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1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
The Watson Community Association Inc. (WCA) is providing a response to proposed Draft 
Variation (No. 261) to the ACT Territory Plan. This proposed variation is to change the land use 
policy over Part Block 2 and Part Block 3 Section 75 Watson from the class ‘Entertainment 
Accommodation and Leisure’ to the class ‘Residential’ land-use policy and for Block 5 Section 75 
Watson to class ‘Urban Open Space’ land-use policy. The subject area includes ‘Canberry Fair’ 
(also known as ‘Australian Heritage Village’). The variation is sought so that 316 new residences 
can be constructed on the subject land.  
 
The WCA requested NHC to prepare an interim assessment of the heritage values of Canberry 
Fair. In undertaking this project, NHC Principal Consultant, Dr Johan Kamminga has reviewed 
background documents, interviewed informants and undertaken a field inspection of Canberry 
Fair. An inventory of structures and features was compiled, and the history of Canberry Fair and 
its architect and master planner summarised. 
 
The previous heritage assessment of Canberry Fair did not explicitly assess the heritage values 
of most of the built environment comprising the Canberry Fair Precinct. Whilst the assessment is 
provisional, it is concluded that the Canberry Fair Precinct and variously its components can be 
accorded heritage value assessments that range from definitely ‘Meets’ to probably ‘High’.  
 
It is recommended that ACTPLA require a new cultural heritage assessment to guide its decision 
making in relation to the proposed draft variation of the Territory Plan.  
 
 
Declaration of associations  
This report has been prepared by Dr Johan Kamminga, Principal of National Heritage 
Consultants, for the Watson Community Association Inc. Dr Kamminga is a resident of Watson 
and a member of Watson Community Association Inc, and will be making an individual 
submission to ACTPLA concerning the proposed variation. Dr Kamminga previously prepared an 
impact and cultural heritage values assessment report in relation to a housing development in 
Gungahlin undertaken by a construction company that shares management with the Village 
Building Company Pty Ltd. Dr Kamminga also has undertaken a number of professional 
consultancy assignments for Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd which prepared the 2004 
cultural heritage report concerning the subject land.  



 

 
2.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
The Watson Community Association Inc. (WCA) is responding to a public notice by the ACT 
government calling for community consultation in relation to proposed Draft Variation (No. 261) to 
the ACT Territory Plan. The Territory Plan is the planning instrument prepared for Territory Land 
as provided for in the Australian Capital Territory (Planning and Land Management) Act 1988. 
Subject to consideration of responses received, ACTPLA proposes to submit this draft variation to 
the Minister for Planning in accordance with the Land Act. 
 
 

 
Figure 1 Location of the subject land (From The Village 
Building Company 2007:1). 

 
In January 2005 a Planning Study was submitted to ACTPLA by he lessor or the subject land 
requesting a Variation to the Territory Plan for Section 75 Watson to permit redevelopment for 
residential uses. ACTPLA evaluated the Planning Study and concluded that residential uses are 
appropriate for the site. The ACT Government has approved the direct grant of the adjacent land, 
part Block 2 Section 75 Watson subject to the outcome of the Territory Plan variation process. 
 
The draft Plan variation proposes to change the land use policy over Part Block 2 and Part Block 
3 Section 75 Watson from the class ‘Entertainment Accommodation and Leisure’ to the class 
‘Residential’ land-use policy and for Block 5 Section 75 Watson to class ‘Urban Open Space’ 
land-use policy (Figure 1). The subject area includes ‘Canberry Fair’, which has been renamed 
‘Australian Heritage Village’ by the current owners.  
 



 

The owners seek the variation so that they can construct 316 new residences on the subject land. 
These proposed residences include freestanding houses, flats and blocks of terraces collectively 
described as ‘affordable housing’. The proposed housing estate will be densely populated 
(effectively medium to high density residential). 
 
 
3.0 HERITAGE ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY  
 
3.1 Review of background documentation 
In preparing this interim report the following documents have been consulted: 

• Report by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants: Part Block 2 & Block 3, Section 75, 
Watson, ACT. Cultural Heritage Assessment. Report to McCann Property & Planning, 
September 2004. 

• Report by The Village Building Company: North Watson Heritage Village. Affordable 
Housing Planning Study. Block 3 and Part of Block 2, Section 75, Watson. February 
2007. 

 
Other relevant documents are listed in the references. 
 
Documents requested by the WCA under provision of FOI legislation but which were not available 
by the time of writing are relevant files held in the Chief Ministers Department, ACPLA, the ACT 
Heritage Unit, and the ACT Department of Land Development. A crucial document not located at 
the time this report was written is an A3 size booklet, approximately 20-pages long, which details 
final concept plans and sketches for Canberry Fair.  
 
Dr Kamminga made a number of attempts to locate and consult with a key informant, Mr John 
Nott, formerly of the architectural firms of Brian Dowling & Associates; however, all these efforts 
were unsuccessful. Mr Nott had been closely involved in the interior and exterior design and 
construction of the Canberry Fair buildings and there is no doubt that he will be able to provide 
pertinent information about the inspiration, Master Plan and construction details of Canberry Fair. 
Mr Nott last worked for MBA Group Training Inc. (ACT), teaching the Front Line Management 
course, Cert II and Cert III Business and Cert III Construction; his present whereabouts is 
unknown and it is inferred that he has retired. 
 
