Submission by the Watson Community Association on the DRAFT
MAJOR PLAN AMENDMENT to the TERRITORY PLAN DPA-09

Consultation period: 11 September to 4 November 2025

The Watson Community Association (WCA), Watson Community Association Inc |

Watson local | Watson ACT, Australia, established in the late 1980s and incorporated in
1995, exists to promote the social, economic, and environmental amenity of Watson
residents. Our Constitution outlines our aims to protect and enhance the community’s
physical and cultural environment, foster community spirit, inform residents, and
advocate for their welfare.

This submission addresses the Watson component of the proposed rezoning under
DPA-09.

We note that the proposed rezoning covers parts of Downer, as well as Watson. This
submission focuses on the Watson component of the proposed rezoning.

The submission relies on the Northern Gateway Draft Plan Amendment 09 (DPA-09)
Supporting Report’ (The Supporting Report) published with the ‘DRAFT MAJOR PLAN
AMENDMENT to the TERRITORY PLAN DPA-09’

Summary of the proposed rezoning amendment for Watson

RZ3 rezoning: 85 blocks on the Northbourne side of Molesworth and A’Beckett Streets
would be rezoned from RZ1 to RZ3, enabling block consolidation and construction of
two-storey attached dwellings or apartments (max height 8.5m).

RZ4 rezoning: 6 blocks at the corner of Phillip Avenue and Federal Highway would be
rezoned to RZ4 (max height 12m).

Projected growth: The Supporting Report estimates 1,000 additional residences across
Watson and Downer but does not specify Watson’s share.

Summary of WCA response

WCA has identified RZ2 (Suburban Core) as a viable alternative to the proposed
RZ3/4 zoning. The WCA recommends RZ2 with subdivision into dual occupancy but
excluding block consolidation for large developments. This would allow modest housing
growth while preserving neighbourhood character. This RZ2 zoning could be applied
across the suburb enabling an organic growth in housing aligned with the goals of the
‘missing middle’. The absence of comparative analysis between different rezoning
options suggests the consultation is designed to rubber-stamp a decision already
made, rather than genuinely seek community input. In the absence of net population
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change modelling for the proposed rezoning for Watson, the WCA has undertaken
modelling and finds a net increase of only 1 extra person for every second existing
block, unless all houses are demolished and high-density apartments built- which
would still only be likely to provide a net increase equivalent to 1.5 extra people
per current block. For such a minor increase in net population capacity, it would seem
the only real benefit of such a redevelopment would be developer profits, and increased
rates revenue. Meanwhile, the suburban character of this part of Watson would be
destroyed.

Recommendation: The ACT Government should provide comparative analysis of
multiple rezoning scenarios, including retention of current zoning, RZ2 only, and mixed
zoning approaches, with clear projections of housing outcomes, infrastructure impacts,
and character implications for each option.

Other key issues

e Thisrezoning presented as only option for Watson

e No cumulative impact modelling from the many other proposed high-density
developments in and around Watson

e There-zoning proposal takes a ‘residences’ rather than ‘accommodation’
approach to solving the housing problem

e Absence of proactive community engagement from the ACT Government

e Negative impacts on traffic congestion, community safety, biodiversity and
suburban character

e The proposed rezoning to allow 12 m height on Phillip A is not consistent with
the City and Gateway Urban Design Framework (CaGUDF).

The WCA notes that this proposal has not referred to the WCA document ‘A Plan for the
Growth of Watson, ACT, 2020’ (Attachment A). This document was prepared in
consultation with the Watson community and shared with the ACT government.

False Premise: Rezoning for high-density redevelopment presented as
the Only Option for Watson

The ACT Government's rezoning proposal has been presented to the Watson community
as ifitis the only viable option for this part of Watson to help meet housing targets. This
framing is misleading and limits genuine community input into alternative approaches.

