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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135) 
(hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’). The ACHA informed the preparation of the attached Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), which will accompany State Significant Development (SSD) 
application for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. This Archaeological Technical 
Report (ATR) has been prepared to accompany the ACHAR. 

This ATR is intended to detail the methodology and results of test excavation. Refer to Section 1.2 of the 
ACHAR for detailed information regarding the proposed development at the subject area.  

This ATR has been prepared in accordance with the following statutory guidelines: 

▪ Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2011) (the Assessment Guidelines). 

▪ Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 
2010) (CoP). 

Test excavation was undertaken in line with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010) to understand the nature, extent, integrity and research significance of the 
Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation also aimed to sample the various landscape features 
for any potential sub-surface archaeological deposits. 

The test excavation included: 

▪ The Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavation undertaken in the subject area (Lot 59 and 60 DP 259135) 
recovered 370 Aboriginal objects, all stone artefacts, from a total of 344 excavated test units (TUs) and 
expansion units (EUs). 

▪ The highest densities of artefacts were located in Areas B and E (Lot 59 DP 259135). 

▪ Area B contained 138 artefacts out of 129 excavated test pits and accounted for 37 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

▪ Area E contained 219 artefacts out of 91 excavated test pits and accounted for 59 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

▪ The remaining Areas A, C, D, F and G contained very low artefact densities 

▪ All excavated material was wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

The predictive model formulated for the ACHAR anticipated that artefact scatters, PADs and isolated finds had 
moderate-high potential to occur in areas of low historical ground disturbance, on the basis of the distribution 
of artefact sites in the region as well as the landscape features present – including elevated ground/terraces 
associated with waterways and crests/spurs. 

The results of the test excavation confirmed: 

▪ Artefacts found during the test excavation program were predominantly concentrated adjacent to the 
waterway running through the subject area, specifically in Areas B and E. The entirety of the subsurface 
assemblage was situated within the alluvial terraces/lower slopes in proximity to the water course. 

▪ Distance from water correlated with reduced artefact density. The crest landform portion of the subject 
area excavated (Area G) contained zero subsurface assemblage. 

▪ The evidence gathered during the archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavations indicates that 
Areas E and B contain evidence of a long term or repeat camp sites. The archaeological test excavations 
conducted at Open Areas B and E have identified moderate density, relatively intact subsurface deposits. 

▪ Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool 
types. 

▪ The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 
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resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to 
contain subsurface deposits. 

▪ Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type 
in the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

▪ Feedback from the RAPs received has been positive and in support of the methodology utilised, 
assessment undertaken to date and recommendations made by the current ACHAR and associated ATR. 

▪ Numerous groups (KYWG, A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd, Yurrandaali Pty Ltd and Barraby Cultural 
Services) have identified that the Kemps Creek area, including the current subject area, is of high cultural 
significance and confirm the high potential for Aboriginal archaeological sites within the subject area. 

The project can proceed in accordance with the following recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 - Archaeological salvage excavation at Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit 
E66 post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

Recommendation 2 - Surface Collection post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

▪ Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

Recommendation 3 - Repatriation or Deposition in Keeping Place 

Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination must be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping 
place of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in 
accordance with Australian Museum Standards.  

The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction the artefacts would be reburied within 
the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 

Recommendation 4 – Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Induction 

It is recommended that induction materials be prepared for inclusion in site inductions for any contractors 
working at the subject area. The induction material should include an overview of the types of sites to be 
aware of (i.e. artefact scatters or concentrations of shells that could be middens), obligations under the NPW 
Act, and the requirements of an archaeological finds’ procedure (refer below). This process should be 
included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and any site management plans. 

The induction material may be paper based, included in any hard copy site management documents; or 
electronic, such as “PowerPoint” for any face-to-face site inductions. 
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Recommendation 5 – Archaeological Chance Find Procedure 

Although considered highly unlikely, should any archaeological deposits be uncovered during any site works, 
a procedure must be implemented. The following steps must be carried out: 

1. All works stop in the vicinity of the find. The find must not be moved ‘out of the way’ without assessment. 

2. Site supervisor, or another nominated site representative must contact either the project archaeologist (if 
relevant) or DPC to contact a suitably qualified archaeologist. 

3. The nominated archaeologist examines the find, provides a preliminary assessment of significance, 
records the item and decides on appropriate management, in conjunction with the RAPs for the project. 
Such management may require further consultation with DPC, preparation of a research design and 
archaeological investigation/salvage methodology and preparation of AHIMS Site Card. 

4. Depending on the significance of the find, reassessment of the archaeological potential of the subject 
area may be required, and further archaeological investigation undertaken. 

5. Reporting may need to be prepared regarding the find and approved management strategies. Any such 
documentation should be appended to this ACHAR and revised accordingly. 

6. Works in the vicinity of the find can only recommence upon relevant approvals from DPC. 

Recommendation 6 – Human Remains Procedure 

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered during any site works, the following must be 
undertaken: 

1. All works within the vicinity of the find immediately stop. 

2. Site supervisor or other nominated manager must notify the NSW Police and DPC. 

3. The find must be assessed by the NSW Police, and may include the assistance of a qualified forensic 
anthropologist. 

4. Management recommendations are to be formulated by the Police, DPC and site representatives. 

5. Works are not to recommence until the find has been appropriately managed. 

Recommendation 7 – RAP consultation 

A copy of the final ACHAR was provided to all Project RAPs on 30 August 2021. Ongoing consultation with 
RAPs should occur as the project progresses, to ensure ongoing communication about the project and key 
milestones, and to ensure the consultation process does not lapse, particularly with regard to consultation 
should the CFP be enacted. 

 

 

 



 

4 INTRODUCTION  
URBIS 

P0022231_GPTGROUP_MAMRERD_ACHAR_F02 

 

1. INTRODUCTION 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal 
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 
259135) (hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’) to accompany the State Significant Development 
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. 

1.1. SITE DESCRIPTION 
The subject area is within the City of Penrith Local Government Area (LGA). The subject area covers 
approximately 330,000 m2 and is bounded by Mamre Road and Lot 61 DP 259135 to the west, Lot 1 DP 
104958 to the north, Lots 56-58 DP 259135 to the south and Lots 34-37 DP 258949 and Lot 40 DP 708347 
to the east. The immediate surrounds comprise predominantly semi-rural properties. 

1.2. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 
The proposed development includes site preparation works, construction and use of five (5) warehouse and 
distribution buildings, retaining walls, stormwater and associated works, internal road network, associated 
carparking, signage and landscaping (Figure 3). 

The development is proposed to comprise a first stage of works, to be commenced by 2022. The first stage 
will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping, as well 
as the construction of two (2) warehouses. Construction of a further three (3) warehouses will be subject to 
future DAs. 
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Figure 1 – Regional Location 
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Figure 2 – Location of the Subject Area 
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Figure 3 – Proposed SSDA Masterplan 
Source: GPT Group 
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A search of the State Environmental Planning Policy (Western Sydney Employment Area) 2009 was 
undertaken on 15 July 2020. The subject area is not listed on the State Environmental Planning Policy 
(Western Sydney Employment Area) 2009, nor are any of the adjoining lots.  

1.4.2. NSW State Heritage Register (SHR) 
The State Heritage Register (SHR) lists items that have been assessed as being of State heritage significance 
to New South Wales. Items appearing on the SHR are granted protection under s.60 of the Heritage Act 1977 
(Heritage Act). 

A search of the SHR was completed on 18 December 2020. The search did not identify any heritage or 
archaeological items within the curtilage or in the vicinity of the subject area.  

1.4.3. State Government Agency Conservation (Section 170) Registers 
Section 170 of the Heritage Act requires that State Government Agencies establish and maintain a Heritage 
Conservation Register for heritage items located on land under their control or ownership. Items listed on the 
s.170 Register are listed on the State Heritage Inventory (SHI) and bound by the regulations of the Heritage 
Act. 

A search of the SHI was completed on 18 December 2020. The search did not identify any heritage or 
archaeological items within the curtilage or in the vicinity of the subject area. 

1.4.4. Australian Heritage Database 
The Australian Heritage Database contains information about more than 20,000 natural, historic and 
Indigenous places including: places in the World Heritage List, Places in the National Heritage List, places in 
the Commonwealth Heritage list; and places in the Register of the National Estate (non-statutory). The list 
also includes places under consideration, or that may have been considered for any one of these lists. 

A search of the Australian Heritage Database was completed on 18 December 2020. The search did not 
identify any heritage or archaeological items within the curtilage or in the vicinity of the subject area. 

1.4.5. Penrith Development Control Plan 2014 
As legislated by the EP & A Act, each LGA is legally obliged to produce a Development Control Plan (DCP). 
Not all LGAs provide information regarding Aboriginal cultural heritage and specific development controls to 
protect Aboriginal cultural heritage. 

Section 7.2 of the Penrith Development Control Plan 2014 addresses Aboriginal cultural heritage. This 
section identifies the following objective: 

▪ To preserve items and sites of Aboriginal archaeological significance located within the City of Penrith. 

The following controls relating to Aboriginal cultural heritage are stated in Section 7.2C of the Penrith DCP 
2014: 

1. If the development, including subdivision, but not strata subdivision, is on land identified as potentially 
archaeologically sensitive, an archaeological investigation is required with the development application. 
The Office of Environment and Heritage should be contacted for advice on survey needs and 
requirements. 

2. Despite (a) above, an archaeological assessment is required if the site area is 5 hectares or more. The 
archaeological assessment should determine whether or not Aboriginal archaeological resources are 
present on the site, and where appropriate, identify management principles to be implemented. 

3. The requirements stated in (a) and (b) above will not apply to developments where there is no: a) 
disturbance of the soil, or b) construction works on the land. For the purposes of this section, any internal 
or external works to an existing building is not deemed to be construction work. 

The present report is prepared to determine whether or not Aboriginal archaeological resources are present 
within the subject area and, if appropriate, identify management principles to be implemented, in fulfilment of 
the controls of Section 7.2C of the Penrith DCP 2014. 
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1.4.6. Mamre Road Precinct – Draft Development Control Plan 
(November 2020) 

The Objectives of the Mamre Road Precinct DCP are: 

(a) To manage Aboriginal heritage values to ensure enduring conservation outcomes. 

(b) To ensure areas identified as archaeologically or culturally significant are managed appropriately. 

The Controls of the draft DCP are: 

1. Sites of known Aboriginal Heritage and areas of high and moderate–high Aboriginal archaeological 
potential are identified (Figure 12 below). 

2. In order to ensure that a person undertaking any development or activities on land does not harm 
Aboriginal objects, development applications must identify any areas of Aboriginal heritage value that are 
within or adjoining the area of the proposed development, including any areas within the development 
site that are to be retained and protected (and identify the management protocols for these). 

3. Any ground disturbance proposed in areas where cultural material has not been identified and/or is 
considered of low potential to occur should be subject to a due diligence investigation in accordance with 
DPIE and/or best practice guidelines (e.g. Due Diligence Code of Practise for the Protection of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW). The findings of the due diligence should guide future assessment and approval 
requirements for the activity (if any). 

4. Developments or other activities that will impact on Aboriginal heritage may require consent from the 
Heritage NSW, DCP under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) and consultation with the 
relevant Aboriginal communities. 

5. Any development application that is within or adjacent to land that contains a known Aboriginal cultural 
heritage site, as indicated on Figure 5, must consider and comply with the requirements of the NPW Act. 
An Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) issued under Part 6 of the NPW Act is required for any 
works which directly affect these sites. 

6. Where the necessary consents have already been obtained from Heritage NSW, the development 
application must demonstrate that the development will be undertaken in accordance with any 
requirements of that consent. 

Notes: Applicants should consult with Heritage NSW to determine requirements for assessment and 
approval where developments or other works are to be carried out on or near Aboriginal heritage sites. 
Council or Heritage NSW may require additional investigations to be undertaken as part of a development 
application to confirm the presence of Aboriginal cultural heritage on the land. 

Where works uncover items that may be of Aboriginal cultural heritage, the developer is to consult with 
Heritage NSW to determine an appropriate course of action.  
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Figure 4 – Reproduction of figure showing areas of high and moderate Aboriginal archaeological potential 
within the Mamre Road Precinct. Subject area red polygon. 

Source: Mamre Road Precinct Draft Development Control Plan 2020 

 



 

12 INTRODUCTION  
URBIS 

P0022231_GPTGROUP_MAMRERD_ACHAR_F02 

 

 
Figure 5 – Historical Heritage Items in the vicinity of the Subject Area. 
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1.5. OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of this ACHAR are to: 

▪ Investigate the presence, or absence, of Aboriginal objects and/or places within and in close proximity to 
the subject area, and whether those objects and/or places would be impacted by the proposed 
development. 

▪ Investigate the presence, or absence, of any landscape features that may have the potential to contain 
Aboriginal objects and/or sites and whether those objects and/or sites would be impacted by the proposed 
development. 

