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Re: Development Application 20010245 (Block 7, Section 74 Watson) 
Redevelopment of National Capital Village Motel (NCV) to Residential 

 
Watson Community Association Inc. (WCA) wishes to lodge an objection to this 
Development Application on the following grounds. 
 

• The proposed development is in an environmentally sensitive area, as it is a 
critical foraging ground for the nationally-endangered Regent Honeyeater and 
contains a Yellow Box-Red Gum grassy woodland remnant representing a 
nationally-endangered ecology (the most endangered in South-East Australia). It 
is also adjacent to Canberra Nature Park (CNP). The Regent Honeyeater and 
Yellow Box-Red Gum grassy woodlands are subjects of both Federal and 
State/Territory Action Plans. These Action Plans acknowledge that there is still a 
great deal of research to be undertaken into the full extent of the fragility of this 
species and this ecosystem. At the very least, this emphasises the need for 
extreme caution. 

• The plans (refer L03-08) for the proposed development indicate that at least 77 of 
the 134 trees on the site will be removed prior to construction. Approximately 
fifty per cent of these trees are native to the ACT. 

• Clearing of a mature vegetation community remnant stand is contrary to the 
environmental outcomes agreed under the Natural Heritage Trust Partnership 
Agreement (NHTPA) between the Federal and ACT Governments. 

• The intrinsic value of remnant vegetation is well documented and cannot be easily 
or quickly replaced by replanting. 

• In its NHTPA, the ACT Government agreed to work towards the national goal of 
Bushcare to reverse the long-term decline in the quality and extent of Australia’s 
native vegetation cover. In this Agreement, the main concern in the ACT 
jurisdiction was identified as being ‘the cumulative affects of clearing small areas 
of native vegetation’. Additional outcomes agreed to for the Territory were: 

a) The long-term conservation of native vegetation remnants; and  
b) That any clearing of native vegetation is managed so that requirements to 

conserve native biodiversity are not compromised. 
• WCA considers that the proposed removal of the above-mentioned trees neither 

works towards the long-term conservation of vegetation remnants, nor does it 
conserve native biodiversity. 

• Over half of the trees scheduled for removal are important foraging habitat for the 
nationally-endangered Regent Honeyeater. Replanting of 25 E. melliodora 
(Yellow Box) will not replace the habitat value of these trees for well over 50 



years. None of the E. blakelyii (Blakely’s Red Gum) to be removed are being 
replaced, neither is this species’ numbers being augmented. At least 4 of the 8 E. 
sideroxylon (Mugga Ironbark), shown on the original tree survey are to be 
removed. The E. sideroxylon at the southeastern and northwestern boundaries of 
the site have been omitted from the original tree survey (L01) and the landscaping 
plans (L03-L08). These trees were a major food source for the nationally-
endangered Regent Honeyeater in its 1995-96 breeding episode in the North 
Watson area. 

• Increased human activity in the area due to residential redevelopment of the NCV 
site and likely extension of Aspinall Street through the E. sideroxylon on the 
southeastern boundary will adversely impact on Regent Honeyeater foraging in 
the area, and discourage its return to its very successful breeding site nearby in 
CNP. 

• WCA concurs with the Conservator’s opinion, given in his February 2001 
response to the proposed development, that ‘given the importance of the trees as 
possible habitat for the endangered Regent Honeyeater, and the site’s relationship 
to the whole North Watson area, the potential tree loss associated with this 
development is unacceptable’. It cannot be assumed that the Yellow Box-Red 
Gum woodland at North Watson is secured into the future as a habitat for the 
Regent Honeyeater. Any assessment of this DA must therefore assume that the 
NCV is the only site available as habitat for the Regent Honeyeater. 

• Fragmentation of Yellow Box-Red Gum woodlands, prime habitat for the 
nationally-endangered Regent Honeyeater has apparently advantaged more 
aggressive honeyeaters, particularly the Noisy Miner which may be displacing the 
Regent Honeyeater (refer The Action Plan for Australian Birds 2000, S. Garnett 
and G. M. Crowley, Environment Australia). 

• WCA endorses the Conservator’s recommendation that ‘PALM implement a 
holistic approach to planning this sensitive area, so that piecemeal development 
does not result in significant loss of mature trees in the North Watson area’. 

• WCA has referred the proposed development to the Coordinator of the National 
Recovery Program for the Regent Honeyeater, David Geering. It is his opinion 
that the proposed redevelopment of the NCV site triggers the Environmental 
Protection and Biodiversity Conservation (EPBC) Act 1999. 

• WCA believes that the proposed development should be referred to the Federal 
Minister for the Environment, under the provisions of the EPBC Act. 

• WCA has referred to the matter of the proposed NCV development in its 
correspondence with the Federal Minister for the Environment, Senator the Hon. 
Robert Hill, regarding its concerns for the environmental impact of development 
in the sensitive area of North Watson. 

• WCA considers that an assessment of the whole North Watson area should be 
carried out by a suitably-qualified person/group acceptable to the National 
Recovery Team for the Regent Honeyeater. 

• Remnant native vegetation and the Regent Honeyeater are two major 
environmental matters that have arisen since the ACT Government’s original 
proposal to rezone North Watson to include residential purposes. WCA does not 



believe that PALM has developed an holistic approach to the development of this 
sensitive area, in the light of these environmental concerns.  

 
Notwithstanding the Conservator’s recommendation that the developer be required 
to submit amended plans to address the points in his February 2001 report and to 
enable greater certainty concerning the retention of the medium and large sized 
trees; WCA maintains that this DA should be rejected. 
 
WCA has addressed additional concerns and made more detailed comments in relation to 
the DA in our Attachment, which should be read in conjunction with this letter of 
objection. WCA requests the right to comment on the revised plans drawn up in reponse 
to the Conservator’s recommendations, the full tree survey with all trees on the site 
clearly marked, and the exterior finishes of the dwellings, when they become available. 
 