3.2 Consultation and interviews  
A number of phone interviews were held with relevant informants, including: 

• Mrs Robin Dowling, resident of Reid, ACT, widow of the architect Brian Dowling the 
master planner and architect for Canberry Fair. 

• Mr Ken Dowling, retired city engineer and older brother of Brian Dowling, currently 
residing in Melbourne.  

• Mr Steve Payne, Manager, Dezignteam Architectural Projects, Manuka. 
• Mr Greg Edwards, Principal Architect of BDA Architects, Turner (the successor company 

to Bryan Dowling & Associates). 
• Mr Albert (Alby) Sedaitis, one of the two original owners of Canberry Fair, now a resident 

of Merimbula, NSW. 
 
3.3 Field inspection 
Canberry Fair and its immediately surrounding area were briefly inspected by Dr Kamminga on 
two occasions in October-December 2007. To further facilitate this assessment of the heritage 
values of Canberry Fair the WCA requested permission from the Agent L J Hooker to inspect the 
interiors of the vacant Canberry Fair buildings it directly controlled. However, on behalf of the 
owners Olenty Holdings the Agent advised the coordinator of the WCA’s Australian Heritage 
Village Action group that the WCA’s request had been considered and the request for permission 
to access these building was denied. This denial of access has compromised the current re-
assessment of the heritage values of Canberry Fair. More generally it may also have 
compromised the community consultation process required in relation to proposed Territory Plan 
Draft Variation 261.  
 
 



 

4.0 INVENTORY OF THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT OF CANBERRY FAIR 
 
Field inspections by Kamminga were carried out after background reading and interviews and the 
following list of relevant structures and features recorded. Only limited time was available and 
therefore this list is necessarily provisional; it should not be regarded as a comprehensive or 
entirely accurate inventory of structures and cultural features at Canberry Fair. Identifications of 
structures and features, and the functions and histories of buildings will need to be subject to 
further research and verification. It should be noted that permission to inspect the interiors of a 
number of the buildings was declined by the owner company of Canberry Fair. 
 
# Structure/Feature Description/Comments Figure No. 
1 Clancy’s Colonial Inn 

 
Two story building of brick and timber 
construction, with a corrugated iron roof. 
Georgian coach-house style exterior with 
beautiful scrolled cornices and plaster 
rosettes in the ceiling, especially in the 
upstairs function room. 
 
Clancy’s Restaurant was upstairs. The 
building has full facilities for a hotel and 
restaurant including a commercial kitchen.  
 
Currently vacant after the owner company 
declined to provide a lease satisfactory to the 
former lessees. 
 

Fig. 2 

2 The Old Winery (and Cellar 
Bar) 
 

Single story building with a large wine cellar 
(formerly Cellar Bar); brick and timber 
construction; shingle roof; slate in the cellar 
was brought in from Melbourne; ?Imported 
timber. 
 
An occasional fireworks shop. Currently an 
art studio (screen prints) leased by Dianne 
Fogwell. 
 

Figs 3-6 

3 Old Stables Building  
 

Two story brick building with a centre loft in 
front of Spit Roast; internal timber beams, 
and corrugated iron roof; ground floor ad loft 
have timber floors and 300 by 300 mm timber 
beams; the interior is not colonial replica 
construction; this building is fitted with a 
commercial kitchen, cool room, bar and male 
and female toilets.  
 
Originally built as a restaurant and dance hall. 
Current lessee is Cheryl Armstrong, trading 
as Ristal Threads. 
 

Figs 7-8 

4 Wishing well  
 

Located in front of the Old Stables Building. 
In good condition. No further information 
about this structure is available. 
 

Fig. 9 

5 Administration Building, 
Ticket Office and Information 
Centre of Canberry Fair  

Two story building, brick with internal timber 
beams corrugated iron roof; beautiful building 
as beautiful scrolled cornices, with polished 
timber floors; has bays of male and female 
toilets;  

Figs 10-12 



 

 
Current lessee is Cheryl Armstrong trading as 
Stadia Handcrafts, A lace business operated 
from the southern end of this building in the 
1990s. This was successful but the rent was 
raised and the business owner therefore 
moved to Federation Square. 
 

6 Cottage Industries Building 
 

Single story weatherboard building 
comprising four shops; timber with corrugated 
iron roof; internal walls appear to be rendered 
brick; roof slopes on a high pitch with two 
apexes running north south.  
From left: skillion annex, blacksmith’s 
workshop with forge (forge now removed), 
and then two shops (one had been a ‘lolly 
shop’, and the other may have been Cobb 
and Co) 
 
All shops are currently vacant; a former 
lessee of one shop in about 2004-5 was a 
computer IT company; while the building 
remained empty for a long time there were 
other business there from time to time. 
 

Figs 13-18 

7 Mill House (with mill-wheel 
and race to return water to 
the main pond) 

Located on the northwest side of the pond 
and next to the Formula 1 Motel, a single 
story timber building, with shingle roof, brick 
with internal timber beams; a ?belltower or 
gantry on the roof. 
 