▪ Document the nature, extent and significance of any Aboriginal objects and/or place and sites that may 
located within the subject area. 

▪ Document consultation with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) with the aim to identify any spiritual, 
traditional, historical or contemporary associations or attachments to the subject area and any Aboriginal 
objects and/or places that might be identified within the subject area. 

▪ Provide management strategies for any identified Aboriginal objects and/or places or cultural heritage 
values. 

▪ Provide recommendations for the implementation of the identified management strategies. 

▪ Prepare a final Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) to be accompany SSD-
10272349. 

1.6. AUTHORSHIP 
This ACHA has been prepared by Aaron Olsen, Urbis Assistant Archaeologist, Alexandra Ribeny, Urbis 
Consultant Archaeologist and Andrew Crisp, Urbis Senior Archaeologist, with review and quality control 
undertaken by Balazs Hansel, Urbis Associate Director Archaeology. 

Aaron Olsen holds a Bachelor of Science (Honours - First Class in Chemistry) and PhD (Chemistry) from the 
University of Newcastle, a Masters (Industrial Property) from the University of Technology Sydney and is 
currently completing a Diploma of Arts (Archaeology) at the University of Sydney.  

Alexandra Ribeny holds a Bachelor of Arts (Honours - First Class in Archaeology) from the University of Sydney 
and a Master of Archaeological Science from the Australian National University and is currently a PhD 
candidate at the Australian National University. 

Andrew Crisp holds a Bachelor of Arts (Honours - First Class in Archaeology) from the University of Sydney.  

Balazs Hansel holds a Masters (History) from the University of Szeged in addition to Masters (Archaeology 
and Museum Studies) from the University of Szeged and is currently completing a PhD (Archaeology) at the 
University of Sydney. 
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2. ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT 
2.1. ABORIGINAL ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 
This section comprises the summary of the archaeological background research for Aboriginal cultural 
heritage resources. This includes the search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 
(AHIMS) previous archaeological investigations pertinent to the subject area and broader region. 

2.1.1. Regional Archaeological Context 
The archaeological record provides evidence of the long occupation of Aboriginal people in Australia and the 
Sydney region. The oldest generally accepted date for a site in the Sydney basis is 17,800 years before present 
(BP), recorded in a rock shelter at Shaw’s Creek (Nanson et al 1987), near Castlereagh (approximately 25km 
north-west of the present subject area). Radiocarbon dating of charcoal samples from sand sheet contexts in 
proximity to the Cooks River have suggest occupation as early as 40,000 years BP (JMCHM 2005). Older 
occupation sites along the now submerged coastline would have been flooded around 10,000 years BP, with 
subsequent occupation concentrating along the current coastlines and Cumberland Plain (Attenbrow 2010).  

Due to the absence of written records, it is difficult to infer what Aboriginal life was like prior to the arrival of 
European settlers. Much of our understanding of Aboriginal life pre-colonisation is informed by the histories 
documented in the late 18th and early 19th century by European observers. These histories provide an 
inherently biased interpretation of Aboriginal life both from the perspective of the observer but also through the 
act of observation. The social functions, activities and rituals recorded by Europeans may have been impacted 
by the Observer Effect, also known as the Hawthorne Effect. The Observer/Hawthorne Effect essentially states 
that individuals will modify their behaviour in response to their awareness of being observed. With this in mind, 
by comparing/contrasting these early observations with archaeological evidence is possible to establish a 
general understanding of the customs, social structure, languages, beliefs and general of the Aboriginal 
inhabitants of the Sydney Basin (Attenbrow 2010). 

Given the early contact with Aboriginal tribes in the Sydney region, more is known about these groups than 
those which inhabited regional areas. At the time of European contact, it is believed that the Darug (also spelt 
as Dharug or Daruk) people inhabited areas from the mouth of the Hawkesbury River west to Mount Victoria, 
taking in areas around Campbelltown, Liverpool, Camden, Penrith and Windsor (Tindale, 1974). Included 
within these territories is Kemps Creek and the present subject area. The Darug are considered to have been 
a woodland people whose diet consisted primarily of hunted land animals, such as kangaroos and emus, and 
also yams and other roots (Flynn 1997; Tench 1791).  

The archaeological record is limited to materials and objects that were able to withstand degradation and 
decay. As a result, the most common type of Aboriginal objects remaining in the archaeological record are 
stone artefacts. Archaeological analyses of these artefacts in their contexts have provided the basis for the 
interpretation of change in material culture over time. Technologies used for making tools changed, along with 
preference of raw material. Different types of tools appeared at certain times, for example ground stone 
hatchets are first observed in the archaeological record around 4,000 BP in the Sydney region (Attenbrow 
2010:102). The archaeological record attests to the use of ground edge stone axes by the Darug people in 
general vicinity of the present subject area (e.g. AHIMS ID# 45-5-5186). 

The Aboriginal population in the greater Sydney region at the time of European contact is estimated to have 
been between around 4000 and 8000 people. After European contact, Aboriginal people of the Cumberland 
Plain continued to manufacture tools, sometimes with new materials such as bottle glass or ceramics. There 
are several sites in Western Sydney where flaked glass has been recorded, for example at Prospect (Ngara 
Consulting 2003).  

Based on the above background, it is possible that similar evidence of Aboriginal occupation is present within 
original and/or intact topsoils throughout the Cumberland plain, including within the present subject area. 

Kohen, J. L. 1985, an Archaeological Survey of Industrial Land in the City of Blacktown. 
Report for Blacktown City Council 
This assessment involve an analysis of archaeological surveys of industrial zoned land around the 
Blacktown City Council Area. Kohen acknowledged a distinct absence of archaeological information for the 
area at the time owing to limited interest in the Cumberland Plain prior to the introduction of legislative 
requirements for archaeological assessments in developments. Kohen established that the vast majority of 
Aboriginal sites within the area that demonstrate intensive occupation are located along creeks and streams 
which eventuate at the Hawkesbury River, or on ridges sub-parallel to these waterways. Kohen also stated 
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that extremely poor surface visibility factors inhibit the identification of artefacts, with sites almost always 
located in areas of erosion or exposure usually associated with creeks or disturbance. This concept has 
informed subsequent predictive models for the wider Cumberland Plain. Kohen argued that site density 
reflected the activity undertaken, with less dense sites likely reflective of one-off activities such as of tool 
repair. 

Smith, L., 1989. Liverpool Release Areas: Archaeological Site Survey and Planning Study 
Liverpool Survey Report  
Archaeological assessment of the Liverpool Release Areas. In this assessment Smith aimed to establish a 
spatial predictive model for the southern Cumberland Plain and to test whether the conclusions drawn for the 
northern Cumberland Plain apply. The 5 day survey program identified 26 previously unrecorded 
archaeological sites, with 19 scatters, 5 isolated finds and 2 scarred trees. Smith hypothesised that artefacts 
would be located within 50m of water sources and in lower densities than in the northern Cumberland Plain. 
Smith effectively surveyed 0.63% of the subject area on foot, once visibility conditions were accounted for 
(incidentally, Smith viewed visibility conditions as a primary factor in the locating of archaeological sites). 
Smith determined artefact scatters and isolated finds were located on almost all topographic features within 
the study area, with the exception of slopes. Smith found that 62% of sites occurred within 50m of a water 
source, with 53% within 10m and only 2 sites located at a distance greater than 100m. This assessment 
informed early predictive models for the Cumberland Plain and was formative in the development of Jo 
McDonald’s (1992) predictive model widely applied today.  

Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage Management (JMCHM), 1992. Archaeological Investigation of 
Project 12603, Cowpasture Rd, Hoxton Park, NSW Hoxton Park Archaeological Report 
Archaeological assessment intended to investigate the archaeological potential within Precinct 4 of Hoxton 
Park Stage II Release Area, establish the archaeological significance of the site and determine any threats to 
areas of archaeological significance proposed by the development. This assessment was also used as an 
opportunity to test the predictive model established by Smith and Kohen. This assessment resulted in the 
recording of 147 artefacts in total, with silcrete the dominant raw material. The spatial location and density of 
artefacts recovered from these excavations, with highest density approximately 80-90m from the creek on 
higher ground, disputed previous claims about spatial distribution of sites within the Cumberland Plain region 
and led to the development of the currently accepted predictive model.  

Australian Museum Business Services (AMBS), 1997. Cumberland Plain Regional 
Archaeological Study: Stage 1 
In this assessment, AMBS identified their aims as to examine and assess the concept of representativeness 
for Aboriginal sites on the Cumberland Plain, to critically assess the planning framework and to produce 
guidelines on the recognition of silcrete artefacts. AMBS argued that the earlier developed predictive models 
were not adequately tested and further that there has been a serious issue with the identification of silcrete 
artefacts – in that items identified as silcrete artefacts at Plumpton Ridge were instead naturally fractured 
silcrete gravels. AMBS argue for a more scientific and analytical method of analysis and site predictive 
modelling, with the valid acknowledgement that lack of scientific method complicates the comparison of 
results and information. AMBS also argue that the nature of the conservation framework – where sites 
considered representative are afforded higher protections – is problematic due to subjectivity, with this issue 
also addressed through creating a more scientific and comparable method of analysis. AMBS advocate for 
more interpretative research designs rather than descriptive predictive models in archaeological approaches 
to the Cumberland Plain.  

2.1.2. Previous Aboriginal archaeological investigations 
Previous archaeological investigations may provide invaluable information on the spatial distribution, nature 
and extent of archaeological resources in a given area. While there are no readily available assessments of 
the subject area itself, there have been numerous archaeological investigations carried out in and around 
Kemps Creek. A summary of findings of the most pertinent to the subject area is provided in Table 3 below. 
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EMM Consulting (2020) – Mamre Road Precinct Aboriginal Heritage Study 
EMM Consulting Pty Ltd (EMM) was engaged by the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 
(DPIE) to prepare an Aboriginal Heritage Study (AHS) for the Mamre Road Precinct (Figure 6), within 
Western Sydney Employment Area (WSEA). The AHS will inform planning for the development of the Mamre 
Rd Precinct based on the final structure plan and provide inputs to the Development Control Plan (DCP) 
being prepared for the whole precinct. The AHS has been undertaken in broad accordance with DPIE 
Aboriginal heritage guidelines with some modifications to meet project timeframes and to more suitably 
address the early planning nature of the project. The AHS is currently on public exhibition. 

The desktop and field survey investigations (Figure 8) for the EMM (2020) AHS demonstrated that the 
precinct is comparable with the wider cultural landscape of the Cumberland Plain. Archaeological evidence 
suggests that people utilised a wide range of resources across the region, and especially the silcrete raw 
materials from the Blacktown, Riverstone and Plumpton Ridge areas. These materials were moved along the 
major river systems across much of the Sydney Basin. Foci of occupation also appears to be primarily 
associated with the major river systems, although a transient use of all environments was known to occur. 
While a range of archaeological sites types are found across the Cumberland Plain reflecting these activities, 
much of the landscape constrains cultural material to stone artefacts located on the surface and/or in the 
upper soil profile. With specific reference to the study area, it is situated between two of the major river 
systems connecting the northern and southern parts of the Cumberland Plain, including Ropes Creek, 
Kemps Creek and South Creek. Previous investigations both within and near the study area confirm these 
wider models, which demonstrate a focus of past occupation along these waterways, and especially on 
elevated land near these resources. 

A review of previously recorded sites in the region, show that 20 are documented within the Mamre Road 
Precinct. Of these, nine are erroneously located and situated in Erskine Park to the north, leaving 11 
remaining in the Mamre Road Precinct (Figure 7). These are primarily situated along the edges of the main 
creek systems and/or on a ridgeline in the north of the Mamre Road Precinct (within the current subject 
area). With one exception, #45-5-5188 - a high density artefact scatter on South Creek - the sites are all 
characterised as isolated objects and/or low-density artefact scatters (usually consisting of <10 artefacts). 
Excavations of several of these suggest that they are primarily found in shallow duplex and/or fabric contrast 
soil profiles commonly <30 cm deep, with rare examples extending to 60-80 cm.  

EMM conducted a limited field investigation (which did not include the current subject area) due to access 
restrictions, identified a further two previously unidentified sites, MPR-01 (#45-5-0316) and MPR-02 (#45-5-
0315), both consisting of low numbers of artefacts in the vicinity of Kemps Creek and Ropes Creek, 
respectively, and validating some of the previously documented sites. 

In addition to the identified Aboriginal sites and objects, areas of archaeological potential were also 
identified. These included a 200m buffer around Ropes Creek, and a 100m buffer around Kemps Creek, 
South Creek and second order tributaries - the reduction in these latter areas relating to the local topography 
and significant disturbance in these locales. In all cases, it is considered that elevations, such as levees, 
terraces, etc, have a greater potential within these buffers for significant cultural material to be present 
(Figure 9). In addition, a number of ridgelines were also identified as having potential based on the AHS’ 
findings and Aboriginal community feedback. 