Julie Smith 
Chair 
14 March 2001 
 



 
ATTACHMENT 

 
DA 20010245 BLOCK 7 SECTION 74 WATSON 

 
1. Existing Development 
The existing development on the site consists of single-storey buildings scattered through 
a bushland-type setting. The development presents to Antill Street as a semi-rural 
development. It is a good example of transition from an urban area to the bushland of 
CNP which it faces. 
 
2. Maintenance of the Transition and Enhancement of the Environmental Values of 
the Area 
 
2.1 The proposed redevelopment should have presented an opportunity to maintain the 
transition from urban area to nature reserve, while enhancing the environmental values of 
the area. Landscaping plans for multi unit developments in Canberra are, on the whole, 
sadly lacking in imagination and there seems a reluctance to expend energy on designing 
plans that complement Canberra’s ‘Bush Capital image. 
 
2.2 The plans (refer L03-08) for the proposed development indicate that 77 of the 134 
trees on the site will be removed prior to construction. It is doubtful that many of the 
remainder will survive in an urban environment, especially as many are overhanging 
proposed units, driveways, access roads, or actually within the proposed internal roads 
system in the centre of roundabouts. 
 
2.3 As noted in our covering letter, removal of these trees will lead to major 
environmental damage and biodiversity destruction. In addition, the landscaping plans 
indicate that little or no though has been given to the site’s location, that is, across the 
road from CNP, nor the area’s rich wildlife. Greater attention to these considerations 
could have not only enhanced, but augmented, the environmental and aesthetic values of 
the site. A more imaginative landscaping plan would not need to rely on ‘old favourites’ 
such as Lavender, Agapanthus, Pittosporum, and the like, and would advantage the 
environment while complementing Canberra’s ‘Bush Capital’ image. 
 
2.4 Birds Australia reported in 2000 that many woodland birds were in serious decline 
due to the destruction of their woodland habitats. Many species were thought to be under 
such severe threat due to this habitat loss that they could be extinct within 20 years. 
Canberra Ornithologists Group (COG) has recorded over 90 species of birds in the North 
Watson area, many of which could use the NCV site for foraging and nesting habitat. The 
loss of such a large number of medium and mature trees would significantly affect not 
only the Regent Honeyeater, but a large number of other birds, as well as other arboreal 
fauna (such as bats) found in the North Watson area. 
 
2.5 The significant reduction in medium and mature trees on this site as a result of the 
proposed redevelopment would substantially reduce the nectar sources for nectarivorous 



birds, thus significantly increasing competition for food. Competition between the Regent 
Honeyeater and other nectarivorous birds, particularly other honeyeaters, could have a 
significant adverse impact on the Regent Honeyeater population, by deterring it from 
using the North Watson area as a breeding site in the future. The National Recovery 
Program for the Regent Honeyeater seeks to protect, enhance and expand suitable 
breeding and foraging habitat for the bird, not decimate it.  
 
2.6 The original tree survey excludes the E. sideroxylon at the northwestern and 
southeastern boundaries, as noted by the Conservator in his February 2001 report. In 
addition, plan L06 and others note that existing vegetation is to be retained on the 
southern boundary, where possible. This is not good enough. All trees should be shown 
on the plan, especially when they are a recognized major food source for a nationally-
endangered bird. Also, the landscaping plans should indicate quite clearly what 
vegetation is to be retained and what is not. All of these details must be shown in full. On 
this basis alone the DA should be rejected. 
 
2.7 There are many smaller birds in the North Watson area, which prefer denser scrubs 
and the protection they give from predators such as Currawongs. The landscaping plans 
indicate the use of some smaller, exotic shrubs, such as Hebes which if not well-watered 
and well-maintained becomes very tatty looking) instead of some of the smaller native 
species, for example Grevilleas, that do well in the Canberra area. Not only would these 
have been attractive, they would have provided protection for these smaller bird species, 
as well as additional food sources for nectar feeding birds. 
 
2.8 However, given the NCV’s proximity to CNP, extreme care must be taken in the 
choice of landscaping plants for the site, due to the possibility of birds, particularly 
Currawongs, spreading seed into CNP. L03 provides a list of the plants to be used in 
landscaping the site. One of the shrubs on that list, Solya heterophylla is a declared 
noxious weed, because of its propensity to be spread to bushland areas. Yarralumla 
Nursery will not stock Solyas for this reason. See also article in The Canberra Times of 
10 March 2001. 
 
2.9 In keeping with the theme of augmenting and improving the environmental and 
aesthetic value of the NCV site, the inclusion of a small-scale water feature, 
incorporating native reeds, etc. should have been considered. Not only would such a 
feature have been visually attractive, it could have attracted local birds and other wildlife, 
such as the local kangaroos and wallabies which cross from CNP into the North Watson 
area in the cooler months. 
 
2.10 L06 shows underplanting of what appears to be Tree 37 (E. dives) with Prunus trees, 
This would seem to be totally inappropriate, and would provide a threat to the ongoing 
health of the E. dives. In addition, this tree would take any water from the soil intended 
for both the underplanted exotic trees and the grass indicated to be laid under the trees. 
Grass would not survive long planted beneath an eucalypt. If underplanting was really 
considered necessary, some appropriate native species should have been used, as these 
can tolerate drier conditions and would not compete with the E. dives. This appears to be 



another example of the lack of imagination and understanding of the site’s contextual 
aspects. 
 
2.11 All of the street trees intended for the site appear to be exotics and deciduous (such 
as flowering cherries and crab apples). Again the question of the site’s contextual aspects 
arises. Admittedly, local bird species such as the Eastern and Crimson Rosellas would 
find the blossoms and fruit of these trees attractive. However, Sullivans Creek Catchment 
Group’s Catchment Management Plan raised the issue of the effect of tree leaves, 
particularly of deciduous exotics entering Canberra’s waterways via the stormwater 
system and the effect of these leaves on water quality once they start to decay. The NCV 
site should be an example of ‘best practice’. With greater imaginative use of non-invasive 
native species in the landscaping plans, the site could have been ‘environmentally 
friendly’ in more than one way. 
 
