submission. I encourage the TPA to seriously consider how to best 
utilise the ACT planning system to manage the immediate car park issue, including a rezoning alternative and 
direct sale approach. The ongoing land use planning for the Lyneham Community Precinct is also a strategic 
planning priority for the site.   

1 “Consolidated list of dryland and former dryland ovals – 4 November 2025”, ACT City Services, 2026,  
https://www.cityservices.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/1808757/Drylands-Consolidated-List-November-2
025-acc.pdf [Accessed 13 April 2026] 







Page 3 of 3

Your personal information will be managed in accordance with the Information Privacy Act 2014 and the
Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate (EPSDD)   , which is
available for viewing on EPSDD's website.

Copies of written comments will be made available on the authority website unless the submission is
withdrawn. Copies of written comments will also be given to the proponent of the development proposal.

If you would not like your comments or a part of your comments to be made available on the website or to the
applicant, a request must be made under Sections 502 or 503 of the Planning Act 2023 (or Sections 411 or 412 of
the Planning and Development Act 2007). A request for exclusion under these sections must be in writing,
clearly identifying what parts of your submission you are seeking to exclude and how the request satisfies the
exclusion criteria.

Printed copies of the draft amendment (this document) and background documents are available for inspection
and purchase at the EPSDD Customer Service Centre, 8 Darling Street, Mitchell, Monday to Friday (except public
holidays) between 8:30am and 4:30pm. Please call    to arrange a copy for purchase.

Click here for more information on applying for exemption from the public register.



Territory Planning Authority 
Attention: Territory Plan and Coordination Section, CED (480 NBA) 
Access Canberra Building Services Shopfront 
8 Darling Street 
Mitchell ACT 2911 
 

Draft Plan Amendment 12  –  Brindabella Christian College car park  – 
Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-12) 

 
Dear Territory Plan and Coordination Team 
 
I strongly urge you to reject the proposed amendment (DPA-12) to the Territory Plan. 
 
The land in question was sub-leased to Brindabella Christian College (BCC) in 2009 after the ACT 
Government gave approval for BCC to build over the carpark within its own block.That should never 
have been allowed to happen. Since then the conditions of the sub-lease have never been met, and yet 
the ACT Government has taken no action. 
 
Prior to the Lyneham Community Association’s action in ACAT in 2023 against the ACT Government’s 
failure to take action against the numerous safety and planning issues with this carpark, all parties 
(including BCC) agreed that the car park built by BCC in 2016 was constructed illegally as it had no 
development approval, breached the conditions of the sub-lease over the site, and contravened the 
Territory Plan zoning. 
 
The amendment DPA-12 only seeks to address the zoning issue in the most minimal way possible. No 
information has been provided to give the community confidence that any of the other issues will be 
resolved. 
 
The arguments for allowing a carpark on this block in the report supporting DPA-12 are totally 
inadequate. The only real justification put forward is that the carpark has been there, first informally and 
then illegally sealed, since 2006.  The argument offered is “It’s being used by the school and therefore it 
may as well be made legal”. 
 
However, section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development applications for development 
undertaken without approval points out in subsection (3) that ‘the Territory Planning Authority must treat 
the application for development approval as if the development was not undertaken.’ In other words, it 
must assess the development solely on its own merits relative to the state of the land that existed before 
the unapproved development occurred. In this case, relative to its former use as public open space. 
 
While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan Amendment (MPA) proposal is 
clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for this carpark the MPA should be treated in the same 
way. 
 
Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to its underlying zoning of 
public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly found that the carpark was built by the BCC 
for its own use because it had built over the carpark on its own land - it was never intended or needed for 
ancillary parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval. 
 
The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car park would displace 
these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing congestion and risk to children being dropped off at 
school without a dedicated facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative options for transport 
of children to and from school and for staff parking. 



 
The MPA makes the false claim that ‘parking provision for Brindabella Christian College aligns with the 
Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools’ by providing ‘sufficient off-street parking 
and dedicated pick-up/set-down areas’. 
 
In fact, the Guide says (p. 15)   

•​ short-term parking, usually for the purpose of dropping off children in the morning and collecting 
them in the afternoon, should ideally be located away from the main entrances used by students 
who walk, cycle or travel by bus in order to minimise traffic congestion and reduce safety risks.  