Based on the findings of the EMM (2020) AHS, the following recommendations were made: 

▪ The exhibited structure plan does not require amendment based on the findings of this AHS. While 
cultural materials are identified within the study area and may be harmed as a result of the rezoning, 
areas identified as containing significant archaeological and cultural value would be largely unaffected. 

▪ The Development Control Plan developed from the structure plan should include appropriate 
management requirements for Aboriginal heritage based on the findings of this study. These should 
include: 

(i) Any ground disturbance proposed in areas where cultural material has not been identified and/or is 
considered of low potential to occur should be subject to a due diligence investigation in accordance 
with DPIE and/or best practice guidelines (e.g. Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 
Aboriginal Objects in NSW). The findings of the due diligence should guide future assessment and 
approval requirements for the activity (if any) (Figure 10). 

(ii) Any ground disturbance proposed in areas where cultural material has been identified and/or is 
considered to have potential for them to occur (the current subject area) should be subject to an 
Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment or equivalent in accordance with DPIE and/or best practice 
guidelines (eg Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in 
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Figure 6 – EMM (2020) figure showing the location of the Mamre Road Precinct with the current subject area in red. 

Source: EMM 2020 
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Figure 10 - EMM (2020) figure showing the proposed DCP Aboriginal archaeological requirements within the Mamre Road Precinct. The current subject area is in 
red. 

Source: EMM 2020 
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2.1.3. Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 
The AHIMS database comprises previously registered Aboriginal archaeological objects and cultural heritage 
places in NSW and it is managed by the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) under 
Section 90Q of the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act). Aboriginal objects are the official 
terminology in AHIMS for Aboriginal archaeological sites. From this point in the assessment forward the 
terms of ‘Aboriginal sites’, ‘AHIMS sites’ or ‘sites’ will be used to describe the nature and spatial distribution 
of archaeological resources in relation to the subject area. 

The Extensive search of the AHIMS was carried out on the 2nd July 2020 (Client Service ID: 517484) for an 
area of approximately 4km by 4km. Altogether 79 Aboriginal objects and no Aboriginal places were identified 
within the Extensive AHIMS search area. Figure 15 identifies the spatial location of sites across the search 
area. 

There are four registered Aboriginal sites (AHIMS ID# 45-5-3029, 45-5-3031, 45-5-3034 and 45-5-3035) 
within the subject area, all of which are listed as ‘valid’ in the AHIMS report (Figure 15). There are also four 
registered Aboriginal sites (AHIMS ID# 45-5-3030, 45-5-3036, 45-5-4102 and 45-5-5186) in close proximity 
to the subject area, all of which are listed as ‘valid’ in the AHIMS report (Figure 15). These sites are discussed 
in detail below. 

AHIMS ID# 45-5-3029, 3030, 3031, 3034, 3035 & 3036 
AHIMS ID# 45-5-3029 (EPTA4), 45-5-3030 (EPTA5) and 45-5-3031 (EPTA6), 45-5-3034 (EP-I 1), 45-5-3035 
(EP-1 2) or 45-5-3036 (EP-1 3) were all recorded by Navin Officer Heritage Consultants Pty Ltd. According to 
the AHIMS report, they are located within the subject area or within Lot 1 DP 104958 immediately to north of 
the subject area (Figure 15). 

The site cards for AHIMS ID# 45-5-3029, 45-5-3030 and 45-5-3031 indicate that they are artefact scatters. 
No site cards or Aboriginal heritage reports are available through the AHIMS website for AHIMS ID#45-5-
3034, 45-5-3035 or 45-5-3036. Communication via email with David Gordon, Senior Heritage Information 
Officer (Aboriginal) with the NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet, has established the following 
regarding the missing AHIMS site data:  

“The electronic record for these cards show they were completed in 2005. Back at that time it 
was common that sites were recorded with little or no information as to create site numbers in 
AHIMS for the production of Permits or the destruction of those sites. This is the case in this 
request.” (David Gordon pers. comms. 2019). 

Each of the six sites is subject to a Section 90 ‘Consent to carry out the destruction of an Aboriginal 
object/place’ (Consent #2188). Consent #2188 was issued to CSR Limited for the then proposed industrial 
development of ‘CSR Lands, Erskine Park’ (Figure 11 ) dated 23rd August 2005. Consent #2188 indicates 
that AHIMS ID#45-5-3034 (EP-I 1), 45-5-3035 (EP-1 2) or 45-5-3036 (EP-1 3) are isolated finds.  

The co-ordinates of the six sites indicated in the AHIMS report match the co-ordinates recorded in Consent 
#2188. However, a map of the CSR land in Erskine Park for which Consent #2188 was requested indicate 
that it is approximately 1km north of the present subject area, placing the six sites well-outside the subject 
area. A report produced by Dominic Steel Consulting Archaeology (DSCA 2010, p .48-49) notes the 
discrepancy and concludes that the co-ordinates of the six sites are registered incorrectly with AHIMS: 

Following a subsequent review of all DECCW AHIMS information that was gathered in May 
and June 2010, it became apparent that all of these sites noted above had been recorded by 
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants during ongoing (and various) works undertaken during 
2005. 

This consultancy firm was subsequently contacted by DSCA in early June 2010 to best 
determine the nature of these previous Aboriginal site recordings and their location. 

This revealed that the site coordinates were in error, and in fact related to sites previously 
recorded during archaeological excavation works undertaken to the north of the Sydney Water 
pipeline and were therefore located a kilometre or so north of the LOGOS Estate site (current 
subject area). 

Based on the information available, it is clear that the coordinates of AHIMS ID# 45-5-3029 (EPTA4), 45-5-
3030 (EPTA5), 45-5-3031 (EPTA6), 45-5-3034 (EP-I 1), 45-5-3035 (EP-1 2) and 45-5-3036 (EP-1 3) are 
incorrectly registered. These six sites fall within the CSR lands indicated in Figure 11, approximately 1km 
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north of the present subject area. Accordingly, there are no correctly recorded Aboriginal sites within the 
subject area. The corrected site locations are indicated in Figure 15. 

 
Figure 11 – Erskine Park CSR lands for which Section 90 Consent to Destroy #2188 was requested (dark polygon). 
Source: Consent #2188 

AHIMS ID# 45-5-4102 
AHIMS ID# 45-5-4102 is identified as an isolated find and has been given the site name ‘Kemps Creek IF1’. 
The AHIMS report indicates that this site is ‘valid’. The site comprises a single mottled grey quartzite flaked 
piece (16mm x 8mm x 4mm) on the bank of a small agricultural dam. AHIMS ID# 45-5-4102 is located 
outside the subject area, in the south-eastern corner of 708 Mamre Road, Lot 1 DP 104958 (Figure 15).  

AHIMS ID# 45-5-5186 
AHIMS ID# 45-5-5186 is identified as an artefact scatter with an associated potential archaeological deposit 
(PAD) and has been given the site name ‘Mamre Road Artefact Scatter 1901 (MAM AS1901)’. The AHIMS 
report indicates that this site is ‘valid’. The artefact scatter comprises a ground edge axe, nine silcrete flakes, 
a mudstone flake, a quartzite flake and a chert flake. The artefacts were eroding out of a gentle slope on the 
edge of a dam. The site card notes that there is potential for further artefacts to be uncovered in the 
surrounds and subsurface.  

The artefact scatter is located outside the subject area, at the rear of 788-804 Mamre Road, Lot 58 DP 
259135 (Figure 15). The PAD encompasses two separate areas within Lots 56, 57 and 58 DP 259135, both 
of which are abutting the boundary of the subject area (Figure 12 and Figure 15). The PAD is located on the 
mid- to lower-slope of the raised area next to the first order drainage line of South Creek. 
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Figure 12 – Location of AHIMS ID# 45-5-5186 artefact scatter (MAM AS1901) and associated PAD. The current 
subject area is indicated by the yellow shading. 
Source: AHIMS ID# 45-5-5186 site card 
 

Figure 13 and Table 4 identify the breakdown of site types within the broader search area. Identified sites are 
all open context sites, reflecting a lack of rock overhangs in the area. The most common site types identified 
in the search area are artefact scatters, which comprised 65% (n=51) of search results, and isolated finds, 
which comprised 29% (n=23) of search results. The densities of the artefact scatters vary from small scatters 
of as a few as two objects up to hundreds of objects. Spatially, objects within the search area tend to be 
located primarily within proximity of South Creek and its tributaries.  

These results reinforce the generic predictive model for the Cumberland Plain, which suggests that 
Aboriginal objects are anticipated to occur in higher frequency and density within 200m of high order 
streams. Aboriginal objects are also anticipated within 200m in context of lower order streams, but these are 
generally low density, background scatters and generally reflective of less prolonged, transitional use of the 
landscape. 
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2.1.5. Summary  
The conclusions drawn from the archaeological background information, including AHIMS results and 
previous pertinent archaeological investigations are the following: 

‒ There are four Aboriginal sites registered within the subject area and a further four registered as 
being located in close proximity to the subject area.  

‒ Each of the four sites within the recorded in the AHIMS register as being within the subject area and 
two of those recorded as being in close proximity to the subject area have incorrect GPS coordinates 
and, according to the details of the sites, are located approximately 1 km to north, well outside of the 
subject area. 

‒ There are two correctly registered Aboriginal sites in the immediate vicinity of the subject area: an 
isolated find (AHIMS ID# 45-5-4102) and an artefact scatter with an associated PAD (AHIMS ID# 45-
5-5186). 

‒ The subject area should be considered archaeologically sensitive as a result of registered Aboriginal 
sites and the landform within (ridge line, number of low rises adjacent to open depressions) and the 
registered sites in the vicinity. 

‒ Archaeological sites can be found across a variety of landforms in the Cumberland Plain with more 
frequency in the vicinity of permanent water. Of particular archaeological potential are lower slopes 
and river terraces. 

‒ Previous archaeological investigation within the subject area was insufficient in identifying the 
significance/extent as well as the appropriate management approach to both identified and potential 
archaeological sites. 

‒ Recent archaeological investigations immediately adjacent to the subject area have identified a 
complex subsurface archaeological assemblage across a number of landforms despite minimal 
surface archaeological expressions such as isolated finds and scatters. 
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2.2. LANDSCAPE ANALYSIS 

2.2.1. Geology and Soils 
The subject area is located within the Sydney Basin, upon the Cumberland Plain. The Cumberland Plain lies 
on Triassic shales and overlain by Hawkesbury sandstone. The region consists of mostly low rolling hills and 
wide valleys.  

There are two soil landscapes identified within the subject area (Figure 7), the Luddenham soil landscape 
and the Blacktown soil landscape. 

The Luddenham Soil Landscape is present in the eastern portion of the subject area. This soil landscape is 
described as residing upon Wianamatta Group Ashfield Shale and Bringelly Shale formations. The Ashfield 
Shale consists of laminite and dark grey shale. Bringelly Shale consists of shale, calcareous claystone, and 
laminite. Between these two shale members is the Minchinbury Sandstone consisting of fine to medium-
grained lithic quartz sandstone. Soils are described as shallow (<100m) dark podzolic soils (Dd3.51) or 
massive earthy clays (Uf6.71) on crests; moderately deep (70-150cm) red podzolic soils (Dr2.11, Dr2.41, 
Dr3.11) on upper slopes; moderately deep (<150cm) yellow podzolic soils (Dy4.22) and prairie soils (Gn3.26) 
on lower slopes and drainage lines. Dominant soil materials include Friable dark brown loam, Hard setting 
brown clay loam, whole coloured strongly pedal clay, mottled grey plastic clay and apedal brown sandy clay.  

The Blacktown Soil Landscape is present in the western portion of the subject area. This is described as 
residing upon gently undulating rises on Wianamatta Group shales and Hawkesbury shale. Soils are 
described as shallow to moderately deep (<100 cm) Red and Brown Podzolic Soils (Dr3.21, Dr3.11, Db2.11) 
on crests, upper slopes and well-drained areas; deep (150-300 cm) Yellow Podzolic Soils and Soloths 
(Dy2.11, Dy3.11) on lower slopes and in areas of poor drainage. Dominant soil materials include friable 
brownish-black loam, hard setting brown clay loam, strongly pedal mottled brown light clay, and light grey 
plastic mottled clays. 

The depth of natural soils is relevant to the potential for archaeological materials to be present, especially in 
areas where disturbance is high. In general, as disturbance increases, archaeological potential decreases. 
Historic land use activities are discussed in Section 2.6 of this report, however in general disturbance is 
determined to be low across the subject area with the land primarily used for agricultural processes. There is 
high potential that the soil profile remains intact. 