The consultation materials fail to present alternative scenarios or explain why other
options were excluded from consideration. Residents are being asked to comment on a
predetermined outcome rather than participate in meaningful planning decisions about
their suburb's future.



Proposed change presented without cumulative impact analyses from
other local high-density developments proposed

This rezoning proposal is presented without inclusion of comprehensive modelling of
cumulative impacts to the suburban character from the substantial greenfield
Thoroughbred Park, Yowani Golf Course and Kamberra Winery developments opposite
Northbourne Avenue, which together are projected to deliver approximately 6,200 new
residences. Additionally, Watson has other high-density development proposed but not
yet built (former service Station on Windeyer St next to the Watson Shops, Block 74, 76
on Aspinall St, Car-O-Tel site on Aspinall Street, AIE redevelopment). The additionality of
the developments within Watson, and opposite, need to be considered and modelled
together.

These additional developments within, or on the footstep of Watson, are estimated to
account for approximately 30% of the target 30,000 new homes by 2030. Itis
unreasonable to expect Watson residents to bear such a disproportionally large impact.
Watson in recent years has already developed a high number of residences in the
‘missing middle’ and the strain on the local primary school, and childcare centre is
already being felt by residents, and there are many well documented community safety
issues.

Missing Data and Flawed Methodology: No Net Accommodation
Increase Analysis

The proposal's credibility is fundamentally undermined by the absence of rigorous
analysis demonstrating that the proposed rezoning would increase accommodation
capacity in any meaningful way. Instead, it appears to propose the destruction of family
homes and replacement by small units would solve the housing crisis. This
presumption is flawed.

The Housing Arithmetic Problem

The housing crisis is not all about a shortage of houses for people to buy. Itis also about
a shortage of accommodation options. While there is a need to build new residences for
purchase, not allaccommodation needs to be provided by knocking down existing large
residences and building more smaller residences for individual sale. Extra
accommodation can be provided by extending existing houses and attaching flats or
building separate additional dwellings.



Many blocks in the proposed rezoning area have already been developed with dual
occupancies or secondary dwellings, currently accommodating two families (typically
2-4 people per household, including children). The proposal fails to model what
happens when these existing family homes are demolished and replaced with 1-2-
bedroom units.

In the ‘Positive impacts’ section of the supporting report (s2.3) this specifically refers to
“Urban vitality - Additional housing can reinvigorate older neighbourhoods with
underutilised land or aging housing stock.”

The proposed RZ3 area comprises 90 blocks (not 85 as described in the ‘supporting
report’). A walk along impacted areas reveal that more than half have attached flats
(e.g. converted/extended garages), second dwellings, or have been splitinto dual
occupancy blocks. Only 10 dwellings appear in the original condition and ‘aging’. The
remainder of the dwellings have been knocked down and rebuilt, substantially
renovated, extended, or well maintained. The suggestion that this area has
underutilised land and aging housing stock is a misrepresentation of how Watson
residents have maintained, improved and added to the housing stock. The
substantial number of blocks already with additional dwellings indicates that with
supportive building requirements, the residents themselves will make good use of the
‘underutilised land’ to provide additional residences or accommodation. Given the large
number of multi-dwellings, many of which are supporting multi-generational flexible
living, the population density is already higher than the average single dwelling block.

The draft plan amendment does not provide figures for projected net population
increase for the proposed Watson RZ3 area. Considering the high proportion of
existing multi-dwelling blocks, there may only be an incremental uplift in net population
from demolishing these multi-dwelling residences and building 1-2-bedroom
apartments.

WCA has calculated potential net population increase and prepared a comparative
analysis of options. The modelling uses the building guidance figures from the ‘missing
middle’ (dwelling density proposed changes for multi-unit, page 8), assumes an 800sgm
average block size, and that future development would have equal proportion of 1- and
2-bedroom units, or attached row houses. People per bedroom have been estimated
using the ABS statistics (2.3 people for the average dwelling size of 2.8 bedrooms), and
the one-bedroom units are assumed to have one person per unit.