A photo taken on 28/11/1981, during the 
construction of Canberry Fair, states: 
“Canberry Fair's shingle-roofed mill house will 
have a working millwheel and will be the 
place for morning and afternoon teas”. 
 
A visitor to Canberry Fair has advised that the 
mill house and water wheel and mill is one of 
only three in Australia. This information is not 
yet corroborated nor clarified.  
 
Currently the mill house is vacant and is 
neglected. 
 

Figs 19-23 

8 Main Pond (Mill Pond) 
 

Originally there were pedal boats in the pond, 
but during the period of current ownership a 
swan ride was created during the failed fun-
park venture. A jetty and exit to a swan ride 
are located on the southern side of the pond; 
on the eastern side there is a boardwalk 
entrance to the swan ride, and on the 
southern side a former ice creamery; there 
are two water fountains below water level in 
the centre of the millpond. However, the 
motors, pumps for the fountains were stolen 
in about 2003. 
 

Figs 24-26 

9 Tributary Catchment Pond  A small catchment pond (c. 25 m by 8 m) on Figs 27-29 



 

the southeast margin of Canberry Fair 
precinct with a modern Southern Cross 
windmill of steel construction and a bore at 
the front of the coach house (the pond was 
used to pump water to the main pond). The 
pond had a covered viewing platform built of 
Oregon. This roof of this platform is wood 
shingle, but it is in serious disrepair. The 
platform was used by children for remote 
control boats (no charge was made for this). 
 

10 Possum Gully Railway 
Station 
 

A single story timber structure of shiplapped 
timber cladding consistent with colonial 
construction (with more recent iron garage 
structure added during the period of current 
ownership by Olenty Holdings Pty Ltd since 
1993). The context of this building is 
compromised by unsympathetic overlay 
zoning development of Formula 1 motel and 
service station. 
 

Figs 30-31 

11 Ticket Box for the Mini Golf 
Course (associated with Mini 
Golf Course) 

Small structure of shiplapped timber 
construction, painted in inappropriate colours. 
Construction appears to date to the original 
Canberry Fair, but used and possibly 
modified afterwards as well. Located adjacent 
to a steel gate to the ‘back block’ which was 
installed later during the period of the 
unsuccessful fun park.  
 

Figs 32-33 

12 Children’s Soft Drink Building 
(later called the ‘spit roast 
building’) 
 

A double story timber (Australian hardwood) 
building opposite the mill house and next to 
Possum Gully Railway Station.  
Upstairs there is a timber loft. Fitted with a 
commercial kitchen and public toilets. 
Shiplapped timber cladding (showing radial 
saw marks). There is also an associated main 
switchboard building disguised as an 
‘outhouse’ of the Children’s Soft Drink 
Building. The construction and finish of this 
outhouse is consistent with the main building. 
 
This building may have been a restaurant. 
‘Canberra Spit Roast’ operated in this 
building in the 1990s, but it appears that there 
may have been a dispute with the current 
owners of Canberry Fair and the lessee 
moved to Mitchell.  
 
The Village Building Company states that it 
intends to preserve this building as a 
‘community centre or hall’. 
 

Figs 34-36 

13 Village Hall (inferred function) 
 

Single story structure, with corrugated iron 
roof. Originally no walls, but only a timber 
frame supporting a roof. Apparently used as 
an open-air dining room and dance hall (in 
effect a village or community hall). 
Originally had dining tables. 

No figure 



 

Now enclosed with an external wall with 
plywood packing cases from DAS. 
Formerly leased around 2003-2004 by Rick 
Carmichael trading as Blasted Glass. 

14 Main Open-Air Stage and 
Stadium 

A raised stage and steel framework for a 
cyclorama facing an expanse of relatively 
level ground on the eastern side of Canberry 
Fair precinct. This was the location of John 
Farnham’s launch of his ‘Whispering Jack’ 
album in 1986. Members of his band returned 
during his last Australian tour in 2004 to 
reminisce about their 1986 concert. 
 
The stage and associated structure have 
been neglected and are in a state of 
disrepair. 
 

Fig. 37 

    
 Incomplete Structures   
15 Chinese Joss House 

Foundation Slab 
Concrete slab intended for the foundation of a 
Chinese Joss House – this building was 
never completed at the time Canberry Fair 
was opened to the public in 1982  
 

No figure 

 Buildings destroyed    
16 Old Trading Post (burned 

down prior to 2001) 
 

An ice creamery and hot dog stand formerly 
located on the northwest side of the millpond 
adjacent to the pier (the exit for the swan 
ride). 
 

No figure 

    
 Buildings constructed by the owner or lessees in the 1990s  
17 Ticket box for the children’s 

rides 
No information recorded. No figure 

18 Coach House Single story building with a facade of fibro 
sheeting, and timber frame with steel 
cladding. Built either by the current owners of 
Canberry Fair or by a lessee (or jointly) in the 
1980s or early 1990s.  
The lessee built timber coaches, and had an 
informal ‘coach museum’. 

Fig. 38 
 

 
5.0 HISTORY OF CANBERRY FAIR 
 
Canberry Fair was conceived by two notable Canberra identities, the restaurateur Albert Sedaitis 
and former USSR Trade Commissioner, businessman and ASIO agent the late Laurie Matheson 
(see Ellis 1995), who formed a partnership to facilitate the venture. The name derives from the 
colonial-era pastoral property ‘Canberry’ where the ANU is now located.  
 