2.2.2. Vegetation and Resources 
Vegetation within the Luddenham Soil Landscape is typified by extensively cleared open forest (dry 
sclerophyll forest). Dominant tree species include Eucalyptus maculate (spotted gum) and E. moluccana 
(grey box). Lesser occurrences of E. fibrosa (broad-leaved ironbark), E. crebra (narrow-leaved ironbark), E. 
tereticornis (forest red gum) and E. longifolia (woollybutt) occur. Understorey shrub species include Bursaria 
spinosa (blackthorn), Breynia oblongifolia (coffee bush), Allocasuarina torulosa (forest oak), Acacia implexa 
(hickory) and Clerodendrum tomentosum (hairy clerodendrum). 

Vegetation within the Blacktown Soil Landscape is typified by almost completely cleared open-forest and 
open-woodland (dry sclerophyll forest). The original woodland and open-forest were dominated by 
Eucalyptus tereticornis (forest red gum), E. crebra (narrow-leaved ironbark), E. moluccana (grey box) and E. 
maculata (spotted gum). 

2.2.3. Hydrology 
The subject area contains one tributary of South Creek, which runs through the west of the subject area. The 
subject area is also approximately 200m north of another tributary of South Creek, which itself runs 
approximately 1.2km to the west. The subject area straddles the two catchments of South Creek 
(approximately 1.5km to the west) and Ropes Creek (approximately 1.5km to the east). (Figure 16).  
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Figure 16 – Soil Landscapes and Hydrology 
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Figure 17 – Landform types 
Source: CSIRO, 2009 
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Figure 18 – Landform Patterns. 
Source: CSIRO, 2009 
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Figure 19 – Landforms and areas of disturbance within the subject area 
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2.3. HISTORICAL LAND USE 
The subject area has historically been used for agricultural purposes (Biosys 2018). It is located on part of 
300 acres granted to Richard Fitzgerald, a former convict who arrived in Sydney in 1791 on the Third Fleet 
ship William and Ann (MacLaurin 1966) (Figure 20).  

Historic aerial images from 1961, 1978, 1994 and 2020 were analysed to develop an understanding of 
disturbance (see Figure 21) and is included in Table 6. Historical development of the subject area has 
caused localised moderate to high levels of ground disturbance (dam and building construction), while the 
majority of the subject area has been subject to low levels of physical impact (vegetation clearance and 
pastoral uses). 

 
Figure 20 – Excerpt of a ca. 1870 map of the Parish of Melville including Richard Fitzgerald’s “Restitution Farm”; Mamre 
Road is yet to be constructed (subject area indicated by red polygon). 
Source: NSW Land Registry Services (Map No. 14060401) 
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Figure 21 – Historical Aerial Imagery 
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2.5. RESEARCH DESIGN AND SAMPLING STRATEY 
The purpose of a research design is to provide and direct a reasonable foundation for management 
decisions of an archaeological or cultural heritage site or place as well as satisfying regulatory requirements 
through a standardised process. All related future archaeological studies and analyses stand to benefit if 
guided by clear linkage of study goals, relevant theory, data and methods. Application of a research design 
is international best practice and plays a vital role in the planning process. 

This research design follows a test excavation under the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of 
Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW, 2010). The purpose of the test excavation is to obtain 
information about nature and extent of subsurface artefacts and any archaeological features at this location. 
This information will be used to better to understand the significance of the archaeology at this location and 
to better guide its management. 

The below Archaeological Research Design (ARD) has been developed to provide a framework to 
investigate the nature and origin of the potential archaeological resource within the subject area. 

This ARD has been designed based on the results of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
(ACHAR), particularly the results of the archaeological background research and predictive model. 

This ARD has been prepared to cover the following objectives: 

▪ Investigate the nature, spatial and stratigraphical extent, condition and integrity of any archaeological 
deposits that may be present. 

▪ If archaeological deposits are identified, apply relevant research questions to interpret the finds and 
results in context of local and regional archaeological modelling. 

In order to fulfil the objectives of the ARD, the following indicative research questions have been formulated: 

1. Is there a subsurface archaeological deposit present? 

2. If an archaeological deposit present, how can it be interpreted? 

‒ What is the spatial and vertical extent of the deposit? 

‒ What is the integrity and condition of the deposit? 

‒ What are the physical attributes and compositions of the deposit (eg. stone artefacts, features, 
remains of original environment, contact period artefacts)? 

‒ What are the characteristics of the stone artefact assemblage? What types of artefacts are present 
and what specialisation if any can be detected in the assemblage? 

‒ Does the archaeological deposit have evidence of intra-site patterning or various occupational 
periods? 

‒ Should faunal and/or shell material be located, what species present were utilised by Aboriginal 
people?  

3. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in a local context? 

‒ Are there similarities or differences with nearby archaeological sites? 

‒ Is there evidence of connection to nearby sites in terms of raw material, composition and nature of 
the assemblage? 

4. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in the regional context? 

‒ Where did the raw materials originate from? 

‒ Is there any indication of trade in connection of raw material procurement? 

‒ How does the assemblage compare to other archaeological sites within the region? 

5. Do the results if the archaeological excavation changes the scientific and cultural significance of the site? 

‒ What is the scientific and cultural value of the assemblage? 

‒ How do the Aboriginal stakeholders view the cultural value of the deposit and assemblage? 
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2.6. TEST EXCAVATION METHODOLOGY 
The test excavations will be undertaken in line with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of 
Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010) in order to understand the nature, extent, integrity and research 
significance of the Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation will also aim to sample the 
various landscape features located within the subject area for any potential sub-surface archaeological 
deposits. 

This section presents the methodology for the proposed test excavation programs. According to the Code of 
Practice “test excavations should be sufficiently comprehensive to allow characterisation of the Aboriginal 
objects present without having a significant impact on the archaeological value of the subject area”. 

The test excavation will include: 

▪ The initial approach to testing will include the excavation of 50 cm by 50 cm test pits in various transects 
on a 10m grid system. The exact location of the transects and test pits have been informed by the results 
of the archaeological survey and the predictive model of the ACHAR.  

▪ The location and number of transects and test pits will be further adjusted by on-site observation of 
localised disturbance and in consultation with the Aboriginal officers on site. 

▪ All excavated material will be wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

2.6.1. Test Excavation Stage 1 
▪ The test pits shall be excavated by hand (inclusive of trowels, spades and other hand tools) along each 

transects at intervals of 10m. 

▪ The first test pit within each transect and/or landform shall be excavated in 5cm spits to establish the 
depth and nature of soil and any stratigraphy present. Subsequent test pits conducted within the same 
transect and/or landform and/or potential archaeological deposit shall then be excavated in either 10cm 
spits or stratigraphic units (whichever is smaller) to the base of Aboriginal object-bearing units being the 
removal of the A-horizon soil deposit down to the sterile clay layer (B-horizon). 

▪ All test pits will be excavated using the above methods in each transect before any further adjustment is 
made to the transect or additional pits are excavated. 

▪ All excavated soil will be sieved through 5mm nested sieves using wet sieving method. 

2.6.2. Test Excavation Stage 2 
▪ Following the completion of Stage 1, the Excavation Director (Andrew Crisp) will make the decision 

whether it is necessary to excavate additional 50cm by 50 cm test pits in order to identify the spatial 
extent of identified archaeological resources, or existing pits will be expanded to further excavate those 
pits that yielded archaeological material or features to better understand the nature, extent and integrity 
of the identified archaeological resources.  

▪ Test pits may be expanded into a 1m x 1m square or other arrangements in line with the Code of 
Practice at the discretion of the Excavation Director. The additional pits would be excavated in 50cm x 
50cm test pit units, to further understand the archaeological resource.  

▪ Additional 50cm x 50cm test pits may be placed at an interval of 5 or 10m (or other justifiable and regular 
spacing appropriate to the scale of the area being tested) from the test pits that yielded archaeological 
resource to test further the immediate area for artefact concentrations and/or archaeological features, or 
to define a site boundary. These additional test pits would be excavated using the same methodology 
outlined above. 

▪ Expansion test pits may be combined and excavated as necessary in 50cm x 50cm units for the 
purposes of further understanding site characteristics. Note that under the Code of Practice, the 
maximum area that can be excavated in any one continuous area is 3m2. 

2.6.3. General Procedures 
▪ The Code of Practice dictates that the maximum surface area of all test excavation units must be no 

greater than 0.5% of the PAD or landform unit area being investigated. 

▪ All excavated soil shall be sieved in 5 mm sieves using wet sieving method. 
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▪ Artefacts will be collected, bagged and tagged with a unique identification number according to test pit 
location, spit or context number. 

▪ Each test pit shall be recorded using standard archaeological procedure, including standardised 
recording forms, coordinates collected using a GPS, photographic recording with scale and stratigraphic / 
soil profile for each test pit shall be recorded in scale drawings as required by Code of Practice recording 
requirements. 

▪ Test excavation units shall be backfilled as soon as practicable, to be organised by the proponent. 
Alternatively, if manual collapse of the test pits is deemed appropriate this will be agreed to prior to the 
test excavation program. 

▪ An AHIMS site card shall be prepared and submitted to the AHIMS Registrar for any new sites identified 
during test excavations. 

▪ An AHIMS Site Impact Recording form shall be completed and submitted to the AHIMS Registrar for any 
sites impacted during test excavations. 

▪ In the unlikely event that suspected human remains are identified works will immediately cease and the 
NSW Police and DPC will be notified. 

▪ Test excavations shall cease when enough information* has been recovered to adequately characterise 
the objects/assemblage(s) present with regard to their nature and significance. 

*Enough information is defined by DPC as meaning “that the sample of excavated material clearly and self-
evidently demonstrates the deposit’s nature and significance. This may include things like locally or 
regionally high object density: presence of rare or representative objects: presence of archaeological 
features: or locally or regionally significant deposits stratified or not” (DECCW 2010a). 

2.7. POST-EXCAVATION ANALYSIS 
All collected materials shall be temporarily held at the Urbis office, where they shall be analysed and 
catalogued by Urbis archaeological staff using the standard artefact curation protocol of the Australian 
Museum. Selected artefacts or representative samples will be photographed and included and further 
analysed in detail in the report. The collection shall be analysed using A Record in Stone (Holdaway & Stern 
2004) and other contemporary methods. 

2.7.1. Care and control 
A strategy for management of Aboriginal artefacts recovered from the site shall be developed through 
consultation with the RAPs. The RAPs are invited to provide comment on the long-term management of 
artefacts. 

Artefacts identified and collected during test excavations will be temporarily held in a lockable, secure 
location at the Urbis Sydney office (ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET SYDNEY, NSW 2000, 
AUSTRALIA) where they shall be catalogued and analysed by an Urbis archaeologist / artefact specialist. 

Following completion of artefact cataloguing and analysis any artefacts recovered during test excavations 
and subsequent salvage excavations (if necessary) will be moved to the agreed long-term keeping place as 
soon as practicable in accordance with: 

▪ Requirement 26 “Stone artefact deposition and storage” in the Code of Practice for Archaeological 
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (24 September 2010.  
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Figure 23 – Archaeological survey GPS tracks 
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Figure 24 – Archaeological Survey Units 
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2.8.1. Survey Unit 1 
Survey Unit 1 (SU1) incorporates the majority of Lot 60 DP 259135. 

The eastern most portion of SU1 is a contains lower hillslope landform with low density residential dwelling. 
The entirety of the remainder of SU1 contains truncated and artificially terraced simple slope in addition to 
low density industrial use/warehouse/sheds. 

SU 1 was heavily grassed with some sparce regrowth and planted vegetation and trees. Visibility in SU1 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, livestock impacts at the base of trees and in association truncation of the 
natural landform. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU1. 

 

 

 
Figure 25 – Survey team, SU1. Aspect west  Figure 26 –Dam within SU1. Aspect east 

 

 

 
Figure 27 – Erosion exposure within embankment 
between hardstands. Aspect south 

 Figure 28 – Extant shed complex. Aspect south-east 

 

 

 

Figure 29 – lower hillslope adjacent to dwelling in 
eastern portion of SU1. Aspect south 

 Figure 30 – Lower hillslope to rear (east of dwelling). 
Aspect north 
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2.8.2. Survey Unit 2 
Survey Unit 2 (SU2) incorporates the eastern most portion of Lot 60 DP 259135 and the north eastern 
portion of Lot 59 DP 259135. 

SU2 contains mid hillslope rising to the east into upper hillslope and ridge landform. Atop the ridge is a low-
density residential dwelling and garden. 

SU2 was heavily grassed with some sparce regrowth and planted vegetation and trees. Visibility in SU2 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including livestock 
impacts at the base of trees and in association with vehicle movements. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU2. 

 

 

 
Figure 31 – Western portion of SU2. Aspect west  Figure 32 – View east from mid hillslope 

 

 

 
Figure 33 – Garden and dwelling on ridge in SU2  Figure 34 – Ridge top in north-east of subject area. 