2.12 Another imaginative aspect of landscaping that appears not to have been considered, 
and which is environmentally friendly, is the establishment of one or more community 
composting facilities on site, for example, on the western side of the site. 
 
2.13 In the disastrous event that this DA is eventually approved, WCA would like to see 
the above matters incorporated into a new landscaping plan for the site before such 
approval is granted. 
 
3. Original Development Application Statements 
 
3.1 The DA summarises comments made at two Majura LAPAC meeting re the proposed 
development, but omits the comments from the meeting of 21 February 2001 (the most 
pertinent as the tree survey and Regent Honeyeater report had been presented and 
discussed by the WCA representative). 
 
3.2 The DA omits the comments re landscaping that WCA’s nominee made at the first 
pre-application presentations by Alan Wylucki, about the need to take extra care in the 
choice of plant species to be used in the landscaping of the NCV site, due to its proximity 
to NCP. WCA’s nominee made further comments at that time, to the effect that 
predominantly native species should be used in the landscaping, so that there is a natural 
progression from NCV to CNP across the road. That these comments have been ignored 
is obvious from the quality of the landscaping plans lodged with PALM, especially in the 
use of a declared noxious week in those plans. 
 
3.3 At page 2 it is stated than no PA was required for an ‘adjoining block known as 
Karelia Park’. Karelia Park is on Block 8 of Section 61 and is about half to one kilometre 
from Block 7 of Section 74. Neither is Karelia Park adjacent to CNP, nor was it a high 
food source site for a nationally-endangered bird – the Regent Honeyeater. Neither did 
Karelia Park have a large number of Yellow Box-Red Gum trees – most very mature and 
in good condition. The original PA for the proposed residential development of North 
Watson was done in the early 1990s when environmental knowledge was poorer. It was 
also prior to the ACT Government’s NHT agreement with the Federal Government 



regarding the preservation of Yellow Box-Red Gum woodlands, and prior to the 1995-96 
nesting episode of the Regent Honeyeater. 
 
4. Plans Submitted with Original Development Application 
 
4.1 The NCV site slopes away from Antill Street, with a 1:35 gradient or a ten-metre fall 
over approximately 350 metres. Yet most of the two-storey units are in the top half of the 
block. This has two ramifications. The first relates to the site’s presentation to Antill 
Street and its blending to the bush of CNP directly opposite. Instead of blending from 
residential Watson and moving down-scale to the bush of CNP, the two-storey facades 
will be a glaring intrusion: hardly a quality development outcome. The proponent 
presented the development to Majura LAPAC as an option for older persons wanting to 
leave their homes, stay in the area, but have a more manageable property (one of the 
major arguments for multi unit development at North Watson back in the early 1990s). 
However, all of the proposed units are bigger than the average 1960s homes built in 
North Canberra, therefore there is no provision for smaller units suitable for those 
persons wanting properties of a more manageable size. Secondly, more than half of the 
single-storey units are at the bottom end of the block, requiring a longish walk uphill to 
reach the current bus stop. The argument of possible placement of two-storey units on 
higher ground in order to take advantage of views would appear to hold for several 
reasons. The first is that there are no windows on the eastern or western sides of these 
buildings – the sides where any possible views might be expected. Secondly, not all of 
the two-storey units are on higher ground, thus why try to get views for some and not 
others? Third, the trees to the western side of the site would block any view in that 
direction. 
 
4.2 On a minor point, plan A3B for dwelling type A1.0 does not appear to show a robe in 
the master bedroom – this is contrary to the plans for the other dwelling types. Is this 
intentional? 
 
4.3 None of the unit plans appear to show space for clothes drier or an external 
clothesline. There are only two ways of getting from the laundry to the external areas of 
the units – through the main living areas, or via the garage. Are external clotheslines to be 
provided, if so, where? If not, sole reliance on electric clothes driers, when there is an 
opportunity to have an external clotheslin3e would seem to be environmentally 
irresponsible. 
 
4.4 There do not appear to be any windows in bathrooms, toilets, and laundries in the 
one-storey units (and in some of these rooms on the upper level only in the two-storey 
units) for light and ventilation. Even if skylights were used, this would still appear to be 
an inefficient use of energy, as electricity would still be needed for ventilation. 
 
4.5 In dwelling types E2.0 and D1.0, major working areas in the kitchen are placed away 
from a source of direct natural light. That is, anyone doing many of the usual kitchen 
activities would have their back to the natural light source and would thus have to use 
electric light, leading to higher energy consumption. 



 
4.6 Otway Terrace in Gunghalin is being advertised in the media as a leading example of 
the use of innovative energy efficient features, such as rainwater tanks and instant hot 
water services instead of storage systems. Are any such features incorporated into the 
design of the proposed NCV redevelopment? If not, why not? WCA would argue that 
High Quality Sustainable Development, as per the ACT Government’s current policy 
would demand that at least some of these innovations be incorporated. What is the energy 
rating of the proposed NCV development?  
 
4.7 About 22 of the two-storey units have windows which will overlook the private 
recreation areas and main internal living spaces of single-storey units at their rear. This is 
not desirable. 
 
4.8 What shadowing effect will there be with two-storey units next to single-storey units? 
There are no shadow diagrams included in the plans. 
 
4.8 Approximately how many units met the Adaptable Housing Standard and where are 
they located on the site? 
 
4.9 The proposed extension of Aspinall Street from the Carotel road to Antill Street 
would run along the southern boundary of the site. What provision has been made for 
screen plantings for sound and fume absorption? 
 