Firstly, to estimate the current population for existing dwellings. This assumes that
where only 1 person lives in a residence, at some point that person will move out and a
larger family or group will move in. This is a reasonable assumption as that currently



when older, aging residents move out, typically their houses are subsequently occupied

by families.

Table 1: Estimates of current dwelling population potential.

Average
people
Number of assumed total per
Existing housing dwellings bedrooms bedrooms block
Number of houses with
extra dwellings 51 6 306 49
extended without extra
dwelling 12 4 48 33
not extended 27 3.5 94.5 29
Existing total 90 5 448.5 4.1

Comparing the current state, with 3 future options

1. Allowing organic growth of extensions, second dwellings, over the next 10 years
assuming 20 dwellings undertake extra works.

2. That all existing houses are replaced with attached smaller houses (with density
according to the ‘Missing Middle’ multi-dwelling densities (page 8)
3. That all existing houses are replaced with apartment developments (with density
according to the ‘Missing Middle’ multi-dwelling densities (page 8)

Table 2: Comparative analysis of current dwellings, organic growth, attached housing redevelopment and apartment

redevelopment.

Extra
Averag compare
Number e extra dto
of assumed | total people | Total | compare | future
Comparative dwelling | bedroom | bedroom | per peopl |dto organic
analyses S S S block ] current growth
Existing total 90 5 449 4.1 368




Option 1.
Future organic
growth: Assume
if no rezoning,
and 20 existing
residences add
extra 2
bedrooms per
residence 90 5.5 498 4.51 | 408.77

Option 2.
Redevelopment
- attached
houses- assume
50% 1 bdr, 50%
2bdr) 367 1.5 550.5 1.23 451 | 83(+22%) | 42(+11%)

Option 3.

Redevelopment
, all apartments
(50% 1bdr, 50%
2bdr) 455 1.5 682.5 1.23 560 | 192(52%) | 151(41%)

To obtain any substantial population uplift, it appears that all existing housing would
need to be demolished and replaced with highest density apartment blocks. This would
destroy the suburban character of this area of Watson.

The more likely acceptable development option to have ‘row houses’, whilst more likely
to retain suburban character, would deliver less than one extra person net population
increase per existing block. When compared to allowing organic extension of existing
housing stock, or adding second dwellings, then the net population increase becomes
insignificant at one extra person every second block. The ACT government would
achieve greater accommodation growth with virtually no impact to the suburban
character, by giving every residential block a ‘Tiny Home’ to rent out.

This comparative analysis provides support for the WCA recommendation for RZ2
rezoning and potentially apply this to a larger area of the suburb. This would prevent
large-scale demolition of housing, enable a more organic growth that retains the
suburban character. Additionally, this provides greater flexibility for multi-generational
housing and supports a more socially cohesive neighbourhood whilst still providing
extra accommodation.



Loss of Family Accommodation: The Hidden Cost of Unit
Development

While the rezoning proposal is framed as addressing housing supply, it fails to
acknowledge or analyse the substantial risk of reducing family-appropriate
accommodation in Watson. This represents a critical oversight with long-term
implications for community composition and social infrastructure.

The Family and Multi-Generational Accommodation Squeeze:

Watson's current housing stock, including dual occupancy developments,
predominantly accommodates families with children and increasingly, multi-
generational households. Many of the house extensions and dual occupancies in
Watson have been specifically built to accommodate three generations of family
members - grandparents, parents, and children living on the same property. Very
specifically, some of these developments have been designed with a future 'aging in
place' strategy by elder homeowners, allowing them to remain connected to family
while maintaining independence.