Aspect east 

 

 

 

Figure 35 – View along ridge from north-east corner 
of subject area. Aspect west 

 Figure 36 – View south toward tributary 
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2.8.3. Survey Unit 3 
Survey Unit 3 (SU3) incorporates the central portion of Lot 59 DP 259135 to the north of the low order 
tributary (now dammed). 

SU3 entirely consisted of lower hillslope landform utilised as pastural land, with small stands of native 
vegetation a large dam the most significant historic impact. 

SU3 was heavily grassed with small stands of native trees, predominantly regrowth. Visibility in SU3 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, and livestock impacts at the base of trees and areas or repeat movement 
(near gates, fence lines). 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU3. 

 

 

 
Figure 37 – Northern bank of dam. Aspect west  Figure 38 – Western bank of dam. Aspect south 

 

 

 
Figure 39 – stand of regrowth native trees  Figure 40 – survey team traversing lower hillslope 

landform. Aspect north 

 

 

 

Figure 41 – View east along lower hillslope   Figure 42 – View west toward SU4 
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2.8.4. Survey Unit 4 
Survey Unit 4 (SU4) incorporates the western portion of Lot 59 DP 259135. 

The eastern most portion of SU4 is a contains an artificially terraced simple slope in addition to established 
livestock barn/shed. The remainder of SU4 is gently westerly sloping paddock down toward Mamre Road 
easement. 

SU4 was heavily grassed with some sparce native trees. Visibility in SU4 was low, at approximately 20%. 
Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including unsealed tracks, livestock impacts at the 
base of trees and in association truncation of the natural landform. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU1. 

 

 

 
Figure 43 – Structure in eastern portion of SU4  Figure 44 – Erosion in eastern portion of SU4 

 

 

 
Figure 45 – Felled mature native tree in SU4  Figure 46 – Survey team traversing SU4. Aspect 

north 

 

 

 

Figure 47 – Remnant mature native tree in SU4  Figure 48 – View eastward along SU4 
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2.8.5. Survey Unit 5 
Survey Unit 5 (SU5) incorporates the southern portion of Lot 59 DP 259135 to the south of the low order 
tributary (now dammed). 

SU5 entirely consisted of lower hillslope landform utilised as pastural land, with small stands of native 
vegetation a large dam the most significant historic impact. 

SU5 was heavily grassed with small stands of native trees, predominantly regrowth. Visibility in SU3 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, and livestock impacts at the base of trees and areas or repeat movement 
(near gates, fence lines). 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU5. 

 

 

 
Figure 49 – Survey team traversing through stand of 
native trees. Aspect north-east 

 Figure 50 – View north toward tributary 

 

 

 
Figure 51 – Indicative erosion cause by cattle 
movement 

 Figure 52 – View east along southern boundary of 
subject area 

 

 

 

Figure 53 – View north along eastern boundary of 
subject area 

 Figure 54 – View along southern bank of dam. 
Aspect west 
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2.10.1. Transect A 
High levels of disturbance were identified across the entirety of Transect A which included shallow deposit 
(10cm-30cm) of archaeologically sterile mixed basal/levelling clay and topsoil. 

 

 

 
Figure 55 – Indicative pre-ex. conditions Transect A  Figure 56 – Indicative post-ex TU in Transect A 

 

2.10.2. Transect B 
Transect B presented a largely natural soil profile of between approximately 20cm-40cm in depth. A light 
grey-brown humic deposit gradually transitioned into a firm basal clay.  

 

 

 
Figure 57 – Indicative pre-ex. conditions Transect B  Figure 58 – Indicative post-ex TU in Transect B 
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Figure 59 – Stage 1 Test Excavation Results Lot 60 DP 259135 
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2.11. STAGE 1 TEST EXCAVATION RESULTS – LOT 59 DP 259135 
The following section presents a transect-by-transect summary of the Stage 1 test excavation results within 
Lot 59 DP 259135. The locations of the test pits are shown below (Figure 60 to Figure 65).  

Test excavation was undertaken in accordance with the methodology and sampling strategy provided to 
Heritage NSW under Requirement 15C. The excavation team is provided below and incorporated participants 
from the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) and Urbis archaeologists. 

The excavation team included: 

▪ Excavation Director/Senior Archaeologist, Urbis – Andrew Crisp 

▪ Consultant Archaeologist – Owen Barrett 

▪ Consultant Archaeologist – Meggan Walker 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Phil Boney 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Braydon MacDougall 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Joshua MacDougall 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Joseph Hampton 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Kyleiah Caldeel 

▪ Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Site Officer – Jamie Currell 

▪ Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Site Officer – Kadibulla Khan 

▪ Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Site Officer – Grant Fenton 

▪ Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Site Officer – Ralph Hampton 

▪ Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group Site Officer –Belinda Jackson 

The study area was defined by property boundaries which spanned approximately 1 km east from Mamre rd. 
at Kemps Creek. While narrow at its street frontage, approximately 80 meters, it became wider at its eastern 
end to a width of approximately 500 m. This eastern portion was bounded by a high, roughly semicircular 
ridgeline which forms an upper catchment area which currently provides water to large and small dams within, 
and adjacent to, the study area. Prior to European occupation and subsequent land clearing and dam 
construction the study area was likely to have consisted of ephemeral water holes and swampy areas attracting 
native fauna and providing resources for Aboriginal people. 

A total of two hundred and sixty-eight (268) 50cm by 50cm test units (TUs) were excavated within the subject 
area A low level background artefact scatter was identified in areas B and E. TU B58 and TU E33, with the 
highest artefact counts of 5 were expanded under Stage 2 of the test excavation program to refine an 
understanding of artefact distribution in these two areas. TU E47 approximately twenty (20) metres north of 
TU E33 also had five (five) artefacts and TU E66 approximately forty (40) metres south east of TU E33 was 
later found to have fourteen (14) artefacts however this was not discovered until the final days of the excavation 
program. 
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Figure 60 – Stage 1 Test Excavation Results  
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Figure 61 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect A and Transect C 
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Figure 62 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect E 
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Figure 63 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect B 
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Figure 64 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect D and Transect F 
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Figure 65 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect G 
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2.11.1. Area A 
Area A consisted of moderate slopes on the southern flank of the large dam in the eastern part of the study 
area within the upper catchment area surrounded by high ridgelines. Vegetation consisted of scattered mature 
eucalypts and casuarina groves with exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at area A at 20m intervals on 6 transects spaced 10m 
apart. These were labelled A1–A27. 

Soil profiles at area A displayed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 15cm, and a depth range of 15cm to 30cm. The shallowest TUs showed signs of truncation and 
mechanical disturbance. The deeper TUs appeared to have intact soil profiles. 

 

 

 
Figure 66 – Area A view north-west. Lower slopes 
adjacent to dam. Area C (lower slopes) and area G 
(ridge line) in background. Test pit A1 location in 
foreground. 

 Figure 67 – Area A view south-east. Gentle slopes 
rising to upper catchment ridgeline in east of study 
area. Location of Test pit A2 in foreground. 

A typical undisturbed soil profile in Area A such as at A4 consisted of: 

I. 0-25cm: Dark brown silty clay loam; scattered baked clay and charcoal; few inclusions. Munsell 
5YR 3/3. pH 6.5.  

II. 25cm to base: increasingly clayey bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: yellowish to reddish silty clay. Munsell 5YR 4/4. pH 6. 

 

 

 
Figure 68 – TU A4. Typical soil profile  Figure 69 – TU A17. Truncated and disturbed soil 

profile. 
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2.11.2. Area B 
Area B was located west of the large dam in the east of the study area. It consisted of a slightly raised area 
south of the original creek line and current swampy low-lying land forms and a small dam. A broad spur 
rising from this area to the upper catchment ridgeline may have provided a travel route to the lower lying 
flood plains. A low-level artefact scatter was retrieved from Area B. Vegetation in area B consisted of sparse 
eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species. A small grove of casuarinas was located next to the small 
dam adjacent to Area B.  

One hundred (100) TUs were excavated at area B and were labelled B1-B100. Initially test pits were placed 
at 20m intervals on multiple transects spaced 10m apart. A low-level artefact scatter was found across the 
landform with no clear focus, therefore further test pits were excavated to create a 10m grid covering the 
landform. This revealed a slightly higher concentration at TU B58 (five artefacts). TU58 was therefore 
flagged for expansion under Stage 2 to examine the nature and extent of the archaeological deposit in this 
location. 

Soil profiles in area B showed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an 
average depth of 21cm and a depth range of 10cm to 45cm. As was the case in Area A, this variation was 
partially due to disturbance and erosion evident in some test units. 

 

 

 
Figure 70 – Area B view south. Lower slopes below 
spur leading to upper catchment ridgeline. Location 
or TU B8 in foreground. 

 Figure 71 – Area B view north. Small dam and 
drainage line in background. Location of TU B58 in 
foreground. 

A typical soil profile at Area B such as at B1 consisted of:  

I. 0-20cm: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Varying degrees of insect/ 
earthworm/tree root bioturbation. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. pH 5.5. 

II. 20cm -base: Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6.pH 6. 
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Figure 72 – Typical soil profile in Area B. TU B7.  Figure 73 – Truncated and disturbed soil profile. TU 

B32. 
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2.11.3. Area C 
Area C consisted of moderate slopes on the northern flank of the large dam in the eastern part of the study 
area within the upper catchment area surrounded by high ridgelines. Vegetation consisted of one large mature 
eucalypt and casuarina groves with exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at area C at 20m on four transects spaced 10m apart. 
These were labelled C1 – C27. 

Soil profiles at area C displayed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 23.5cm, and a depth range of 8cm to 48cm. The shallowest TUs showed signs of truncation and 
mechanical disturbance. The deeper TUs appeared to have intact soil profiles. 

 

 

 
Figure 74 – Area C view west. Moderate to gentle 
slopes adjacent to dam. Location of TU27 in 
foreground. 

 Figure 75 – Area C view east towards upper 
catchment area. TU C16 in foreground. 

A typical undisturbed soil profile in Area C such as at A4 consisted of: 

I. 0-25cm: Dark brown silty clay loam; scattered baked clay and charcoal; few inclusions. Munsell 
5YR 3/3. pH 6.5.  

II. 25cm to base: increasingly clayey bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: yellowish to reddish silty clay. Munsell 5YR 4/4. pH 6. 

In the eastern part of Area C TUs C25, C26 and C27 displayed a deeper soil profile. TU C25 provides an 
indicative example consisting of  

I. 0-35cm: Very dark grey brown silty clay loam; scattered charcoal flecks; few other inclusions.. 
Munsell 10YR 3/2. Diffuse transition to:  

II. 35-40cm: Pale grey, brown silty clay loam; ferromanganese flecks and small nodules <5mm -10%; 
Munsell 10YR 5/2. 

III. 40cm-base: Yellowish brown transition to: 
IV. Base: Reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 10YR 4/3. 
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Figure 76 – Deeper soil profile as at TU C25.  Figure 77 – Typical soil profile. TU C24 
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2.11.4. Area D 
Area D consisted of broad gentle slopes continuing west from area E towards Mamre Rd. Vegetation at Area 
D consisted of sparse living and dead eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at Area D at 20m intervals on five transects spaced 10m 
apart. These were labelled D1 – D27. 

Soil profiles at Area D were relatively uniform. Soils had an average depth of 24cm, and a depth range of 18cm 
to 34cm.  

 

 

 
Figure 78 – Area D view south towards drainage line 
and dam in background. Location of D22 in 
foreground. 

 Figure – 79 Area D view north-east towards the 
upper ridge line in the north east of the study area. 

A typical undisturbed soil profile in Area D such as at D4 consisted of: 

I. 0-20cm: Brown silty clay loam with few inclusions; Munsell 7.5YR 4/3. pH 6.  
II. 20cm to base:Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: Dark yellowish brown silty clay. Munsell 10YR 3/4. pH 6.5. 

 

 

 
Figure 80 – A typical soil profile for Area D. TU D4  Figure 81 – A bioturbated soil profile. TU D10. 
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2.11.5. Area E 
Area E was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
raised area north of the original creek line and current swampy low-lying landforms and a small dam. A 
broad spur rising from this area to the upper catchment ridgeline may have provided a travel route to the 
lower lying flood plains. A low-level artefact scatter was retrieved from Area E. Vegetation in area E 
consisted of one dead mature eucalypt and exotic grass and weed species.  

Sixty-seven (67) TUs were excavated at area E and were labelled E1-E67. TU E33 was extended to 
examine the extent of a higher concentration of artefacts. TUs were placed at 20m intervals on multiple 
spaced 10m apart. Extra TUs were placed to create a 10m grid to assess the extent of the artefact 
concentration centred at TU E33 (five artefacts). 

Soil profiles in area E were relatively uniform in depth and showed little disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 28cm and a depth range of 19cm to 47cm. The exception was TU E23 in the lowest lying part of 
Area E which had a 33cm deep capping of mixed clay fill over 32cm of natural soil profile. 