5. Tree Survey and Landscaping Plans Incomplete 
 
5.1 WCA’s representative on the Majura LAPAC pointed out to the proponent’s 
representative, Alan Wylucki at the LAPAC meeting of 21 February 2001 that the tree 
survey plan was incomplete, as it did not show the E. sideroxylon on the boundaries of 
the site. Mr Wylucki responded in the vein that the tree survey showed individual trees, 
not groups of trees. Tree surveys are supposed to show all trees, with which the 
Conservator apparently agrees. Mr Wylucki added that an amended tree survey plan 
would be provided. No such amended plan has been provided to date. Amended 
landscape plans L03-L08 (version B) have been provided. The apparent change appears 
to be in the legend on the southern boundary. The original plans stated ‘retain existing 
vegetation to boundary where possible’. The version B plans state ‘Retain all good 
quality Ironbark on southern boundary where possible’. They also state that all other 
vegetation should be retained where possible. On neither the original nor amended 
landscaping plans are the details of ‘existing vegetation’ indicated. WCA submits that this 
is grossly inadequate and totally unacceptable. Further we submit that the DA should be 
rejected on this ground alone. We reserve the right to comment on these complete plans, 
together with any changes made as a result of the Conservator’s report. 
 
6. Comments on Report by David Hogg Pty Ltd 
 
6.1 The report has only referred to the ACT’s Action Plan for the Regent Honeyeater. 
There are four such Plans, which have been prepared by Environment Australia, Victoria, 



New South Wales, and the ACT. These plans provide important background information 
on the habitat for the Regent Honeyeater and the types of actions required to preserve and 
enhance that habitat, together with other strategies that form part of the national recovery 
program for the species. 
 
6.2 At page 6 of EPBC Act Administrative Guidelines on Significance July 2000, 
produced by Environment Australia, criteria for critically endangered and endangered 
species are listed. Amongst others, ‘an action has, will have, or is likely to have a 
significant impact on a critically endangered or endangered species if it does, will or is 
likely to: 

• adversely affect habitat critical to the survival of a species; or 
• modify, destroy, remove, isolate or decrease the availability of habitat to the 

extent that the species is likely to decline; or 
• interfere with the recovery of the species.’ 

 
6.3 Hogg acknowledges in his report that the trees on the NCV site provide fauna habitat, 
particularly for birds, and that E. melliodora (Yellow Box) and E. sideroxylon (Mulga 
Ironbarks) are important food sources for the Regent Honeyeater during nesting and 
breeding seasons. 
 
6.4 Hogg states that the natural habitat of the Regent Honeyeater in the Canberra region 
is Yellow Box-Red Gum grassy woodlands, and admits that the dramatic decline in 
Regent Honeyeater numbers is linked to habitat loss due to clearing of this and other 
types of woodlands. 
 
6.5 Hogg admits that Regent Honeyeater movements are influenced by the quality of 
eucalypt flowering that varies annually according to seasonal conditions. Further, he 
states that eucalypt flowering in Canberra varies significantly with seasonal conditions. 
Hogg agrees that there is a high competition for food sources from other nectar-feeding 
birds. WCA contends that this is all the more reason to keep as much Yellow Box-Red 
Gum woodlands, together with their regeneration areas, as possible. This is only to 
encourage the Regent Honeyeater to return more often and establish Canberra as a major 
site in its national recovery program, but also to establish Canberra as an area in which 
captive-bred birds might be released into the wild. Further, the larger the areas of such 
woodland retained, the greater the food source for competing nectarivorous birds. 
 
6.6 With respect to the NCV site, Hogg notes that, in its 1995-96 breeding episode, 
flowering of the trees in the North Watson area was important for the birds, as a source of 
both nectar and insects. In addition to the NCV site, the Regent Honeyeater was also 
recorded feeding in the mature Yellow Box trees next to Prime TV on the North Watson 
woodlands. 
 
6.7 Hogg states that ‘it would be prudent to assume that the North Watson site would 
continue to be potential habitat for the Regent Honeyeaters, as long as a sufficient 
concentration of suitable flowering eucalypts remains’. WCA contends that removing 
fifty per cent of the medium and mature Yellow Box alone on the NCV site does not 



ensure a sufficient concentration of suitable flowering eucalypts. This view is shared by 
the Conservator. 
 
6.8 Hogg states that ACT’s Action Plan No. 10 (Yellow Box Red Gum Grassy Woodland 
An endangered ecological community) identifies measures for protecting a large 
proportion of remnant Yellow Box-Red Gum woodlands in the ACT. However, the Plan 
only looks at areas of woodland which meet the ACT Government’s endangered 
community definition. It does not look at means of protection for Yellow Box-Red Gum 
woodlands that have high quality trees, but depauperate understorey. Such areas are an 
acknowledged concern of the ACT Flora and Fauna Committee, which is to examine the 
best means of protecting these areas as part of its Strategic Plan. Neither does the Action 
Plan examine the importance of such woodlands to a nationally-endangered bird – the 
Regent Honeyeater – or any of the five other bird species listed as threatened in the ACT. 
Further, while Action Plan 10 recommended the addition of the Regent Honeyeater’s 
North Watson breeding site (to the east of Antill Street) to CNP, it took no action to 
protect its major foraging sites in the area (to the west of Antill Street). 
 
6.9 While Hogg admits that there are numerous factors which could influence the 
suitablility of specific woodland areas for the Regent Honeyeater – for example, age or 
species diversity of the woodland trees, competition from other birds, continuity of 
suitable habitat to provide access, he claims that a detailed discussion of these issues is 
beyond the scope of his paper. 
 
6.10 In the EPBC Act document referred to above, there is a discussion of determining 
whether an action is likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national 
environmental significance (refer page 2). It is stated that ‘in determining the nature and 
magnitude of an action’s impact, it is important to consider matters such as: 

• all on-site and off-site impacts; 
• all direct and indirect impacts; 
• the frequency and duration of the action; 
• the total impact which can be attributed to that action over the entire geographic 

area affected, and over time; 
• the sensitivity of the receiving environment; and 
• the degree of confidence with which the impacts of the action are known.’ 