•​ long-term parking should only be provided on school grounds as often there is competition with 
surrounding land uses for parking spaces on public roads. (emphasis added) 

 
ACAT found that the carpark, as an unapproved structure, was not designed in accordance with relevant 
standards and thus had a range of pedestrian safety issues and caused local traffic congestion.  
 
If the amendment is adopted, it will set a dangerous precedent for public land in the ACT. If your 
business starts using public land informally or obtains a sub-lease, but does what it wants on the land, 
after a few years the ACT Government will come to your rescue and legitimize all your failures and theirs 
by changing the zoning. 
 
Construction of a car park without development approval is a criminal act. If the amendment is adopted, 
it will reward criminal behaviour. What other crime is left unpunished and the perpetrators rewarded? 
 
This situation has only arisen due to the failure of the government to uphold its laws. It should have 
terminated the sub-lease when it became apparent it was being breached. It should never have allowed 
the construction of the illegal car park. It should have held BCC to the enrolment limits imposed in 2016. 
It should have taken action to protect the community instead of leaving it up to a community organisation 
to take action in ACAT to force it to act. 
 
The government should not now try to paper over its earlier failures by corrupting what Urban Open 
Space means. It’s time the government protected local communities and our open spaces. 
 

Urban Open Space is for community, not school car parks.​
Reject the proposed amendment DPA-12. 

 
Sincerely 

23 March 2026



 

info@northcanberra.org.au 
www.northcanberra.org.au 
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Protecting, promoting and enhancing the economic, cultural, social and environmental well-being of the 
residents of North Canberra 

The North Canberra Community Council receives funding and support from the ACT Government  
 
Draft Plan Amendment 12 – Brindabella Christian College car park – Lyneham Section 41 part Block 
23 (DPA-12)  

The North Canberra Community Council urges the Authority to reject the proposed amendment 
(DPA-12) to the Territory Plan. 

The Lyneham Community Association is a member of the NCCC and has kept the Council informed 
about Brindabella Christian College’s ongoing attempt to illegally grab over 9000 sqm of Lyneham 
Oval for their private use as a carpark and large storage area. 

The NCCC has a number of concerns about this proponent-initiated major plan amendment process: 

How Brindabella Christian College without a legal sub-lease can become an ‘interested person’ 
sufficient to undertake an amendment to the Territory Plan (s56 and s57(1) Planning Act 2023)?  
Lyneham Oval which is a public asset zoned PRZ1-Urban Open Space.  It is leased and managed by an 
ACT Government agency [Roads ACT – City and Environment Directorate] on behalf of the ACT 
community.  Does a sub-lessee of public land have the ability to amend its use in their own 
interests?  This is a concern about the ongoing use of public land by the community. 

The Report only presents the key considerations and planning context provided to the TPA by the 
planning consultants engaged by Brindabella Christian College and none of the alternative 
considerations and planning context raised in a number public representations over recent years.   

The proposed amendment is not inconsistent with the ACT Planning Strategy 2018; the Inner North 
and City District Strategy; and the Statement of Planning Priorities if a number of considerations 
raised in these documents are overlooked. 

The NCCC commends the assessment of the submission produced by the Lyneham Community 
Association that demonstrates that the proposal is inconsistent with the ACT Planning Strategy 2018; 
the Inner North and City District Strategy; and the Statement of Planning Priorities submission.  The 
NCCC asks that the TPA looks beyond the Supporting Report provided by the private planning 
consultants to independently consider all the issues raised on behalf of the community. 

Yours sincerely 



Chair 
North Canberra Community Council 
 

Important Planning Issues Raised by the Lyneham Community Association 

The land in question was sub-leased to Brindabella Christian College (BCC) in 2009 after the ACT 
Government gave approval for BCC to build over the carpark within its own block.  That should never 
have been allowed to happen. Since then the conditions of the sub-lease have never been met, and 
yet the ACT Government has taken no action.  

Prior to the Lyneham Community Association’s action in ACAT in 2023 against the ACT Government’s 
failure to take action against the numerous safety and planning issues with this carpark, all parties 
(including BCC) agreed that the car park built by BCC in 2016 was constructed illegally as it had no 
development approval, breached the conditions of the sub-lease over the site, and contravened the 
Territory Plan zoning.  