The lower lying TUs closest to the original creek line contained Ferromanganese nodules indicative of 
periodic saturation of the soil. This contributes evidence that the eastern portion of the study area contained 
ephemeral water sources in the past. Artefact distribution an Areas E and B adjacent to the creek line 
indicate this was a focus of activity for Aboriginal people in the past.  

 

 

 
Figure 82 – Area E view north east towards upper 
ridge line. TU E5 in foreground. 

 Figure 83 – Area E view east TU E25 in foreground. 
Dammed drainage line in background. 

 

A typical soil profile at Area E such as at E33 consisted of: 

I. 0cm-base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/2. pH 6. 
Bioturbated transition to: 

II. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 7.5YR 4/4 pH 6. 
A bleached ferromanganese rich soil profile closer to the original drainage line prior to dam construction such 
as at TU E10 consisted of: 

I. 0-20cm: Dark greyish brown silty loam; sparse Fe/Mn flecks and small nodules increasing with 
depth; Munsell Munsell 10YR 4/2; bioturbated transition to: 

II. 20 -30cm: Bleached zone, greyish brown; Munsell 10YR 5/2; Fe/Mn -10%; bioturbated transition 
to: 

III. Base: Brown silty clay; Munsell 10YR 5/3; grey in biopores. 
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Figure 84 – Area E TU E33. Animal burrow in east 
section. 

 Figure 85 – Ferromanganese rich bleached soil 
horizon. TU E10 
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2.11.6. Area F 
Area F was located in the western end of the study area adjacent to Mamre Rd. In this area the landform 
levelled out to an undulating floodplain morphology associated with South creek. Vegetation consisted of one 
large eucalypt and exotic grasses and weeds. 

Area F showed varying levels of disturbance such as post holes, mounds and depressions, and dumped 
rubbish. Test units (TUs), however, revealed predominantly intact soil profiles. F9 and F10 close to a shed in 
the east of Area F showed evidence of earthworks. F9 appeared truncated and F10 had a capping of 
redeposited soil and clay. 

A total of ten (10) test units (Tus) were excavated in Area F on a single transect at 20m intervals and were 
labelled F1 – F10. TUs had a depth range of 20cm – 55cm with an average depth of 34cm.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 86 – Area F view east.  Figure 87 – Area F view west. 

A typical soil profile at Area F such as at F3 consisted of  

I. 0cm - base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with ironstone gravels increasing with depth; Munsell 
7.5YR 5/4 

II. Base: Reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6. 

 

 

 
Figure 88 – Area F typical soil profile. TU F3  Figure 89 – TU F10 showing a capping of 

redeposited soil and clay. 
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2.11.7. Area G 
Area G was located on the upper crest of the catchment area in the north-east of the study area. Vegetation 
in this area consisted of exotic grass species. 

A total of ten (10) test excavation units were excavated on a single transect at twenty metre intervals. These 
were labelled G1 - G10.The transect was placed parallel to the property boundary close to the crest of the 
landform. Soil depth had a range of 22cm – 40cm with an average depth of 29cm. Soils were relatively uniform, 
with varying amounts of degraded bedrock. Only TU G3 with the shallowest profile appeared to have been 
disturbed.  

 

 

 
Figure 90 – Area G view east. TU G1 in foreground.  Figure 91 – Area G view west. TU G6 in foreground. 

A typical soil profile at Area G such as at G5 consisted of  

I. 0cm - base: Dark reddish brown silty clay loam with degrading bedrock small and large pieces. 
Munsell 5YR 3/4. 

II. Base: Dark reddish brown clay. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. 

 

 

 
Figure 92 – Area FG typical soil profile. TU G5.  Figure 93 – Disturbed soil profile in TU G3 
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2.12. STAGE 2 TEST EXCAVATION RESULTS – LOT 59 DP 259135 

2.12.1. Open Area B 
Area B was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
elevated rise below a broad spur leading to the ridge line of the upper water catchment, and adjacent to a 
current swampy low-lying landform and a small dam. A low-level artefact scatter of 43 artefacts was retrieved 
from one hundred (100) test excavation units (TUs) across Area B during Stage 1.  

TU B58 had the highest count at five (5) artefacts. The decision was made to expand TU B58 to examine 
whether there was a significant concentration of artefacts present or a continuation of a diffuse scatter. TU’s 
adjacent to TU B58 on a 10 metre grid contained zero (0) artefacts to the east, south and west and one (1) to 
the north which provided an outer limit of the artefact concentration if present. 

Stage 2 expansion of TU B58 proceeded in 50cm x 50cm excavation units (EUs) which were sieved as soon 
as practicable to guide if and where further excavation units would be placed. This was to continue until the 
focus and outer edges of the artefact scatter could be identified or until limits specified in OEH’s Code of 
practice for archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW Requirement 16, 5 (i) which imposes a 
constraint on the maximum extent of open area excavations within a test excavation. A total of twenty-nine 
(29) additional EUs were excavated at Open Area B. 

Soil profiles were consistent throughout Open Area B with only slight variations in depth. 

A typical soil profile at Area B consisted of:  

I. 0-20cm: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. pH 5.5. 
II. 20cm -base: Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6.pH 6 

 

Disturbance was limited to one infilled animal burrow. See Figure 101 below. 

The first step of the process was to expand in the shape of a cross with a further excavation unit to the north, 
south, east and west to immediately provide some directionality to the archaeological deposit.  Figure 94 and 
Figure 95 below show this initial phase of expansion.  

 

 

 
Figure 94 – Open Area B. View north  Figure 95 – Extension B plan view. 

The northern expansion of these four EUs contained five (5) artefacts, triggering the next stage of expansion 
which involved completing a 1.5m x 1.5m square. Figure 96 and Figure 97 below show this stage of 
excavation. 
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Figure 96 – Open Area B 1.5 x 1.5m square view 
north 

 Figure 97 – Open area B plan view 

Excavation continued by expanding to follow artefact densities. Figure 98 to Figure 99 below show 
intermediate stages of excavation at Open Area B. 

 

 

 

 
Figure 98 – Open Area B intermediate stage. View 
north 

 Figure 99 – Open Area B. Plan view 

 

 

 
Figure 100 – Open Area B south section  Figure 101 – Open Area B. Animal burrow 

disturbance. 

Excavation continued until limits imposed by OEH’s Code of practice for archaeological investigation of 
Aboriginal objects in NSW was met. Final photographs of open Area B can be seen below. 
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Figure 102 – Open Area B view north  Figure 103 – Open Area B view east 

 

 

 
Figure 104 – Open Area B view south   Figure 105 – Open Area B view west 

 

 

 
Figure 106 – Open Area B north section  Figure 107 – Open Area B east section 

 



 

URBIS 
P0022231_GPTGROUP_MAMRERD_ACHAR_F02  ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT  85 

 

 

 

 
Figure 108 – Open Area B south section  Figure 109 – Open Area B west section 
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Figure 110 – Stage 2 Open Area B 
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2.12.2. Open Area E 
Area E was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
elevated rise and lower slopes below a broad spur leading to the ridge line of the upper water catchment, 
and adjacent to a current swampy low-lying landform. A low-level artefact scatter of fifty (50) artefacts was 
retrieved from sixty-seven (67) test excavation units (TUs) across Area E. TU E33 which was chosen for 
expansion had an artefact count at five (5). TU47 approximately twenty (20) metres north of TU E47 also had 
five (five) artefacts and TU E66 approximately forty (40) metres south east of TU E33 was later found to have 
fourteen (14) artefacts however this was not discovered until the final days of the excavation program.  

Expansion into an open area excavation was undertaken at TU E33 to examine whether there was a 
significant concentration of artefacts present or a continuation of a diffuse scatter. TU’s adjacent to TU E33 
at 10 metre intervals contained low numbers of artefacts, zero to two (0 – 2), which indicated an outer limit of 
the artefact concentration if present. 

Expansion of Open Area E proceeded in 50cm x 50cm excavation units (EUs) which were sieved as soon as 
practicable to guide if and where further excavation units would be placed. This was to continue until the 
focus and outer edges of the artefact scatter could be identified or until limits specified in OEH’s Code of 
practice for archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW Requirement 16, 5 i which imposes a 
constraint on the maximum extent of open area excavations within a test excavation. A total of twenty-four 
(24) additional EUs were excavated at Open Area E. 

The soil profile within the open area excavation were consistent with TU E33, with only slight variations in 
depth. 

A typical soil profile at Open Area E consisted of: 

I. 0cm-base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/2. pH 6. 
Bioturbated transition to: 

II. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 7.5YR 4/4 pH 6. 

Disturbance was confined to a small animal burrow in TU E33 which continued into the adjacent EU to the 
east and a burnt tree root in the north-east of the open area excavation. 

The first step of the process was to expand in the shape of a cross with a further excavation unit to the north, 
south, east and west to immediately provide some directionality to the archaeological deposit. These four 
EUs contained artefacts with the highest number (eight) in the western EU therefore the next stage involved 
completing a 1.5m x 1.5m square. The figures below show this stage of excavation.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 111 – Open Area E 1.5 x 1.5m square view 
south. Location of Open Area B in mid background 

 Figure 112 – Open area E plan view 

Excavation continued by expanding to follow artefact densities. The figures below show intermediate stages 
of excavation at Open Area E. 
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Figure 113 – Open Area E intermediate stage. View 
north 

 Figure 114 – Open Area E. Plan view 

Excavation continued Excavation continued until limits imposed by OEH’s Code of practice for 
archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW was met. Final photographs of open Area E can be 
seen below. 

 

 

 
Figure 115 – Open Area E view north  Figure 116 – Open Area E view east 

 

 

 
Figure 117 – Open Area E view south   Figure 118 – Open Area E view west 
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Figure 119 – Open Area E north section  Figure 120 – Open Area B east section 

 

 

 
Figure 121 – Open Area E south section  Figure 122 – Open Area E west section 
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Figure 123 – Stage 2 Open Area E 

  





 

92 ARCHAEOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT  
URBIS 

P0022231_GPTGROUP_MAMRERD_ACHAR_F02 

 

 

 

 
Figure 128 – Modern inclusions. Asbestos.  Figure 129 – Modern inclusions. Brick. 
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3. CONSULTATION PROCESS 
In administering its statutory functions under Part 6 of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, the 
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) requires that Proponent consult with Aboriginal people about the 
Aboriginal cultural heritage values (cultural significance) of Aboriginal objects and/or places within any given 
development area in accordance with Clause 80c of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation, 2009.  

The DPC maintains that the objective of consultation with Aboriginal communities about the cultural heritage 
values of Aboriginal objects and places is to ensure that Aboriginal people have the opportunity to improve 
ACHA outcomes by (DECCW 2010a): 

▪ Providing relevant information about the cultural significance and values of Aboriginal objects and/or 
places. 

▪ Influencing the design of the method to assess cultural and scientific significance of Aboriginal objects 
and/or places. 

▪ Actively contributing to the development of cultural heritage management options and recommendations 
for any Aboriginal objects and/or places within the proposed subject area. 

▪ Commenting on draft assessment reports before they are submitted by the Proponent to the DPIE. 

Consultation in line with the Consultation Requirements (DECCW 2010) is a formal requirement where a 
Proponent is aware that their development activity has the potential to harm Aboriginal objects or places. The 
DPC also recommends that these requirements be used when the certainty of harm is not yet established but 
a proponent has, through some formal development mechanism, been required to undertake a cultural heritage 
assessment to establish the potential harm their proposal may have on Aboriginal objects and places. 

The Consultation Requirements outline a four-stage consultation process that includes the following: 

▪ Stage 1 – Notification of project proposal and registration of interest. 

▪ Stage 2 - Presentation of information about the proposed project. 

▪ Stage 3 - Gathering information about the cultural significance. 

▪ Stage 4 – Review of draft cultural heritage assessment report. 

The document also outlines the roles and responsibilities of the DPC, Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) 
including Local and State Aboriginal Land Councils, and proponents throughout the consultation process. 

To meet the requirements of consultation it is expected that proponents will: 

▪ Bring the RAPs, or their nominated representatives, together and be responsible for ensuring appropriate 
administration and management of the consultation process. 

▪ Consider the cultural perspectives, views, knowledge and advice of the RAPs involved in the consultation 
process in assessing cultural significance and developing any heritage management outcomes for 
Aboriginal objects(s) and/or places(s). 

▪ Provide evidence to the DPIE of consultation by including information relevant to the cultural 
perspectives, views, knowledge and advice provided by the RAPs. 

▪ Accurately record and clearly articulate all consultation findings in the final ACHAR. 

▪ Provide copies of the cultural heritage assessment report to the RAPs who have been consulted. 