WCA therefore contends that Hogg should have included a discussion of factors affecting 
the suitability of specific woodland areas in his report. Although he does admit that given 
the observations at North Watson and general knowledge of the species, it is most likely 
that the E. sideroxylon on the NCV site help distinguish North Watson from other 
woodland areas. 
 
6.11 Hogg discusses the coinciding of three factors in the Spring of 1995:  

i. the flowering of a large number of E. sideroxylon of the same age;  
ii. the favourable flowering conditions for mature E. melliodora nearby; and 

iii. the dispersal nationally of the Regent Honeyeater.  
He adds that favourable conditions for insects in the area may have influenced North 
Watson’s breeding success, and that this could depend on factors unrelated to the trees. 



He posits that the three coinciding factors plus the insects might need to occur 
concurrently for breeding to take place again on the North Watson site. 
 
6.12 The EPBC Act document referred to above (refer page 2) states that ‘the fact that 
there is a lack of scientific certainty about the potential impacts of an action will not itself 
justify a decision that the action is not likely to have a significant impact on a matter of 
national environmental significance’. 
 
6.13 Hogg agrees that it would be necessary to retain a sufficient number of the planted 
E. sideroxylon to support not only the Regent Honeyeater but also other birds competing 
for food. He notes that some plantations on the site, including E. sideroxylon, would be 
removed if the development proceeds. However, he considers that this tree removal will 
not significantly affect breeding potential. WCA disagrees strongly with this conclusion, 
and is supported in this by the Conservator’s February 2001 report. It should be noted 
that Hogg states that if some of the E. sideroxylon that are to be removed were to be 
replaced within the landscaping for the new development, there would not be a 
significant effect in the medium term. It appears that the Conservator does not agree with 
this assumption. As stated in our earlier discussion, the fate of all of the E. sideroxylon is 
not clearly indicated in either the original tree survey plan or the landscaping plans 
lodged with the DA. Further there is no indication on the landscaping plans for any E. 
sideroxylon to be planted.  
 
6.14 Hogg admits that the Regent Honeaters may be deterred from feeding on the site due 
to the proximity of buildings and domestic pets. He states that this is purely speculative 
however. As we have stated above, the EPBC Act guidelines do not preclude such 
speculative matters from justifying a decision that a particular action does not have a 
significant impact on a mater of national environmental significance.  
 
6.15 Hogg admits that the development would see some of the mature E. melliodora 
removed, but states that he does not consider them to be critical to feeding for the Regent 
Honeyeater. WCA strongly disagrees with this assertion, as does the Conservator. The 
planned removal of fifty per cent of the E. melliodora, a part of the Regent Honeyeater’s 
critical habitat, will have a significant effect on the Regent Honeyeater. 
 
6.16 In the Victorian Action Statement No 41 Regent Honeyeater Xanthomza phrgia, 
prepared by its Department of Natural Resources and Environment, planned actions 
include thos to ensure that the current number of mature trees of the Regent Honeyeater’s 
key species is at least maintained and preferably increased over time. 
 
6.17 The ACT’s Action Plan 20 Regent Honeyeater Xanthomza phrgia (refer page 6), 
makes the following statements with respect to management strategies: 

• ‘…patches of Yellow Box/Red Gum Grassy Woodland known to be used by X. 
phrygia need protection from development causing habitat degradation or loss’; 

• ‘protection of woodlands surrounding or connecting known habitat areas should 
be encouraged, particularly those remnants containing mature trees, thereby 
maximizing the food sources available to the species’. 



With respect to regional cooperation, the ACT Plan states that ‘Environment ACT will 
monitor NSW and Victorian initiatives designed to enhance the conservation of X. 
Phrygia and implement similar measures in the ACT’ (same page as previous quotes). 
 
6.18 In support of his assertion that removal of mature E. melliodora would not be critical 
to Regent Honeyeater feeding, Hogg states that there are numerous regenerating 
woodlands nearby in CNP. The statement ignore the fact that the CNP trees are poorer 
specimens and stunted compared with the large, mature trees on the well-watered sites in 
North Watson west of Antill Street. It also ignores the importance of remnant native 
bushland (refer to comments in letter of objection), and the well-documented fact that 
Regent Honeyeaters prefer to feed on larger, mature trees. 
 
6.19 Hogg states that the effect on the Regent Honeyeater is difficult to assess in terms of 
one proposal, then briefly looks at the question of the cumulative impact of development 
in North Watson. Hogg states that this has been looked at in planning for this area. Again, 
WCA asserts that this ‘planning’ was done in the early 1990s when environmental 
knowledge was not as advanced as it is today; and before either the importance of 
remnant bushland was understood fully, and the 1995-96 nesting episode of the Regent 
Honeyeater. We also refer to page 2 of EPBC Act Administrative Guidelines on 
Significance July 2000, where it is stated that a lack of scientific certainty about a 
possible impact does not justify a decision that an impact will not be significant. See also 
our comments below. 
 
6.20 Hogg discuses the possibility of planting E. sideroxylon on the road reserve of the 
future extension of Aspinall Street to Antill Street. However he does not examine the 
possible effects of road construction etc on the existing E. sideroxylon on the southern 
boundary of the NCV site. Nor are details provided on the exact location of the road 
reserve, or its proximity to the existing E. sideroxylon. 
 
6.21 Hogg concludes that the NCV development, including the loss of some E. 
melliodora and some E. sideroxylon, would not affect the Regent Honeyeater. WCA 
strongly disagrees with this conclusion. It is one which the Conservator also disagrees. 
Hogg’s conclusion assumes that the trees on the eastern side of Antill Street (in CNP) 
will remain in a healthy condition. As stated before, these trees are stunted and not great 
specimens. To that must be added the very real chance that they may be destroyed or 
severely damaged by fire, given the high fire risk for the site. This fire risk will be 
increased substantially with the location of a significant number of persons dwelling in 
such close proximity to the site. 
 