The amendment DPA-12 only seeks to address the zoning issue in the most minimal way possible. 
No information has been provided to give the community confidence that any of the other issues 
will be resolved.  

The arguments for allowing a carpark on this block in the report supporting DPA-12 are totally 
inadequate. The only real justification put forward is that the carpark has been there, first informally 
and then illegally sealed, since 2006. The argument offered is “It’s being used by the school and 
therefore it may as well be made legal”.  

However, section 215 of the Planning Act 2023 in relation to development applications for 
development undertaken without approval points out in subsection (3) that ‘the Territory Planning 
Authority must treat the application for development approval as if the development was not 
undertaken.’ In other words, it must assess the development solely on its own merits relative to the 
state of the land that existed before the unapproved development occurred. In this case, relative to 
its former use as public open space.  

While this provision relates to development approvals, as this Major Plan Amendment (MPA) 
proposal is clearly the preliminary stage to a proposed DA for this carpark the MPA should be 
treated in the same way.  

Thus the MPA must first establish the need for a carpark on this block relative to its underlying 
zoning of public open space. In this regard the ACAT process clearly found that the carpark was built 
by the BCC for its own use because it had built over the carpark on its own land - it was never 
intended or needed for ancillary parking for the adjacent neighbourhood oval.  

The MPA needs to justify with evidence its untested claim that removing the car park would displace 
these vehicles onto surrounding streets, increasing congestion and risk to children being dropped off 
at school without a dedicated facility. In this analysis it must also examine alternative options for 
transport of children to and from school and for staff parking. 



The MPA makes the false claim that ‘parking provision for Brindabella Christian College aligns with 
the Traffic Management & Safety: A Practical Guide for Schools’ by providing ‘sufficient off-street 
parking and dedicated pick-up/set-down areas’.  

In fact, the Guide says (p. 15)  

• short-term parking, usually for the purpose of dropping off children in the morning and collecting 
them in the afternoon, should ideally be located away from the main entrances used by students 
who walk, cycle or travel by bus in order to minimise traffic congestion and reduce safety risks.  

• long-term parking should only be provided on school grounds as often there is competition with 
surrounding land uses for parking spaces on public roads. (emphasis added)  

ACAT found that the carpark, as an unapproved structure, was not designed in accordance with 
relevant standards and thus had a range of pedestrian safety issues and caused local traffic 
congestion.  

If the amendment is adopted, it will set a dangerous precedent for public land in the ACT. If your 
business starts using public land informally or obtains a sub-lease, but does what it wants on the 
land, after a few years the ACT Government will come to your rescue and legitimize all your failures 
and theirs by changing the zoning.  

Construction of a car park without development approval is a criminal act. If the amendment is 
adopted, it will reward criminal behaviour. What other crime is left unpunished and the perpetrators 
rewarded?  

This situation has only arisen due to the failure of the government to uphold its laws. It should have 
terminated the sub-lease when it became apparent it was being breached. It should never have 
allowed the construction of the illegal car park. It should have held BCC to the enrolment limits 
imposed in 2016. It should have taken action to protect the community instead of leaving it up to a 
community organisation to take action in ACAT to force it to act.  

The government should not now try to paper over its earlier failures by corrupting what Urban Open 
Space means. It’s time the government protected local communities and our open spaces.  

Urban Open Space is for community, not school car parks.  Reject the proposed amendment DPA-12.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose 

This document is Draft Major Plan Amendment to the Territory Plan 12 - 
Brindabella Christian College Car Park – Lyneham Section 41 part Block 23 (DPA-
12). 
 
Under section 63 of the Planning Act 2023 (the Planning Act) the Territory 
Planning Authority (the Authority) is making DPA-12 available to the public for 
comment. 
 
Key parts of this document are: 

• section 2 – summarises the proposal, including amendments this DPA 
proposes to make to the Territory Plan and associated documents and 
details on interim effect 

• section 3 – discussion on the need for the draft major plan amendment 
• section 4 – summary of entity and public consultation and where further 

information can be obtained 
• section 5 – detailed amendment instructions to the Territory plan proposed 

by this DPA. 

1.2 Outline of process 

A major plan amendment (MPA) is a statutory process under the Planning Act that 
enables the Territory Plan to be amended. The three types of MPAs are: 

• Proponent-initiated 
• Authority-initiated 
• Minister-initiated 

 
DPA-12 is a proponent-initiated MPA. 
 