Much has been written about the early history of Canberry Fair, but not all of it accurate. 
According to Albert Sedaitis, originally the village was intended to be a meeting place for planned 
equestrian facilities and activities that were to be the core business. There was already a National 
Equestrian Facility adjacent to Canberry Fair owned by a QC and Member of Parliament, and Mt 
Ginn racing track. The plan was to develop this facility further into a major equestrian centre with 
“warm blooded horses” such as imported Mongolian thoroughbreds, and facilities such as 
stables. A hotel consistent with the architectural style of Canberry Fair also was planned. Mr 
Sedaitis is emphatic that it was never intended to be a ‘fun fair’ or amusement park, though prior 
to the official opening and later some ‘fun fair ‘style facilities were included to generate much 



 

needed cash flow. The fundamental original vision of the partners he colonial and vernacular style 
of the buildings 
 
Canberry Fair was unofficially opened on New Years Eve 1981, and later officially opened by 
Malcolm Fraser, the Prime Minister of Australia, in April 1982. Reportedly upwards of 20,000 
people joined the celebration at the unofficial opening, and traffic was banked up along the 
Federal Highway as far as Canberra Racecourse (A. Sedaitis, pers.com.). 
 
In the early 1980s, Canberry Fair comprised a wide range of businesses and attractions. The 
Chamber Pot Antique Shop was managed by Leo Huys, (father of consultant archaeologist Stuart 
Huys), Clancy’s Colonial Inn had a restaurant upstairs, where according to Robin Dowling (pers. 
comm.) the food was excellent. Clancy’s Colonial Inn and Clancy’s Restaurant remained a 
popular venue until very recent times. A small steam train (for mine and cane hauling) was 
brought from Echuca and operated by an ‘engineer’ and ‘stationmaster’. A large circus tent (which 
can be seen in the background in Figure 26), brought the circus to the village, at least in 
children’s imagination). Arts and crafts were sold in the stores, blacksmithing was demonstrated, 
there were family picnics and barbecues (especially the open area around the pond), dances, 
Christmas parties (including Woolworth), catered receptions of all kinds and other special 
occasions at Canberry Fair. According to informants weddings were commonly held at Canberry 
Fair. For at least some of these wedded couples the photos and the memories of the major event 
in their lives, the ceremony and celebration at Canberry Fair, create a deeply personal and 
enduring link with place; perhaps more so if the officiation at the marriage was religious.  
 
Canberry Fair hosted special events, live bands, and clowns such as Dominic Mico, who added a 
multicultural flavour to the entertainment. A caption for a photo taken at Canberry Fair on 21 
December 1984 states: “The Bills Brothers present an animated show at Canberry Fair. They are 
a trio of bird puppets dressed in glitter suits, in a set that recreates an old-time theatre box” (ACT 
Heritage Library Image 008333). A caption for another photo in the ACT Government Archives 
reads “Captain James Cook, alias Mr Phillip Bevan, of Cooma enjoys a cup of billy tea after 
cutting a giant marble cake shaped as an Australian flag at Canberry Fair's Australia Day [26 
January 1985] celebrations” (ACT Heritage Library Image 007676). In 1986 the main stadium 
(which has a raised stage and framework for a cyclorama) was the location of John Farnham’s 
launch of his ‘Whispering Jack’ album. Several smaller band venues around Canberry Fair also 
were used for live music. 
 
Canberry Fair was a focal point for groups gathering and re-grouping before and after outdoor 
activities in the adjacent Nature Reserve, such as bushwalking, bird watching, horse riding and 
scouting and leadership training. It can also be said that many Canberrans visited Canberry Fair 
in its quieter times for it’s ambience alone.  
 
In the 1980s, despite its ups and downs, and its eventual financial decline, for reasons suggested 
below, in the 1980s Canberry Fair was an intrinsic part of Canberra’s social and cultural life.  
 
On 24 December 1979 the USSR invaded Afghanistan and following the lead of the US, Australia 
declared a trade embargo against the USSR. This government action had a serious financial 
impact on Canberry Fair, since Matheson, who was a trade commissioner and ASIO agent owned 
an import-export business called ‘Commercial 'Bureau’ that traded in Russia. It was Matheson 
who was the major financer of Canberry Fair, and his business was now in serious trouble. The 
funding for ongoing construction of Canberry Fair vanished overnight and the partners had to 
secure a further finance from the ANZ Bank (Albert Sedaitis, pers. comm.).  
 
Despite this, according to Albert Sedaitis, during the first six months of trade Canberry Fair was “a 
huge success” generating a turnover of over a million dollars. However, the partners were unable 
to keep up with loan repayments during a period of high interest rates which had risen to an 
unprecedented 18%. “The timing was our problem; had we not borrowed so heavily we would still 
be there” (Albert Sedaitis, pers. comm.). 
 