The proposed rezoning creates strong economic incentives to demolish these multi-
generational family homes and replace them with 1-2-bedroom units targeting singles,
couples, and investors - eliminating this accommodation model. This will lead to
irreversible loss of family and multi-generational housing stock. Once demolished,
family homes and dual occupancies designed for multi-generational living are
economically unviable to rebuild in higher-density zones

Multi-generational housing crisis:

e Watson's dual occupancies specifically enable aging in place while maintaining
family connections and support

e Elderly residents can downsize to the smaller dwelling while adult children
occupy the main house, or vice versa

e This arrangement provides informal care, reduces aged care facility demand, and
maintains family cohesion

e Rezoning destroys this housing model, forcing families to either separate
geographically or seek expensive aged care alternatives

e No mechanism in unit developments to replicate multi-generational living
arrangements



Loss of Suburban Character and Neighbourhood Identity

Watson is an established suburb with a distinctive character defined by its low-density
residential streetscapes, mature tree canopy, generous garden spaces, and cohesive
architectural scale, featuring predominantly single and double-storey homes set within
landscaped gardens, established street trees and private gardens creating continuous
green corridors, and consistent building scale and setbacks that create visual harmony
along quiet residential streets with low traffic volumes. As one of Canberra's oldest
suburbs, Watson has developed a strong sense of community identity and connection
to place, with its historic significance contributing to residents' deep attachment to the
neighbourhood, yet the proposed rezoning threatens to fundamentally and irreversibly
alter this cherished character.

Replacing existing older residential areas with apartment blocks will irreversibly change
the social fabric of the community. Older residents may be forced out by higher land
rates and there will be less accommodation available for families.

Climate Change Impacts of Redeveloping Existing Housing for
Apartments

The proposed rezoning to RZ3, enabling the demolition of 90 detached homes and
construction of up to 455 apartments, is inconsistent with the ACT Government’s
declared climate emergency and legislated emissions reduction targets. The
redevelopment would generate over 12,000 tonnes of upfront CO,e, primarily from
demolition and concrete-heavy construction. While the apartments increase housing
capacity (560 vs 408 residents), the climate benefit is delayed—taking 60-90 years to
offset the carbon debt through operational efficiency alone.

The project would also reduce tree canopy, eliminating natural carbon drawdown,
increasing urban heat island effects, and undermining stormwater resilience. These
impacts directly conflict with the ACT Climate Change Strategy 2019-2025, the Urban
Forest Strategy 2021-2045, and the Living Infrastructure Plan, all of which prioritise low-
carbon development, canopy expansion, and climate-resilient urban design.

Community Safety concerns

As the number of children in the area has increased, so has the amount of ‘street play’.
On the weekends kids will be throwing balls for their dogs, playing street cricket, while
parents socialise on the nature strip. This creates social cohesion focal points,
especially for residents without children.

The proposed redevelopment raises serious community safety concerns that remain
unaddressed. Increased density will generate higher traffic volumes on streets not
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designed for such loads, elevating risks for pedestrians, cyclists, and children walking
to school. Construction vehicles on narrow residential roads pose prolonged hazards
over a multi-year build. Emergency access may be compromised by congestion, street
closures, and limited parking, while fire safety challenges in multi-storey buildings have
not been assessed.

The proposal also risks weakening social cohesion. High-turnover rental apartments
reduce community surveillance, increase anonymity, and diminish informal safety
networks—particularly for vulnerable residents and children. Noise impacts are
understated, with existing levels already elevated due to EPIC proximity. The loss of
private gardens and mature trees further erodes safe outdoor play and passive
surveillance. Critically, the proposal lacks any safety impact assessment, including
traffic modelling, emergency access, crime prevention, or child safety—leaving
significant risks unmitigated.

Community consultation absent

The consultation process for the proposed rezoning has been fundamentally flawed.
Watson residents were not included in key workshops, and decisions affecting their
suburb were made without direct engagement. The proposal lacks essential
information—Watson-specific data, infrastructure assessments, environmental and
traffic studies—making informed feedback impossible. The timeframe was inadequate
for residents to understand complex documents or prepare meaningful submissions,
particularly by being released just before October school holidays impacted the ability
of WCA to engage with impacted residents. The WCA notes that this proposal has not
referred to the WCA document ‘A Plan for the Growth of Watson, ACT, 2020’
(Attachment A). This document was prepared in consultation with the Watson
community and shared with the ACT government.