For more information about the content of the Territory Plan and the major plan 
amendment processes please refer to the ACT Planning website. 

1.3 Application 2025-06 

Prior to the preparation of a proponent-initiated MPA the proponent must lodge 
an application to be considered and accepted by the Authority. The application 
must be accompanied by a supporting report.  
 
The supporting report must include how the proposal gives effect to the following 
‘key documents’: 

• the Planning Strategy 
• the relevant District Strategy 
• any current or proposed amendments to the Territory Plan 
• the Statement of Planning Priorities 
• anything else the Authority considers relevant. 

 

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/technical-specifications
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/amendments-to-the-territory-plan#major-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/amendments-to-the-territory-plan#major-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/act-planning-strategy
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/district-strategies
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/about/minister-for-planning-statement-of-planning-priorities
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In accordance with section 59 of the Planning Act, the Authority accepted 
application 2025-06 on 5 February 2026 as it was satisfied the intended 
development outlined in the supporting report gave effect to the ‘key documents’. 
 
Further detail on the reasons for this DPA can be found above. The supporting 
report and the application outcome notice also contain reasoning for the 
amendments to the Territory Plan proposed by this DPA  
 
Along with this DPA, as part of the background papers, the application outcome 
notice and accompanying supporting report are available on the Major Plan 
Amendments page on the Planning website. 
 
 

  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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2.0 PROPOSAL 

This DPA proposes to amend the Land Use Table in the Inner North and City 
District Policy in the Territory Plan 2023 to permit additional assessable 
development on the site for a car park.   
 
The amendment to the Territory Plan as proposed by this DPA is outlined in 
section 2.2.  
 
The supporting report provides details about the background and development 
for the subject site and forms the basis of how this DPA will amend the Territory 
Plan.  
 
Background papers for this DPA, including the supporting report and the 
application outcome notice is available on the major plan amendments page on 
the Planning website under ‘Major amendments open for consultation’. 

2.1 Site description 

The subject site is located at the northern end of Lyneham Section 41 Block 23 
(Figure 1) and is zoned PRZ1 Urban Open Space Zone (Figure 2).  The subject site is 
currently used for car parking for the Brindabella Christian College school and the 
adjacent Lyneham community oval to the south. The land is leased to the ACT 
Government (City Services in the City and Environment Directorate), who provided 
authorisation for the submission of the proponent-initiated MPA application. 
 
Lyneham Primary School is located to the south-west.  To the east is the Sullivans 
Creek open space corridor and a main north-south active travel path.   
Existing access to the subject site is from Brigalow Street to the west.  
 

https://www.legislation.act.gov.au/ni/2023-540/Current
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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Figure 1 – Locality Map 
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Figure 2 – Territory Plan Map - Zoning 
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2.2 Summary of amendments to the Territory Plan 

DPA-12 proposes to amend the Territory Plan by amending the Inner North and 
District Policy Land Use Table to permit additional assessable development on the 
site for a car park.  The Lyneham Division Map (Figure 3) is also proposed to be 
amended to depict the location of the area subject to the amendment (proposed 
AD7 on the map). 
 

 
Figure 3 – proposed change to Lyneham Division Map 
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2.3 Summary of consequential amendments to other documents 

Documents, such as the technical specifications and development controls are not 
part of the Territory Plan. Therefore, they cannot be amended as part of an MPA 
and must be amended separately when/if the DPA commences.  
 
DPA-12 does not propose to consequentially amend any other documents. 
 
For general information about other documents, such as the Technical 
Specifications or Development Controls, see the Planning website. 

2.4 Interim effect 

DPA-12 does not have interim effect as section 64 of the Planning Act does not 
apply to it. Therefore, the current provisions of the Territory Plan will continue to 
apply to development applications while the DPA remains in draft form. 
 
More information about interim effect is available the Planning website. 

  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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3.0 NEED FOR THE DRAFT MAJOR PLAN AMENDMENT 

The car park on the subject site is required to safely manage school-related traffic, 
accommodating approximately 130 vehicles during peak periods and reducing 
congestion and risks that would otherwise be displaced onto adjacent residential 
streets.  
 
DPA-12 only proposes to amend the Territory Plan. If/When this DPA is finalised, a 
development application can be lodged for the site which will include any detailed 
design information as required and be released to the public for comment.  
 