The ANZ Bank appointed a PriceWaterhouseCooper receiver-manager who leased Canberry Fair 
to Stan Durkin an amusements operator based in Sydney. Durkin installed further children’s 



 

entertainment, such as carnival rides, which altered the fundamental character of Canberry Fair, 
and shifted its commercial emphasis far more towards a fun-park for children. Ultimately, and 
perhaps inevitably, this fun-park venture failed and the business went bankrupt. The Canberry 
Fair premises and its Territory lease were sold at auction to the present owners, a consortium of 
developers, in February 1993. 
 
 
6 MASTER PLAN AND ARCHITECTURE OF CANBERRY FAIR 
 
Canberry Fair was designed by Bryan Dowling, a leading (and acclaimed) Australian architect 
and urban planner. Based first in Melbourne and later in Canberra Dowling worked both in 
Australia and overseas. Bryan Dowling passed away in 2004 while on a final inspection of his 
refurbishment of the Seahorse Inn in Boydtown, NSW.  
 
During his early career Dowling worked for Roy Simpson, one of the partners of Yuncken 
Freeman Architects, a respected architectural firm in Melbourne. During this time Roy Simpson 
designed the Federal Court building in Canberra and was the master planner of the ANU campus 
and La Trobe University (he was subsequently awarded the 1997 RAIA Gold Medal; see Simpson 
1997). Mrs Robin Dowling reported that her husband was responsible for the master plan of La 
Trobe University as well as being involved in a number of other high profile projects.  
 
In the 1970 Dowling established his own architecture firm in Canberra. He had a flair for 
originality and innovation” (Dowling and Dowling 2004) and has to his personal credit Kingston 
Towers, Ridges Hotel on Capital Hill near Parliament House, the Pavilion Hotel on Northbourne 
Avenue, the Airport Hotel in Queanbeyan and the National Headquarters of the Australian 
Medical Association in Barton. He was both highly creative and peripatetic – for instance, he 
designed a stained glass window as well as the Performing Arts Centre at Ivanhoe Girls 
Grammar School in Melbourne (Mrs Dowling advises that the school named a hall after him). He 
was the master planner for Hillcrest Christian College, Ayre Hill Cranbourne, St Catherine’s Girls 
School, Toorak, Lowther Hall, Essendon and a number of other schools. He was also an 
ecclesiastical architect and designed churches in a number of Australian towns and cities such as 
Wagga, Darwin and Mt Macedon (his brother is Owen Dowling, former Bishop of Canberra). His 
design of the Church of the Resurrection in Macedon is described as “stunning architecture”, and 
his architecture in general has been described as “an architecture of light” (evident for instance in 
the Pavilion Hotel). 
 
According to a 2007 sales leaflet one of his finest buildings, Kingston Tower, “continues to 
provide the benchmark to which other apartment buildings are compared”, “and is still arguably 
one of Canberra’s finest apartment buildings”. Similarly, Arlberg Hotham Resort Hotel in the 
Victorian snow fields is described as “an innovative design for its time” (Dowling and Dowling 
2004).  
These accolades are corroborated by the awards Dowling won, which included the American 
Institute of Architects Award for Design Excellence in 1968, a Royal Australian Institute of 
Architects award for a building in Canberra, the Master Builders Association Project of the Year 
Award in 1991, and the award for the MBA House of the Year in 1992.  
 
It is only incidental to his career but avocationally Bryan Dowling was a superb bass-baritone 
opera singer, trained by Dame Joan Hammond, and he performed with the Canberra Opera, 
Victorian Opera, and South Australian Opera Company (Dowling and Dowling 2004).  
 
Reportedly also contributing to the design of buildings at Canberry Fair was Mr Frank Arnold of 
Quantum Ideas Bureau in Manuka, and Mr John Nott who at the time was a staff member of 
Bryan Dowling & Associates.  
 
Bryan Dowling’s wife, Robin, stated that ‘each building was based on one from a different part of 
Australia, and there was a lot of effort to bring in special building materials; one was a black slate 
from Melbourne.’ She also stated that Canberry Fair was very expensive to build, but a “great 
vision” and “ahead of its time”. She said that there was “nothing trendy or flamboyant” about 
Canberry Fair and that her husband had been very careful about the accuracy of details such as 



 

flooring and exposed timbers (the flooring in one of the main buildings is now carpeted over). Mrs 
Dowling’s parting comment during one interview was “it’s a terrible shame what’s been done 
since”. 
 
 
7 PREVIOUS HERITAGE STUDY AND ASSESSMENT OF CANBERRY FAIR 
 
In 2003 Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd was commissioned by McCann Property & 
Planning to prepare a cultural heritage assessment report for the currently proposed Territory 
Plan variation (Navin Officer 2004). The main objectives of this heritage study were to: 

• Identify the Aboriginal and European heritage items within the study areas. 
• Assess the significance of Aboriginal and European heritage sites within the study areas. 
• Identify those sites that warrant permanent conservation and are a permanent constraint 

to disturbance within the study areas. 
• Identify areas where further information is required to make an assessment on the 

heritage value of a site.  
• Provide management recommendations to achieve protection for those sites that warrant 

it. 
 
Field surveys were conducted in August and September 2003. Notably, the purpose of these field 
survey was to “Determine if Aboriginal and historical sites [emphasis added] were located within 
the areas under investigation”, and “Identify any Aboriginal and European historical sites, and 
archaeologically sensitive areas” (Navin Officer 2004:3). Thus the focus of the report was on 
Aboriginal objects (and sites) and on non-Aboriginal colonial-era sites, structures and features.  
 