6.22 Hogg concludes that ‘based on existing evidence’ the development shouldn’t require 
approval by the Federal Minister. The Conservator’s February 2001 report clearly 
considers the current plans for the NCV site to have a potential significant impact on the 
Regent Honeyeater. WCA asserts that the NCV redevelopment proposal clearly does 
trigger the EPBC Act. This view is endorsed by the Coordinator of the Regent 
Honeyeater National Recovery Program, David Geering (verbal advice to WCA). We 
consider that the NCV development, regardless of any changes made to plans as a 



consequence of the Conservator’s report, should not be approved. At the very least there 
must be a thorough assessment of the North Watson area by a suitably-qualified 
individual or group recognized by the Regent Honeyeater National Recovery Team, 
and the NCV development should be referred to the Federal Minister for a decision 
as to the significance or otherwise of its impact. 
 
6.23 Hogg admits that the ACT’s contribution to Regent Honeater recovery will depend 
mainly on retaining sufficient quality and quantity of its habitat. It is essential that the 
assessment of the North Watson area be undertaken before any action is taken which will 
affect the Regent Honeyeater’s habitat in any way. 
 
6.24 Hogg suggests that the ACT’s Action Plan 10 will protect enough woodland to 
support the species. This statement ignores the fact that the Plan does not protect any part 
of North Watson west of Antill Street, a known feeding area of high quality and extensive 
E. melliodora and E. blakelyi regrowth. 
 
6.25 Hogg opines that the secret to discovering the optimum means of managing 
woodland areas for the Regent Honeyeater may lie on ongoing observation and research. 
Given this level of uncertainty, it is even more urgent that an assessment of North Watson 
be done, and that these woodland remnants (including the NCV site) be left intact to 
allow such observation and research. Refer also to page 2 of EPBC Act Administrative 
Guidelines on Significance July 2000, where it is stated that a lack of scientific certainty 
about a possible impact does not justify a decision that an impact will not be significant. 
 
6.26 There is no assessment of the likely affects of the possible future extension of 
Aspinall Street to Antill Street, on the E. sideroxylon on the southern boundary. The 
NCV development is likely to bring forward this extension. 
 
7. Comment on Current Traffic Situation in Watson and Traffic Impact Assessment 
 
7.1 Watson residents already have difficulty exiting their suburb in peak hours. Traffic 
trying to exit the suburb via Knox Street on to Antill Street have to give way to an 
increasing number of vehicles traveling south on Antill Street. Many of these cars are 
from residential developments such as Womboin across the border. Once on Antill Street, 
there is a major traffic jam at the roundabout on Phillip Avenue. Traffic, most likely from 
Gunghalin, seeking to avoid congestion on Northbourne Avenue travels down Phillip 
Avenue to use Majura/Limestone Avenue instead. Traffic traveling south on Antill Street 
must give way to an increasing volume of traffic on Phillip Avenue. It is not unknown to 
have traffic backed up from the Phillip/Majura Avenue intersection around the 
roundabout and back 50-100 metres on Phillip Avenue. In other words, traffic is stuck on 
the roundabout unable to move off. This not only prevents traffic on Antill Street turning 
into Phillip Avenue, it also prevents it from traveling across the roundabout and on to 
Dickson and Northbourne Avenue.  
 
7.2 WCA has been concerned for some time about the safety of schoolchildren from 
Hackett trying to cross Antill Street to get to the two local primary schools – Majura and 



Rosary. Roads and Stormwater representatives have met with Rosary School staff to 
discuss the problem. Rosary has a flagged crossing and a school zone speed limit area. 
However, children, especially those from the top end of Hackett trying to cross to go to 
Majura Primary, are at risk from the increasing volume of traffic, because they have 
neither a school zone speed limit, nor a flagged crossing.  
 
7.3 The proposed NCV development would add a considerable number of vehicles to the 
congestion on Antill Street and Northbourne Avenue. It would also add to the problem of 
the safety of school children, particularly those from Majura Primary School, trying to 
cross Antill Street.  
 
7.4 The Traffic and Parking Impact Assessment Report by Hughes Trueman states that 
the traffic impact would be expected to increase traffic levels on Antill Street to the order 
of 1600 vehicles per day in each direction. This compares with the current level of 800 
vehicles per day southbound. The report concludes that such an increase is well within 
Antill Street’s capacity. 
 
7.5 As stated above, Watson residents are already facing increasing morning delays 
because of the southbound traffic levels on Antill Street. The situation is worsening, with 
delays experienced getting longer. This sort of problem was supposed to have been 
overcome with a roundabout and traffic light setup on the Antill Street intersections with 
Knox and Madigan Streets. This need was identified by Roads and Stormwater some 
years ago as part of their Local Area Traffic Management Scheme. Funds to effect these 
works have never been provided. 
 