The consultation process undertaken to seek active involvement from relevant Aboriginal representatives for 
the project followed the current NSW statutory guideline, namely, the Consultation Requirements. Section 1.3 
of the Consultation Requirements describes the guiding principles of the document. The principles have been 
derived directly from the principles section of the Australian Heritage Commission’s Ask First: A guide to 
respecting Indigenous heritage places and values (Australian Heritage Commission 2002). 

The following outlines the process and results of the consultation conducted during this assessment to 
ascertain and reflect the Aboriginal cultural heritage values of the subject area. 
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4. CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUES AND STATEMENT OF 
SIGNFICANCE 

4.1. METHODS OF ASSESSING HERITAGE SIGNIFICANCE 
Heritage significance is assessed by considering each cultural, or archaeological site, against the 
significance criteria set out in the Assessment Guidelines. In all case, the assessment of significance 
detailed below is informed by the Aboriginal community, which is documented in this report. If any culturally 
sensitive values were identified they would not be specifically included in the report, or made publicly 
available, but would be documented and lodged with the knowledge holder providing the information.  

4.2. ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK 
The Burra Charter (Australia ICOMOS 1999) defines the basic principles and procedure to be observed in 
the conservation of important places. It provided the primary framework within which decisions about the 
management of heritage sites should be made. The Burra Charter defines cultural significance as being 
derived from the values listed below. 

4.2.1. Social or Cultural Value 
Social or cultural value refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or contemporary associations and 
attachments the place or area has for Aboriginal people. Social or cultural values is how people express their 
connection with a place and the meaning that place has for them. 

Places of social or cultural value have associations with contemporary community identity. These places can 
have associations with tragic or warmly remembered experiences, periods, or events. Communities can 
experience a sense of loss should a place of social or cultural value be damaged or destroyed. 

There is not always a consensus about a place’s social or cultural value. When identifying values, it is not 
necessary to agree with or acknowledge the validity of each other’s values, but it is necessary to document 
the range of values identified. 

Social or cultural values can only be identified through consultation with Aboriginal people. This could involve 
a range of methodologies, such as cultural mapping, oral histories, archival documentation and specific 
information provided by Aboriginal people specifically for the investigation. 

When recording oral history: 

‒ Identify who was interviewed and why. 

‒ Document the time, place and date the interview was conducted. 

‒ Describe the interview arrangements (the number of people present, recording arrangements, 
information access arrangements). 

‒ Provide a summary of the information provided to the person being interviewed. 

‒ Summarise the information provided by each person interviewed. 

More information on conducting oral history projects can be found in OEH’s publication Talking history: oral 
history guidelines. 

Occasionally information about social value may not be forthcoming. In these circumstances, document the 
consultation process but make it clear in the discussions and conclusions about social value that this was the 
case. 

4.2.2. Historic Value 
Historic value refers to the associations of a place with a historically important person, event, phase or 
activity in an Aboriginal community. Historic places do not always have physical evidence of their historical 
importance (such as structures, planted vegetation or landscape modifications). They may have ‘shared’ 
historic values with other (non-Aboriginal) communities.  

Places of post-contact Aboriginal history have generally been poorly recognised in investigations of 
Aboriginal heritage. Consequently, the Aboriginal involvement and contribution to important regional 
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‒ Potential places/areas of social, spiritual, cultural value, including natural resources, historic or 
archaeological significance. 

‒ Places of potential value that are not fully identified or defined should be included as ‘sensitive’ areas 
to target further investigation. 

4.4. ASSESSING VALUES AND SIGNIFICANCE 
This stage is used to assess and discuss the cultural significance of the values identified during the 
identification and assessment of cultural significance by consulting Aboriginal people and to prepare a 
statement of significance. The assessment of values is a discussion of what is significant and why. An 
assessment of values is more than simply restating the evidence collected during the background review and 
identification of values stages of the project. Rather, the assessment should lead to a statement of 
significance that sets out a succinct summary of the salient values that have been identified.  

The assessment and justification in the statement of significance must discuss whether any value meets the 
following criteria (NSW Heritage Office 2001): 

‒ Does the subject area have a strong or special association with a particular community or cultural 
group for social, cultural or spiritual reasons? – social value. 

‒ Is the subject area important to the cultural or natural history of the local area and/or region and/or 
state? – historic value. 

‒ Does the subject area have potential to yield information that will contribute to an understanding of 
the cultural or natural history of the local area and/or region and/or state? – scientific (archaeological) 
value. 

‒ Is the subject area important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics in the local area and/or region 
and/or state? – aesthetic value. 

‒ Assessment of each of the criteria (above) should be graded in terms that allow the significance to be 
described and compared; for example, as high, moderate, or low. In applying these criteria, 
consideration should be given to: 

• Research potential: does the evidence suggest any potential to contribute to an understanding 
of the area and/or region and/or state’s natural and cultural history? 

• Representativeness: how much variability (outside and/or inside the subject area) exists, what 
is already conserved, how much connectivity is there? 

• Rarity: is the subject area important in demonstrating a distinctive way of life, custom, process, 
land-use, function or design no longer practised? Is it in danger of being lost or of exceptional 
interest? 

• Education potential: does the subject area contain teaching sites or sites that might have 
teaching potential? 

Then discuss what is significance and why – this should be summarised into a statement of significance. 
Thus, the statement of significance is a succinct summary of the salient values drawn from the identification 
of values. 

4.4.1. Assessment of Cultural Heritage Significance and Values 
An assessment of cultural heritage significance and values incorporates a range of values which may vary 
for different individual groups and may relate to both the natural and cultural characteristics of places or 
sites. Cultural significance and Aboriginal cultural views can only be determined by the Aboriginal community 
using their own knowledge of the area and any sites present, and their own value system. All Aboriginal 
heritage evidence tends to have some contemporary significance to Aboriginal people, because it represents 
an important tangible link to their past and to the landscape. 

Consultation with members of the local Aboriginal community (project RAPs) was undertaken to identify the 
level of spiritual/cultural significance of the subject area and its components. In acknowledgment that the 
Aboriginal community themselves are in the best position to identify levels of cultural significance, the project 
RAPs were invited to provide comment and input into this ACHAR and to the assessment of cultural heritage 
significance and values presented therein. 
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Feedback from the RAPs received has been positive and in support of the methodology utilised, assessment 
undertaken to date and recommendations made by the current ACHAR and associated ATR. 

Numerous groups (KYWG, A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd, Yurrandaali Pty Ltd and Barraby Cultural 
Services) have identified that the Kemps Creek area, including the current subject area, is of high cultural 
significance and confirm the high potential for Aboriginal archaeological sites within the subject area. 

4.4.2. Assessment of Scientific (Archaeological) Significance 
In accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in 
NSW, and in consultation with representatives of the local Aboriginal community, the following assessment 
of the scientific (archaeological) significance of identified sites within the subject area has been prepared. 

An archaeological scientific assessment has been undertaken for the subject area and is presented in detail 
as part of the attached Archaeological Technical Report. 

The following archaeological significance assessment is based on Requirement 11 of the Code. Using the 
assessment criteria detailed in Scientific Values and Significance Assessment, an assessment of 
significance was determined and a rating for each site was determined. 

4.5. STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 
The following statement of significance are based on the results of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
including site survey and test excavation programs (to be completed). 

The significance of sites was assessed in accordance with the following criteria: 

▪ Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 (Department of 
Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW), 2010) (the Consultation Guidelines). 

▪ Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2011) (the Assessment Guidelines). 

▪ Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 
2010). 

▪ The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, The Burra Charter, 2013 (Burra 
Charter. 

The combined use of these guidelines is widely considered to represent the best practice for assessments of 
Aboriginal cultural heritage.  

Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) 

Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type in 
the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage 

Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool types. 

The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 
resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to contain 
subsurface deposits. 

The subject area has been assessed as likely containing moderate to high cultural value to local Aboriginal 
communities.  

The subject area has been assessed as possessing low historical value due to lack of historical connections. 

The subject area is considered to have moderate aesthetic value due to impacts caused by farming and 
pastoral activities within the study area.  
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6. AVOIDING AND MINIMISING HARM 
Avoidance of impact is the preferred mitigation and management strategy and should be implemented where 
practicable. As previously mentioned, the proposed development requires the complete impact of the subject 
area (bulk earthworks, truncation, terracing and the like) and as a result avoidance of impact to any sub-
surface archaeological assemblage is not feasible.  

It is not feasible for the proposed works to completely avoid impacts to the identified archaeological 
resources within the subject area; therefore the following mitigation measures, which considered the 
principles of ecologically sustainable development (ESD) and intergenerational equity in their design, are 
proposed below. 

6.1. ARCHAEOLOGICAL SALVAGE EXCAVATION AT OPEN AREA B, OPEN 
AREA E AND TEST UNIT E66 POST-SSDA APPROVAL AND PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

6.2. SURFACE COLLECTION POST-SSDA APPROVAL AND PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

▪ Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

6.3. REPATRIATION OR DEPOSITION IN KEEPING PLACE 
Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination will be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping place 
of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in accordance 
with Australian Museum Standards. The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction of proposed development the artefacts 
would be reburied within the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 
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7. CONCLUSIONS 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135) 
(hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’). The ACHA informed the preparation of this Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), which will accompany State Significant Development (SSD) 
application for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. This Archaeological Technical 
Report (ATR) has been prepared to accompany the ACHAR. 

This ATR is intended to detail the methodology and results of test excavation. Refer to Section 1.2 of the 
ACHAR for detailed information regarding the proposed development at the subject area.  

This ATR has been prepared in accordance with the following statutory guidelines: 

▪ Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2011) (the Assessment Guidelines). 

▪ Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 
2010) (CoP). 

Test excavation was undertaken in line with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010) to understand the nature, extent, integrity and research significance of the 
Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation also aimed to sample the various landscape features 
for any potential sub-surface archaeological deposits. 

The test excavation included: 

▪ The Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavation undertaken in the subject area (Lot 59 and 60 DP 259135) 
recovered 370 Aboriginal objects, all stone artefacts, from a total of 344 excavated test units (TUs) and 
expansion units (EUs). 

▪ The highest densities of artefacts were located in Areas B and E (Lot 59 DP 259135). 

▪ Area B contained 138 artefacts out of 129 excavated test pits and accounted for 37 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

▪ Area E contained 219 artefacts out of 91 excavated test pits and accounted for 59 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

▪ The remaining Areas A, C, D, F and G contained very low artefact densities 

▪ All excavated material was wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

The predictive model formulated for the ACHAR anticipated that artefact scatters, PADs and isolated finds had 
moderate-high potential to occur in areas of low historical ground disturbance, on the basis of the distribution 
of artefact sites in the region as well as the landscape features present – including elevated ground/terraces 
associated with waterways and crests/spurs. 

The results of the test excavation confirmed: 

▪ Artefacts found during the test excavation program were predominantly concentrated adjacent to the 
waterway running through the subject area, specifically in Areas B and E. The entirety of the subsurface 
assemblage was situated within the alluvial terraces/lower slopes in proximity to the water course. 

▪ Distance from water correlated with reduced artefact density. The crest landform portion of the subject 
area excavated (Area G) contained zero subsurface assemblage. 

▪ The evidence gathered during the archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavations indicates that 
Areas E and B contain evidence of a long term or repeat camp sites. The archaeological test excavations 
conducted at Open Areas B and E have identified moderate density, relatively intact subsurface deposits. 

▪ Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool 
types. 

▪ The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 



 

URBIS 
P0022231_GPTGROUP_MAMRERD_ACHAR_F02  CONCLUSIONS  107 

 

resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to 
contain subsurface deposits. 

▪ Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type 
in the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

▪ Feedback from the RAPs received has been positive and in support of the methodology utilised, 
assessment undertaken to date and recommendations made by the current ACHAR and associated ATR. 

▪ Numerous groups (KYWG, A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd, Yurrandaali Pty Ltd and Barraby Cultural 
Services) have identified that the Kemps Creek area, including the current subject area, is of high cultural 
significance and confirm the high potential for Aboriginal archaeological sites within the subject area. 
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8. RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the conclusions of this assessment the proposed activity can proceed under the following 
recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 - Archaeological salvage excavation at Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit 
E66 post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

Recommendation 2 - Surface Collection post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

▪ Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

Recommendation 3 - Repatriation or Deposition in Keeping Place 

Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination must be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping 
place of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in 
accordance with Australian Museum Standards.  

The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction the artefacts would be reburied within 
the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 

Recommendation 4 – Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Induction 

It is recommended that induction materials be prepared for inclusion in site inductions for any contractors 
working at the subject area. The induction material should include an overview of the types of sites to be 
aware of (i.e. artefact scatters or concentrations of shells that could be middens), obligations under the NPW 
Act, and the requirements of an archaeological finds’ procedure (refer below). This process should be 
included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and any site management plans. 

The induction material may be paper based, included in any hard copy site management documents; or 
electronic, such as “PowerPoint” for any face to face site inductions. 