The history of the Canberry Fair precinct was summarized in Section 5.2 of the report. This 
summary is not entirely consistent with the account provided in Section 5 of the present report. 
For instance, Canberry Fair is not ”a replica of an early 1900s Australian Village”, but a recreation 
of a nineteenth century village, with its buildings modeled on ones that exist in different parts of 
Australia.  
 
It is only part of the story that the business went into initial receivership because “ ... the attraction 
became economically unviable” which applies to the ill-conceived successor carnival or ‘fun-park’ 
venture. An alternative explanation for the financial distress of the original partnership has been 
provided by the surviving founding partner, Mr Alby Sedaitis (pers. comm.).  
 
The report noted that no Aboriginal sites have been previously identified within the subject land. 
During the course of the field investigation of the subject land two Aboriginal artefact scatters 
were identified, code named CF1 (Canberry Fair 1) and CF2 (Canberry Fair 2). Both sites were 
considered to be of low heritage significance. 
 
It was reported that no sites of non-Aboriginal heritage significance had been previously identified 
or recorded within the subject land. One European structural heritage item and 11 items of 
European moveable heritage were identified within the subject land, and one European heritage 
item was identified adjacent to the land. 
 
The structural heritage item was an engraved wooden post with a metal ‘1982 CANBERRY FAIR’ 
dedication plaque. Navin Officer considered the item to have local heritage significance. All 11 
moveable heritage items were not considered significant as heritage items. The heritage item 
identified adjacent to the subject land, a small park to the northeast with a commemoration to 
fallen soldiers and a line of memorial tree plantings, was considered to be of local heritage 
significance. 
 
It was recommended that if the Aboriginal sites are to be directly impacted then the artefacts be 
salvaged and securely stored in a place advised by the ACT Heritage Unit, Environment ACT. For 
the single European heritage structure identified within the study area it was recommended that 
consideration should be given to the following: 

• Detailed recording of the item be undertaken before works commence; 



 

• Removal and storage of the item (archaeological monitoring of excavation works should 
be undertaken by a qualified archaeologist); and  

• Subsequent to development, replacement of the item as a feature of historical interest 
and heritage significance as close as possible to its original position or in another equally 
prominent position in the redeveloped site. 

 
A copy of the cultural heritage study report was submitted to ACTPLA as part of Volume 2 of a 
planning study report. It is likely that ACTPLA referred the cultural heritage report to the ACT 
Heritage Unit for review. The text of the assessment of the cultural heritage report was not 
available to Kamminga. 
 
Following the wording of the Navin Officer cultural heritage report, the Village Building Company 
(2007) has offered recommendations to minimise potential impacts on Aboriginal and non-
Aboriginal heritage sites. 
 
The Village Building Company (2007) also considered that the proposed construction works may 
indirectly impact on the park to the northeast and adjacent to the proposed development area, 
which contains a commemoration to fallen soldiers and a line of memorial tree plantings. It 
therefore recommended that: 

• Temporary fencing be erected where construction work occurs within 10 metres of the 
park and the display of signage at that location, which identifies the area as a restricted 
zone. 

• The site should be clearly marked on the detailed design plans as a restricted area, and 
during site induction activities, the item should be identified to construction workers as an 
item of heritage significance and, where appropriate, a restricted area. 

• Any temporary fencing and signage should be removed at the conclusion of works at that 
location. 

 
The company proposed that as part of site induction for all staff engaged on the project, cultural 
heritage awareness training should be undertaken to explain the following: 

• Presence of heritage items within and/or adjacent to the proposed development area; 
• The need to keep away from heritage items in the vicinity of the proposed development 

area that are not directly affected by the works; and 
• What to do if a heritage item is found during the works. 

 
The company noted that there is potential for additional heritage items to be encountered during 
construction of the proposed development. The following procedures apply in the event of the 
discovery of additional Indigenous and Non-Indigenous heritage items: 

• Work should cease immediately in the area of the find and the office of the Heritage Unit, 
• Environment ACT, should be notified; and 
• Works should only recommence following clearance by the appropriate authorities. 

 
There is no point of disagreement over the identifications and recommendations concerning 
Aboriginal heritage. However, a crucial omission is identified in the heritage assessment of 
Canberry Fair (see Navin Officer 2004:22), in that the only part of the built environment of 
Canberry Fair that is explicitly assessed (excluding portable material culture) is the inscribed 
memorial post mentioned above.  
 
 
8 CURRENT REVIEW OF THE HERITAGE ASSESSMENT OF CANBERRY FAIR 
 
A cultural heritage assessment of the subject land was carried out in 1993-1994 (Navin Officer 
2004) did not include specific evaluations of most of the individual structures and features 
comprising the Canberry Fair built environment, nor of Canberry Fair as a general entity. The 
1994 cultural heritage assessment report instead focussed on Aboriginal and colonial-era cultural 
heritage. The fundamental issue is that it is not necessary for cultural heritage to be ‘old’ for it to 
have significant heritage values, especially in the context of a relatively young city such as the 
national capital of Canberra. The Heritage Act 2004 recognises this, and it is implicitly 



 

acknowledged in the list of registered heritage places. The Navin Officer report (2004) also 
acknowledges that cultural heritage significance is not always or necessarily time-dependant, 
since the post with the inscribed plaque recording the official opening of Canberry Fair by 
Malcolm Fraser is accorded sufficient heritage value for a recommendation to protect and 
preserve it. It logically follows that if this memorial post, which signifies the concept and creation 
of Canberry Fair, has been assessed for heritage values so should Canberry Fair in general and 
all of its individual components.  
 