7.6 Once on Antill Street, all southbound traffic grinds to a halt at the roundabout at the 
Phillip Avenue intersection. Southbound traffic must give way to eastbound traffic on 
Phillip Avenue. Traffic levels have increased exponentially since the Watson – Hackett 
local area traffic studies were conducted in the mid-1990s. There is an ever-increasing 
level of traffic seeking to avoid congestion on Northbourne Avenue – generated by both 
Gunghalin residents and local traffic. This traffic, at certain times in the mornings, banks 
up Phillip Avenue for 50-100 metres, as traffic cannot get onto the roundabout to 
continue along Phillip Avenue to Majura Avenue. This hold up occurs because traffic 
wanting to turn right into Majura Avenue from Phillip Avenue cannot do so, because an 
increasing amount of traffic is rat running through Hackett to be on the right side of the 
right of way protocol to turn into Majura Avenue. This results in eastbound traffic on 
Phillip Avenue having to wait and give way at the Majura Avenue intersection to 
westbound traffic on Phillip Avenue. Because the eastbound traffic must give way to the 
westbound traffic on Phillip Avenue, eastbound traffic banks up past the Antill Street 
roundabout. It is not unknown for the eastbound traffic to be banked up past the 
roundabout to such a degree that eastbound traffic sits on the roundabout waiting for an 
opportunity to move. This causes southbound traffic on Antill Street to bank up as it 
waits to either turn left into Phillip Avenue or continue southwards to Dickson etc. Roads 
and Stormwater also identified the problems associated with the Phillip Avenue/Majura 
Avenue interestion in the mid-1990s, and a set of traffic lights or a roundabout was 
planned for the intersection. As stated before, traffic levels have increased exponentially 



since the 1990s studies identified problems at the intersection. Despite these problems, no 
funding has been provided for the necessary traffic works. 
 
7.7 Thus, while it may be true that Antill Street’s design may be for higher traffic flows, 
the problems outlined above make it ludicrous to even consider increasing traffic flows 
on Antill Street until the current problems have been addressed satisfactorily. 
 
7.8 At page 3 of the Hughes Trueman report, it is stated that their supplementary 
statement was prepared in response to concerns raised by the Majura LAPAC about the 
increased number of traffic movements expected to be generated by the proposed 
development. It was WCA’s representative who raised the concerns, particularly in 
relation to the safety of local schoolchildren, the increasing problems of existing Watson, 
and the problems with the Phillip Avenue/Majura Avenue traffic situation, as outlined 
above. 
 
7.9 The Hughes Trueman report does not address any of these concerns. The report only 
looked at the capacity of the Federal Highway roundabout. This would appear to be on an 
assumption that the bulk of traffic from the proposed development would travel via the 
roundabout to the Highway and thence south to Northbourne Avenue. WCA submits that  
this is highly unlikely given the traffic levels on Northbourne Avenue. Thus the report 
not only does not address the issues raised by WCA’s representative on the Majura 
LAPAC, it is incomplete. WCA submits that the traffic study be rejected and Hughes 
Trueman be directed to undertake a complete traffic assessment that addresses the 
matters raised above. 
 



WATSON COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION INC. 
WATSON WOODLANDS AND GRASSLANDS WORKING GROUP 

c/o 21 Piddington Street Watson ACT 2602 
 

Mr Steve Mercer 
Direct 
Referrals Section 
Policy and Compliance Branch 
Environment Australia 
GPO BOX 787 
Canberra ACT 2601 
 
Dear Sir or Madam. 
 
Environmental Protection and Biodiversity Act: Opportunity to Comment Referral 
re Block 7, Section 74 (Reference No 2001/210), Watson ACT 
 
The Watson Community would like to comment on this proposal, which we argue is 
likely to have a significant impact on a matter of national environmental significance. It 
also impacts on Commonwealth land, in this case managed under federal statute by the 
ACT.  
 
We have previously written to the Commonwealth Environment Minister Hill, and refer 
you to correspondence commencing with our letter of 17 July 2000, and including the 
Ministers reply on 17 September and our letter of 18 March. This correspondence 
includes relevant material regarding the environmental sensitivity of the North Watson 
area and the context for the present development proposal, and a copy of a scientific 
report (Gilles June 2000) on ‘The Ecological Value of the Watson Woodlands’. 
 
As argued in our submission to the ACT Government (Attachment 1), the site is a critical 
habitat and feeding ground for the nationally endangered Regent Honeyeater, which is 
recorded to have bred successfully nearby. It is also relevant that the Regent Honeyeater 
is a migratory species. The assessment by the proponent is inadequate as is evident in 
comment by Overs (Attachment 2). 
 
The proponent has been advised by Mr David Hogg (‘Implications for Conservation of 
the Regent Honeyeater’, 29/1/01) that ‘the proposed redevelopment is just one of many 
current or potential proposals for urban development in the North Watson area. The 
combined effects of such development has previously been addressed in the planning for 
this area, at least in general terms, and is difficult to assess in the context of a single 
proposal’.  
 
We agree that the proposal cannot be assessed in isolation from the rest of the North 
Watson area. It is also our contention that in the light of current knowledge about 
threatened species and ecological communities such as the Yellow Box Red Gum Grassy 
Woodland Community, and the Regent Honeyeater, previous assessments of the area 



conducted in 1991-92, are now very dated and do not reflect current scientific 
knowledge. The earlier general assessment of the North Watson area was also an 
inadequate assessment of the environmental impact of residential development on local 
woodland fauna. 
 
The area contains remnant Yellow Box Red Gum grassy woodland vegetation which is a 
threatened native ecology. It adjoins Canberra Nature Park. The development involves 
clearing of many mature native trees, with implications for other environmentally 
sensitive sites at North Watson. (I draw your attention to the commentary by President of 
the National Heritage Trust Fund, Phillip Toyne on the remnant woodland at North 
Watson and its national significance, which was attached to our letter of 18/3/01 to the 
Commonwealth Environment Minister). 
 
Our previous correspondence with the Minister, and the attached material shows that 
residential development in this area is likely to have a significant impact on a threatened 
species and ecology with: 

• long-term effects on the size of the Regent Honeyeater population, and reduced 
area of occupancy; 

• further fragmentation of this Yellow Box Red Gum Grassy Woodland ecological 
community and the species which use it; 

• adversely affect Yellow Box Red Gum Grassy Woodland vegetation remnants in 
this area which are critical to the survival of the Regent Honeyeater; and 

• disrupt the breeding cycle of the remaining population of Regent Honeyeaters. 
Other direct and indirect impacts are described in the attached material and other relevant 
documents noted above. 
 