The supporting report also provides further detail on the background to the use on 
the site and the reasoning for the amendments proposed by this DPA. The 
supporting report is available as part of the ‘background papers’ for this DPA on 
the Planning website. 

3.1 Justification against the Act 

A supporting report has been prepared for DPA-12. The supporting report, which is 
available on the Planning website outlines:  

• the need for the proposed amendment. 
• the positive and negative impacts of the proposed amendment. 
• how the proposed amendment would give effect to the planning strategy 

and any relevant district strategy. 
• how the proposed amendment would be consistent or inconsistent with 

relevant planning outcomes in other government strategies and policies. 
• any consultation undertaken including with required entities who may have 

an interest in the proposed amendment. 
 
DPA-12 is a proponent-initiated amendment and how it meets the requirements 
of the Planning Act (specifically section 58) is outlined below. The Application 
Outcome Notice for Application 2025-04 is available on the Planning website. 

The ACT Planning Strategy 

The proposed change contained in DPA-12 is not inconsistent with the five (5) 
themes of the ACT Planning Strategy, which are:  

• compact and efficient city  
• diverse Canberra 
• sustainable and resilient Territory 
• liveable Canberra 
• accessible Canberra.  

The site is within an urban intensification locality in the inner north district.  

The use of the subject site for a car park is not inconsistent with the 5 themes in 
the ACT Planning Strategy. Specifically, it gives effect to a compact and efficient 
city, and a liveable and accessible Canberra as the car park assists in alleviating 
traffic and parking congestion during peak periods along Brigalow Street in 

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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Lyneham along which two schools and the local centre are located. The car park 
can also be utilised by the community outside of school times to access the 
adjacent oval.  

The supporting report for the MPA provides further details of how the amendment 
is not inconsistent with the planning strategy.   

 

The relevant district strategy 

The district strategies seek to capture and protect the valued character and 
attributes of the nine districts of Canberra. The district strategies deliver the ACT 
Planning Strategy by providing more specific and targeted directions for each 
district. The district strategies guide the strategic management of growth and 
change on a district scale in the context of green and blue spaces, good travel 
connections, housing, employment growth and support commercial areas.  

The relevant district strategy for this application is the Inner North and City District 
Strategy (the District Strategy). 

To be considered for a major plan amendment a proposal must not be 
inconsistent with the relevant district strategy.  

The supporting report provides further details of how the proposal is not 
inconsistent with the district strategy.   

 

Any current or proposed amendments of, or of policies in, the Territory Plan 

Policies within the Territory Plan are key to shaping places and communities in the 
ACT, implementing strategic planning objectives, protecting and minimising the 
impacts on our environment, and establishing future urban form and 
development patterns. The policies outline the desired policy outcomes that are 
important to a district or zone and include assessment outcomes and key 
assessment requirements that must be met by proposed development. Therefore, 
an application to amend these existing or proposed policies should be carefully 
considered. 

The proposal is not inconsistent with the relevant policy outcomes in the Inner 
North and City District Policy and the Parks and Recreation Zones Policy.  

 

The statement of planning priorities 

The relevant minister responsible for planning can set a statement of planning 
priorities. These planning priorities must arise from the planning strategy and 
contain actions to be taken in the short to medium term to achieve the priorities. 

The current statement of planning priorities was released in 2025 by Minister for 
Planning and Sustainable Development Chris Steel MLA. The statement contains 
ten priorities for the City and Environment Directorate to pursue in the next 3 
years (2025-2028). 
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The proposal is not inconsistent with the 2025-2028 Statement of Planning 
Priorities.  

Anything else the territory planning authority considers relevant to the 
amendment 

Planning is a complex and ever-changing environment with many stakeholders. 
Policy or requirements from other areas of the ACT Government or Federal 
Government, particularly the National Capital Authority, utility providers and 
interest groups must also be considered when deciding an application to amend 
the Territory Plan. 

There are no further matters the Territory Planning Authority deem relevant to this 
DPA.  
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4.0 CONSULTATION 

4.1 Consultation with entities 

In accordance with section 62 of the Planning Act the Authority must consult with 
each of the following in relation to this DPA: 

• the National Capital Authority 
• the Conservator of Flora and Fauna 
• the Environment Protection Authority 
• the Heritage Council 
• each referral entity 
• if unleased or leased public land, each custodian of the land likely to be 

affected. 
 