For the purpose of decision making about the proposed rezoning of the subject land and 
proposed destruction of Canberry Fair ACTPLA should be advised to set aside the 2004 cultural 
heritage assessment report and call for a new assessment by a cultural heritage professional. 
 
Furthermore, there is evidence that Canberry Fair has cultural heritage values that may be 
sufficient to require preservation and conservation of Canberry Fair as a whole, or in part to an 
extent greater than that proposed by the Village Building Co (the applicant for variation of the 
Territory Plan) At the current time the Village Building Co proposes to preserve only the memorial 
post with the inscribed plaque and a single building (as a community hall, and not for heritage 
values). 
 
The ACT Heritage Register contains details of places and objects of significance to the ACT 
protected under ACT law. The Heritage Act 2004 (‘the Act’) provides for the conservation of 
heritage places and objects to achieve the greatest sustainable benefit to the community. This 
recognises that heritage places and objects are irreplaceable assets and finite resources. Under 
s.25 of the Act the Heritage Council may make Heritage Guidelines in relation to the conservation 
of the heritage significance of places or objects.  
 
Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present 
or future generations. Cultural significance is embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, 
associations, meanings, records, related places and related objects. Places may have a range of 
values for different individuals or groups, and cultural significance may change as a result of the 
continuing history of the place. Similarly, understanding of cultural significance may change as a 
result of new information that comes to hand. The term ‘cultural significance’ is synonymous with 
‘heritage significance’ and ‘cultural heritage value’. 
 
For a place or an object to be determined as having heritage significance it must satisfy one or 
more of the legislative criteria. Provisional or indicative ratings against each criterion are: 

High = meets to a high degree: excellent example or unique (with strong evidence). 
Meets = meets to a limited degree: one of a number, demonstrated some features 
(and/or  has limited supporting evidence eg documentation is limited). 
Not Met / NA = does not have supporting evidence to demonstrate it meets this criteria, 
or  is not applicable. 

 
Provisional or indicative assessment against the criteria specified in s.10 of the ACT Heritage Act 
2004 is as follows: 
 
(a) it demonstrates a high degree of technical or creative achievement (or both), by 
showing qualities of innovation, discovery, invention or an exceptionally fine level of 
application of existing techniques or approaches; 
Canberry Fair or components probably “Meets”, and possibly in some respects “High” in terms of 
this criterion. 
 
 
(b) it exhibits outstanding design or aesthetic qualities valued by the community or a 
cultural group; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets, and may be High in whole or component parts in terms of this 
criterion. 
 
 



 

(c) it is important as evidence of a distinctive way of life, taste, tradition, religion, land use, 
custom, process, design or function that is no longer practised, is in danger of being lost 
or is of exceptional interest; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets, and may be High in whole or in component parts in terms of this 
criterion, even though it is post-Colonial in age. Canberry Fair is also representative of a class of 
contemporary recreated Colonial-era settlement built for the purposes of education, recreation, 
leisure and commerce. 
 
 
(d) it is highly valued by the community or a cultural group for reasons of strong or special 
religious, spiritual, cultural, educational or social associations; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets and is likely to be demonstrated to be High in terms of this criterion, 
both in terms of the community response to date and by subsequent social survey and 
professional evaluation. The local community, WCA and individual response to the call for 
community consultation are indicative of this value; marriages were performed at Canberry Fair, 
and a significant part of the Canberra community have cultural, educational or social connection, 
both as children and adults.  
 
 
(e) it is significant to the ACT because of its importance as part of local Aboriginal 
tradition; 
NA 
 
 
(f) it is a rare or unique example of its kind, or is rare or unique in its comparative 
intactness; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets and may be High in terms of this criterion. It should be assessed in 
terms of its membership in a class or recreated Colonial-era settlement. There will need to be a 
further assessment as to whether it is rare locally, regionally or nationally in terms of this class. 
Whilst it has been neglected and requires renewed maintenance it is intact, but not necessarily 
comparatively more intact than others in this class. 
 
 
(g) it is a notable example of a kind of place or object and demonstrates the main 
characteristics of that kind; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets and may be High in terms of this criterion. It should be assessed in 
terms of its membership in a class or recreated Colonial-era settlement. 
 
 
(h) it has strong or special associations with a person, group, event, development or 
cultural phase in local or national history; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets and may be High in terms of this criterion. It has strong and special 
association with the eminent architect and master planner Bryan R. Dowling, a Prime Minister 
(already a sufficient association to preserve a plaque), two very colourful personalities, the 
restaurateur Alby Sedaitis, and former Trade Commissioner, businessman and ASIO agent 
Laurie Matheson. Many thousands of people passed through the gates of Canberry Fair – 
musicians, politicians and clowns included; further historical research and community consultation 
may well demonstrate strong or special associations with particular historically significant 
individuals, groups, events, developments or even cultural phase in local or national history. 
 