The ACT Conservator has considered an application to redevelop this motel site for 
townhouses, and argued that ‘given the importance of the trees as possible habitat for the 
endangered Regent Honeyeater, and the site’s relationship to the whole North Watson 
area, the potential tree loss associated with this development is unacceptable’. 
 
The Conservator also recommended that ‘PALM implement a wholistic approach to 
planning this sensitive area, so that piecemeal development does not result in significant 
loss of mature trees in the North Watson area’.  
 
The existing state of scientific knowledge does not allow such development to be 
approved based on full information and certain knowledge of its likely direct and indirect 
environmental impacts on the threatened Regent Honeyeater bird species and the Yellow 
Box Red Gum grassy woodland ecological community. 
 
As the ACT Government appears unwilling to acknowledge the environmental sensitivity 
of the North Watson area, and act to protect it appropriately, we recommend that the 
Minister: 

a) declare the proposed development to be a controlled action under the EPBC Act, 
and; 



b) require a further assessment by a process of a public environmental report or 
environmental impact statement. 

 
We would be happy to provide further information or clarification. To obtain copies of 
the aforementioned relevant materials already provided to the Minister or Environment 
ACT, please contact us ASAP. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Julie Smith 
Chair 
Watson Community Association 
 



 
Anthony Overs 
C/- Watson Community Association Inc. 
67 Irvine St 
Watson ACT 2602 
 
Applications Secretariat 
Dame Pattie Menzies House 
16 Challis Street 
Dickson ACT 2602 
 

Re: Development Application 20010245 (Block 7, Section 74 Watson) 
Redevelopment of National Capital Village Motel (NCV) to Residential 

 
Please find detailed below additional comments in support of an objection to the above 
Development Application as prepared by the Watson Community Association (WCA). 
 
Comments on report by David Hogg, relating to issues concerning the Regent 
Honeyeater. 
 
I have concerns regarding the author’s experience with this critically endangered species 
and conservation of woodlands in general. Hogg bases his statements regarding the 
species on a very small reference list, which does not include definitive references such 
as the National Recovery Plan. He does not give any indication that he has had any 
experience with the species, so it appears that the document prepared was based on a 
brief literature review. 
 
In December 1995, seven adult Regent Honeyeaters were colour banded at the 
documented North Watson breeding site. Colour banding of birds is conducted under the 
direction of the National Recovery Team, in order to gain knowledge on the movement of 
the species across its range. In late 1997 and early 1998, two of these colour banded birds 
were sighted in the Capertee Valley (probably the most important breeding area for the 
species), some three hundred kilometres to the north of their banding location. 
 
During Spring-Summer of 1998-1999 there was a significant Regent Honeyeater 
breeding event in the north of the ACT. Breeding attempts were observed in Mulligans 
Flat Nature Reserve, and the Gooroo leasehold property that lies between Mulligans Flat 
and the Federal Highway. Several pairs of birds were present, and a small number of 
birds were colour banded. I colour banded a pair of Regent Honeyeaters on the Gooroo 
lease and assisted in the banding of other birds in Mulligans Flat. 
 
During this breeding event in December 1998, ornithologists observed one of the birds 
originally colour banded at North Watson, although its individual identity could not be 
determined due to the loss of a colour band. It is likely that this bird had also returned to 
the Capertee Valley and possibly bred there in 19980-1998. This return journey to the 
ACT area demonstrates that some birds return to know breeding sites in particular years 



(there are many other documented records from the Capertee Valley area demonstrating 
movement patterns into and out of the valley). The birds present in the northern ACT in 
1998-1999 did not return to the previously used North Watson site due to the rather poor 
flowering of Yellow Box at that particular site. The sites at Mulligans Flat and Gooroo 
were most likely chosen by the birds because of the presence of very large and profusely 
flowering Yellow Box trees. 
 
Although during 1995 Regent Honeyeaters did utilize Mugga Ironbark as a food source, 
there is absolutely no doubt that the key resource for the species in this region is the 
presence of flowering Yellow Box. Hogg’s claim that the flowering of Mugga Ironbark 
might be one of three factors necessary for Regent Honeyeaters to breed again at the 
North Watson site is incorrect. As evidenced at Mulligans Flat and Gooroo, the nost 
crucial habitat resource required by the Regent Honeyeater at a particular site is the 
presence of large flowering Yellow Box trees. Mugga Ironbark does not occur at these 
sites. Hogg’s statement that Yellow Box is not critical for feeding Regent Honeyeaters is 
absolutely incorrect. There is a wealth of literature (including National and State 
Recovery Plans) that provide extensive details on resources known to be utilized by the 
Regent Honeyeater. In the ACT region, the most favoured trees utilized by Regent 
Honeyeaters are those that are large, found on lower slopes and flats, and flower 
profusely. 
 
Although local provenance is preferred for plantings, tree species such as Mugga 
Ironbark, Yellow Box and White Box are planted in particular locations in order to 
supplement the resources available to critically endangered species such as the Regent 
Honeyeater. Indeed, the planting of these species is identified as a habitat reconstruction 
or enhancement action in various recovery plans. The presence of Mugga Ironbark at the 
North Watson site should be maintained. However, regeneration of Yellow Box should 
be the highest priority for the conservation of the site, and indeed for the conservation of 
the Regent Honeyeater in this region. 
 
The removal of fifty per cent of Yellow Box from the site will have a significant impact 
on the Regent Honeyeater, a species of national environmental significance. The removal 
of any crucial habitat is totally contradictory to actions for the recovery of the species as 
outlined in the National Recovery Plan, the Victorian Action Statement, and the ACT 
Action Plan, and the NSW Draft Recovery Plan. 
 
It is recommended that the proponent seek advice from the Federal Government with 
regard to its responsibilities under the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Act. 
 
The above comments are the opinion of the author, on behalf of the Watson Community 
Association, and are derived from a number of years of direct experience in the recovery 
of this and other threatened species. 
 
Anthony Overs 
20 March 2001 
 



 