Traffic and Transport Capacity Issues

The rezoning proposal fails to assess traffic generation, transport capacity, or
cumulative impacts on Watson’s road network and public transport. The ‘Transport
Modelling of Northern Gateway Development Options’ only models impact on
Northbourne avenue traffic, from an estimated extra 1710-1954 residents along the
Downer-Watson corridor. Extra population in Downer will be using the Watson
amenities- the local shops, primary schools, and childcare. Watson’s streets were
designed for low-density use and already experience peak-hour congestion, limited
parking, and inadequate pedestrian and cycling infrastructure. The proposal would
significantly increase vehicle movements, yet provides no modelling of additional trips,
parking demand, or school traffic impacts. Public transport is insufficient—light rail is
already at peak capacity, and bus services are infrequent and poorly connected. The
proposal relies on a “transit-oriented development” rationale without committing to



transport upgrades. Traffic modelling excludes major nearby developments at Yowani
and Thoroughbred Park, despite their scale.

Environmental Impact: Urban Forestry and Ecosystem Services Under
Threat

The proposed rezoning of Watson threatens the suburb’s mature tree canopy and
garden spaces, which currently deliver vital ecosystem services. These include cooling
through shade, stormwater absorption, air purification, biodiversity support, and visual
amenity. The shift to higher-density development under RZ3 allows 65% site coverage,
drastically reducing space for landscaping and incentivising removal of mature trees.
Without meaningful environmental safeguards, the cumulative impact across the
suburb will be severe and irreversible. The proposal lacks any environmental impact
assessment, biodiversity analysis, or tree protection mechanisms, and offers no
strategy to mitigate the loss of green infrastructure.

Key concerns:

e Loss of mature trees and gardens: Development pressure and limited
landscaping space will eliminate established canopy and habitat.

e Stormwater and flood risk: Increased hard surfaces and reduced permeability
will heighten runoff, erosion, and infrastructure strain.

e Biodiversity decline: Habitat fragmentation and tree removal will reduce
species viability and ecosystem resilience.

The proposed rezoning for Watson is not consistent with the CaGUDF

The proposed developmentis both larger and denser than proposed in the CaGUDF
released in 2018, which nominated a thin strip bordering Northbourne for rezoning to
8.5m height. The proposed 12 m height for Phillip Av is not consistent with the CaGUDF.

Pressure on Schools and education

Majura primary schoolis already at capacity, as is the childcare centre. By forcing
parents to drive further afield to take children to school and childcare, this means they
will not be using public transport and traffic problems will be exacerbated. Inthe
Supporting report, it is stated ..’ Education have advised that there is capacity within the
surrounding schools that will be able to cater for the extra students, ... at some time in
the future extra there will likely be need for extra schools in the area’.
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This does essentially seem to be kicking the can down the road, when rather, a clear
strategic plan is needed to demonstrate that when the time arrives there is a plan fora
new school ready to build.

Reduce housing type choices

The Supporting report lists as a positive point.

...Increased housing choice — Rezoning to higher order residential zones will result in
additional housing diversity that can cater more effectively to the needs of Canberra’s
population within existing residential areas, by offering flexible and diverse living
arrangements...

The ABS census shows that Canberra already has a higher percentage than average of
apartment and unit housing (51%, Australian average 27%). Replacing house blocks
with high density apartments will further reduce housing choices, notincrease it. Less
houses means less choices for large families, forcing these families to outer suburbs.
All development already planned for Watson and nearby is for unit and row house
developments. Consequently, retaining suburban block housing is critical to support
true housing choices.
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