 
(i) it is significant for understanding the evolution of natural landscapes, including 
significant geological features, landforms, biota or natural processes; 
NA 
 
 
(j) it has provided, or is likely to provide, information that will contribute significantly to a 
wider understanding of the natural or cultural history of the ACT because of its use or 



 

potential use as a research site or object, teaching site or object, type locality or 
benchmark site; 
Canberry Fair at least Meets and may be High in some respects in terms of this criterion. It is 
already established as a teaching site (though not in the conventional sense of being an authentic 
Colonial-era settlement). Canberry Fair also has its a modern history, a history of characters and 
events since the early 1980s.  
 
 
(k) the place exhibits unusual richness, diversity or significant transitions of flora, fauna or 
natural landscapes and their elements; 
Not relevant to cultural heritage. 
 
 
(l) the place is a significant ecological community, habitat or locality for any of the 
following: 

(i) the life cycle of native species; 
(ii) rare, threatened or uncommon species; 
(iii) species at the limits of their natural range; or  
(iv) distinct occurrences of species. 

Not relevant to cultural heritage. 
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Figure 2.  Clancy’s Colonial Tavern  (rear view). 
 

 
Figure 3.  The Old Winery and cellar bar (front view from parking lot). 
 



 

 
Figure 4.  The Old Winery and cellar bar (rear view). 

Fig
Figure 5.  Side entrance to the Old Winery. 



 

 
Figure 6.  Entrance to the Cellar Bar at the Old Winery. 

Fig
Figure 7.  Old Stables Building. View of the western side, which is the main entrance fro 
the parking area. 



 

 
Figure 8.  Old Stables Building. View of the loft at the northern end of the building. 
 

 
Figure 9.  Wishing well in front of Old Stables Building. 



 

 
Figure 10.  Canberry Fair Administration Building (rear view). 
 

 
Figure 11.  Canberry Fair Administration Building and bitumen parking lot (front view. 



 

 
Figure 12.  Canberry Fair Administration Building (rear view). 
 

 
Figure 13.  Cottage industries building viewed from the northeast. 



 

 
Figure 14.  Front view of cottage industries building with awning. The visually inconsistent 
steel security grills are not original but were installed during current ownership. 

 
Figure 15.  Close up of the front of a shop in the cottage industries building. The steel 
security grills are not original. 
 



 

 
Figure 16.  Front view of blacksmiths workshop (note lack of maintenance). 
 

 
Figure 17.  Rear view of cottage industries shops – formerly four shops (note lack of 
maintenance and scattered refuse). 



 

 
Figure 18.  Side view of cottage industries shops showing the brickwork and chimney for 
the forge. 
 

 
Figure 19.  Mill House (with mill-wheel and viaduct to return water to the main pond). Note 
the neglect of the building. 



 

 
Figure 20.  Mill House. 
 

 
Figure 21.  Visitor information sign at the Mill House. 



 

 
Figure 22.  Mill wheel at the Mill House (note the neglect of the wheel and building). 
 
 

 
Figure 23.  Mill race at the Mill House (note the neglect of the race and building). 



 

 
Figure 24.  Boardwalk for swan ride (originally pedal boats). The inappropriate and garish 
colour scheme dates to the time of the failed amusement park venture (during the period 
of current ownership). Eight small wheels turned the steel plate platform.  
 

 
Figure 25.  The jetty over the millpond (note the neglect). 



 

 
Figure 26.  The main pond at Canberry Fair in the early 1980s, with peddle boats. (From 
Dave’s Marginal Hacks- Canberry Fair). 
 

 
Figure 27.  North-eastern end of the small catchment pond (venue for children’s 
remote controlled boats). 



 

 
Figure 28.  Covered viewing platform at catchment pond (note that the shingle roof 
is in disrepair). 

 
Figure 29.  Windmill used to operate the water pump that replenishes the small 
pond. 



 

 
Figure 30.  Neglected sign at Possum Gully Railway Station. 
 

 
Figure 31.  Possum Gully Railway Station (side view). 



 

 
Figure 32.  Ticket box for the mini golf course (presumably repainted in inappropriate 
colours during the period of the fun park after purchase by current owners. 
 

 
Figure 33.  Mini golf course (note the neglect of the grounds). 



 

 
Figure 34.  Children’s Soft Drink Building (later called the ‘Spit Roast Building’). 
 

 
Figure 35.  Shiplap timber construction of the Children’s Soft Drink Building (later called 
the ‘Spit Roast Building’). 



 

 
Figure 36.  Switchboard building disguised as an ‘outhouse’ of the Children’s Soft Drink 
Building  
 

 
Figure 37.  Open air stage where Johnny Farnham launched his ‘Whispering Jack’ album 
in 1984. 



 

 
Figure 38.  Coach house – front facade. 
 

 
Figure 39.  Gas BBQ. One of three at Canberry Fair available for picnic groups. 
 



 

 

 
Figure 40.  Unsealed parking area in front of the entrance to Canberry Fair, necessary for 
major events and other busy periods. (Part of the Canberry Fair Precinct. View towards 
Antill Street). This parking area is now closed off. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