Comments received from these entities will be contained in the consultation 
report. The consultation report summarises: 

• entity comments 
• public comments 
• amendments made to this DPA as a result of the above two dot points. 

 
The Authority will prepare the consultation report after the conclusion of the 
public consultation period. If this DPA is not withdrawn the consultation report will 
be made available to the public when the DPA is given to the Minister for 
determination. 

4.2 Consultation with the public 

Written comments are invited from the public on this DPA from 27 February 2026 
to 17 April 2026. 
 
The Planning website contains information about: 

• what information written comments must include. 
• how written comments can be submitted. 
• the publication of submitted comments on the Authority’s website and how 

personal information is managed. 
 
  

https://www.planning.act.gov.au/professionals/our-planning-system/the-territory-plan/major-plan-amendments
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5.0 DRAFT MAJOR PLAN AMENDMENT 12 

This section details how DPA-12 proposes to amend the Territory Plan.  

5.1 Proposed amendments to the Inner North and City District Policy 

It is proposed to add the following to the Land Use Table in the Inner North and 
City District Policy for the subject site: 
 

Locality Zone  Additional assessable 
development 

Additional prohibited 
development 

Relevant parcel or Figure 

Lyneham PRZ1 car park Nil AD7, Figure 29 

 
It is proposed to amend Figure 29 – Lyneham Division Map to include AD7:  
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INTERPRETATION SERVICE 

To speak to someone in a language other than English please telephone the 
Telephone Interpreter Service (TIS) 13 14 50 

LANGUAGE DETAILS 

English If you need an interpreter please call: 13 14 50 

Mandarin 
(Simplified 
Chinese) / 简体中文 

如果您需要翻译，请致电：13 14 50 

Arabic / 13 14 50 :بالرقم اتصل شفھي مترجم إلى  بحاجة كنت إذا العربیة  
Cantonese 
(Traditional 
Chinese) / 繁體中文 

如果你需要傳譯員，請致電：13 14 50 

Vietnamese / 
Tiếng Việt Nếu bạn cần thông dịch viên, xin gọi: 13 14 50 

Korean / 한국어 통역사가 필요할 경우 다음 번호로 전화하시기 바랍니다: 13 
14 50 

Spanish / Español Si necesita un intérprete, llame al 13 14 50 
Persian (Farsi) 
ً  دارید، نیاز مترجم بھ اگر فارسی  / 13 14 50 :کنید تلفن شماره این بھ لطفا  

Dari /  دارید نیاز شفاھی ترجمان یک بھ اگر دری  ً بزنید زنگ 131450 شمارۀ بھ لطفا . 

Punjabi / ਪੰਜਾਬੀ ਜੇਕਰ ਤੁਹਾਨੰੂ ਿਕਸੇ ਦਭੁਾਸ਼ੀਏ ਦੀ ਲੋੜ ਹੈ ਤਾ ਂਿਕਰਪਾ ਕਰਕੇ ਫੋਨ ਕਰੋ: 13 14 
50 

Tamil / த�ழ் 
உங்க�க்� ெமா�ெபயரத்்�ைரப்பாளர ்ஒ�வர ்
ேதைவப்பட்டால் 13 14 50 என்ற எண்ைண 
அைழக்க�ம் 

Greek / Ελληνικά Αν χρειάζεστε διερμηνέα, τηλεφωνήστε: 13 14 50 
Italian / Italiano Se hai bisogno di un interprete, chiama: 13 14 50 
Hazaragi /  گی  ھزاره ً  رید، ده ضرورت ترجمان ده اگھ  بگیرید تماس  13 14 50 شماره ده لطفا . 
Thai / ภาษาไทย หากคุณตอ้งการล่าม กรุณาโทรไปที ่13 14 50 

Karen / ကညကီျိၥ ်
ဖဲနမ့ၢလ်ိၣ်ဘၣ်ပှၤကတိၤကျးိထတံၢတ်ဂၤအခါ၀ံသးစူၤကိးဘၣ်-၁၃၁ 

၄၅၀ တကၢ့.် 
 
Telephone and Interpreter Service 13 14 50 - Canberra and District - 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week 
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