Recommendation 5 – Archaeological Chance Find Procedure 

Although considered highly unlikely, should any archaeological deposits be uncovered during any site works, 
a procedure must be implemented. The following steps must be carried out: 

1. All works stop in the vicinity of the find. The find must not be moved ‘out of the way’ without assessment. 

2. Site supervisor, or another nominated site representative must contact either the project archaeologist (if 
relevant) or DPC to contact a suitably qualified archaeologist. 
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3. The nominated archaeologist examines the find, provides a preliminary assessment of significance, 
records the item and decides on appropriate management, in conjunction with the RAPs for the project. 
Such management may require further consultation with DPC, preparation of a research design and 
archaeological investigation/salvage methodology and preparation of AHIMS Site Card. 

4. Depending on the significance of the find, reassessment of the archaeological potential of the subject 
area may be required, and further archaeological investigation undertaken. 

5. Reporting may need to be prepared regarding the find and approved management strategies. Any such 
documentation should be appended to this ACHAR and revised accordingly. 

6. Works in the vicinity of the find can only recommence upon relevant approvals from DPC. 

Recommendation 6 – Human Remains Procedure 

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered during any site works, the following must be 
undertaken: 

1. All works within the vicinity of the find immediately stop. 

2. Site supervisor or other nominated manager must notify the NSW Police and DPC. 

3. The find must be assessed by the NSW Police, and may include the assistance of a qualified forensic 
anthropologist. 

4. Management recommendations are to be formulated by the Police, DPC and site representatives. 

5. Works are not to recommence until the find has been appropriately managed. 

Recommendation 7 – RAP consultation 

A copy of the final ACHAR was provided to all Project RAPs on 30 August 2021. Ongoing consultation with 
RAPs should occur as the project progresses, to ensure ongoing communication about the project and key 
milestones, and to ensure the consultation process does not lapse, particularly with regard to consultation 
should the CFP be enacted. 
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 3 September 2021 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and 
excludes any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty 
Ltd (Urbis) opinion in this report.  Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of 
THE GPT GROUP (Instructing Party) for the purpose of an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
(Purpose) and not for any other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly 
disclaims all liability, whether direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this 
report for any purpose other than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on 
this report for any purpose whatsoever (including the Purpose). 

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment. 

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are 
made in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon 
which Urbis relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among 
other things, on the actions of others over which Urbis has no control. 

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which 
Urbis may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such 
translations and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or 
incomplete arising from such translations. 

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not 
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its 
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the 
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not 
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith. 

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given 
by Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not 
misleading, subject to the limitations above. 
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APPENDIX A BASIC AND EXTENSIVE AHIMS 
SEARCH RESULTS 





If your search shows Aboriginal sites or places what should you do?

Important information about your AHIMS search

You can get further information about Aboriginal places by looking at the gazettal notice that declared it. 

Aboriginal places gazetted after 2001 are available on the NSW Government Gazette 

(http://www.nsw.gov au/gazette) website. Gazettal notices published prior to 2001 can be obtained from 

Office of Environment and Heritage's Aboriginal Heritage Information Unit upon request

Aboriginal objects are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 even if they are not recorded 

as a site on AHIMS.

You must do an extensive search if AHIMS has shown that there are Aboriginal sites or places recorded in the 

search area.

If you are checking AHIMS as a part of your due diligence, refer to the next steps of the Due Diligence Code of 

practice.

AHIMS records information about Aboriginal sites that have been provided to Office of Environment and 

Heritage and Aboriginal places that have been declared by the Minister;

Information recorded on AHIMS may vary in its accuracy and may not be up to date .Location details are 

recorded as grid references and it is important to note that there may be errors or omissions in these 

recordings,

Some parts of New South Wales have not been investigated in detail and there may be fewer records of 

Aboriginal sites in those areas.  These areas may contain Aboriginal sites which are not recorded on AHIMS.

This search can form part of your due diligence and remains valid for 12 months.

The information derived from the AHIMS search is only to be used for the purpose for which it was requested. 

It is not be made available to the public.

3 Marist Place, Parramatta NSW 2150

Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta NSW 2220

Tel: (02) 9585 6380 Fax: (02) 9873 8599

ABN 30 841 387 271

Email: ahims@environment.nsw.gov.au

Web: www.environment nsw.gov.au
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APPENDIX B REGISTERED ABORIGINAL PARTY 
CONSULTATION LOG 



Date Time Type Contacted Contacted Individual Contacted by Contacted by Individual Subject Reply Follow-up needed? Person actioned Comment Included in App. C

6/07/2020 12:53pm email Deerubbin LALC n/a Urbis Andrew Crisp (AC) Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No Aaron Olsen (AO) n/a Y

6/07/2020 12:53pm email DPC n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

6/07/2020 12:53pm email GSLLS n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

6/07/2020 12:53pm email ORALRA n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

6/07/2020 12:53pm email City of Penrith Council n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

6/07/2020 12:54pm email NTSCorp n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.2 Agency Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

10/07/2020 3:15pm email Urbis AC DPC Barry Gunther Stage 1.2 RESPONSE DPC RAP List Provided No AO n/a Y

23/07/2020 3:12pm email Urbis AC City of Penrith Council Rhian Greenup Stage 1.2 RESPONSE Provided Deerubbin LALC details No AO n/a Y

28/07/2020 email Urbis AC ORALRA Rachel Rawiri Stage 1.2 RESPONSE No Registered Aboriginal Owners; 

providded Deerubbin LALC details

No AO n/a

Y

25/08/2020 1:05pm email NNTT n/a Urbis AO Stage 1.1 n/a No AO n/a Y

26/08/2020 8:27pm email Urbis AO

NNTT n/a Stage 1.1 No Native Title Applications, 

Determinations or Indigenous Land Use 

Agreements

No AO n/a

Y

29/07/2020 10:59am email 52 Potential RAPs n/a Urbis AO Stage 1.3 RAP Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

29/07/2020 11:12am email Urbis AO DNC Lilly Carroll Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

29/07/2020 3:23pm email Urbis AO Clive Freeman Clive Freeman Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest and providing 

insurances

No AO n/a

Y

30/07/2020 11:13am email Urbis AC Gunjeewong Cherie Carroll Turrise Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

30/07/2020 11:15am email Urbis AC CAC Marilyn Carroll-Johnson Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

30/07/2020 4:40pm email Urbis AO KYWG Phil Kahn Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest and providing 

insurances

No AO n/a

Y

30/07/2020 5:21pm email Urbis AO A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

2/08/2020 9:15pm email Urbis AC Wailwan Phil Boney Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

3/08/2020 5:01pm email Urbis AO Amanda Hickey Cultural Services Amanda DeZwart Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

6/08/2020 3:49pm email Urbis AO DNAC Dirk Schmitt Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

11/08/2020 9:01pm email Urbis AO Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

11/08/2020 9:03pm email Urbis AO Yurrandaali Bo Field Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

13/08/2020 6:27pm email Urbis AO Murra Bidgee Darleen Johnson Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

13/08/2020 6:30pm email Urbis AO Merrigarn Shaun Carroll Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

13/08/2020 6:32pm email Urbis AO Muragadi Jesse Johnson Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

20/08/2020 8:28pm email Urbis AO Gulaga Wendy Smith Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

24/08/2020 12:10pm email Urbis AO Aragung James Eastwood Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

25/08/2020 12:02pm email Urbis AO DCAC Justine Coplin Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO n/a Y

27/08/2020 12:04am email Urbis AO Butucarbin Lowanna Gibson Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO Late Registration Y

27/08/2020 1:01pm email Urbis AO Yulay Arika Jalomaki Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO Late Registration Y

30/08/2020 6:21am email Urbis AO Barking Owl Jody Kulakowski Stage 1.3 RAP Notice Registering Interest No AO Late Registration Y

11/09/2020 2:00pm email DPC n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.6 Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

11/09/2020 2:03pm email DLALC n/a Urbis AC Stage 1.6 Notice n/a No AO n/a Y

11/09/2020 1:41pm email All RAPs n/a Urbis AC Stage 2/3 Document n/a No AO n/a Y

11/09/2020 1:41pm email Urbis AC A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey Stage 2/3 RESPONSE Questionnaire answered and insurances 

provided

No AO n/a

Y

12/09/2020 7:03am email Urbis AC DNC Paul Boyd Stage 2/3 RESPONSE DNC is happy with the go ahead for 

Mamre Rd / Kemp’s Creek project

No AO n/a

Y

15/09/2020 1:44pm email Urbis AC Corroboree Corp Marilyn Carroll-Johnson Stage 2/3 RESPONSE EOI in field work and questionnaire 

answered

No AO n/a

Y

15/09/2020 2:05pm email Urbis AC Gunjeewong Cherie Carroll Turrise Stage 2/3 RESPONSE Response to questionnaire, insurances 

and schedule of rates provided

No AO n/a

Y

21/09/2020 5:08pm email Urbis AC Aragung James Eastwood Stage 2/3 RESPONSE Agrees with recommendations. 

Questionnaire answered and insurances 

provided.

No AO n/a

Y

24/09/2020 2:05pm email Urbis AC Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field Stage 2/3 RESPONSE Agrees with methodology. Insurances and 

schedule of rates provided Y

24/09/2020 2:24pm email Urbis AC Yurrandaali Bo Field Stage 2/3 RESPONSE Agrees with recommendations. EOI in 

field work, insurances and schedule of 

rates provided.

No AO n/a

Y

30/09/2020 9:59pm email Urbis AC Clive Freeman Clive Freeman Stage 2/3 RESPONSE I will be completing the read over of these 

documents this week and will let you 

know via email if I have any comment

No AO n/a

Y

6/10/2020 2:51pm email Urbis AC KYWG Phil Khan Stage 2/3 RESPONSE I believe the study area has high potential 

for Aboriginal cultural heritage, as Kemps 

creek is close by and may have room for 

Aboriginal finds. I believe further testing 

should be undertake as the area is highly 

significant to us Aboriginal people

No AO n/a

Y

9/07/2021 10:43am email All RAPs n/a Urbis Andrew Crisp (AC) Stage 4 Draft ACHAR/ATR n/a No AC n/a Y

Stage 1 Agency notice

Stage 1 RAP notice/advertisement

Stage 2 and 3

Stage 4



16/07/2021

11:18am email Urbis AC KYWG Phil Khan Stage 4 Draft ACHAR/ATR Thank you for your report for ACHA for 

754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road. Here at 

K.Y.W.G we hold over 50 years of cultural 

knowledge, our aspiration is to conserve 

our cultural heritage and our aim is to 

pass on cultural knowledge. Aboriginal 

people have walked this land for tens of 

thousands of years and continue to do so. 

We follow the water ways as they provide 

resource, we hold a deep connection with 

mother earth and we are guided by the 

skies. Aboriginal people would camp, 

hunt, gather, practice lore and followed 

customs all across mother earth, we 

protect our sacred sites such as men’s and 

woman’s sites. 

The whole study area is highly significant 

to our people as we occupied the land. 

There are water ways that hold significant 

to us and sky knowledge that is 

recognised to us. We would like to agree 

to your recommendations, we strongly 

push for salvage and we agree to your 

report. We look forward to working along 

side you on this project.   

No AC n/a Y

15/07/2021

5:25pm email Urbis AC A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey Stage 4 Draft ACHAR/ATR I have reviewed the document and 

support the Information in the draft 

ACHAR and ATR.

No AC n/a Y

12/07/2021 5:01pm email Urbis AC Gulaga Wendy Smith Stage 4 Draft ACHAR/ATR Received, thank you. No AC n/a Y
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Stage 1.1 − Native Title Search 

  



From: Aaron Olsen
To: "GeospatialSearch@nntt.gov.au"
Cc: Andrew Crisp
Subject: Search Request for Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135 (Our Ref: P0022231)
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 1:04:00 PM
Attachments: Search Form Request for Search of Tribunal Registers 2020.pdf
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Good afternoon
 
Please find attached a search request for the Native Title Tribunal for Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135 (754-
770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek).
 
If you have any questions or need any further information, please let me know.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



Request for Search of Tribunal Registers 
Search for overlapping interests i.e.: Is there a native title claim, 
determination or land use agreement over this land?  
Please note: the NNTT cannot search over freehold land. 
For further information on freehold land: Click Here (NNTT website) 

1. Your details 
NAME: Aaron Olsen 
POSITION: Assistant Archaeologist 
COMPANY/ORGANISATION: Urbis 
POSTAL ADDRESS: Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney, NSW, 2000 
TELEPHONE:  
EMAIL: aolsen@urbis.com.au 
YOUR REFERENCE: P0022231 
DATE OF REQUEST: 25/08/2020 

2. Reason for your request 

Are you a party to a native title 
proceeding? 
Please provide Federal Court/Tribunal file 
number/or application name:

 
Yes   No 

 
      

OR 
Do you need to identify existing- native 
title interests to comply with the Native 
Title Act 1993 (Cth) or other 
State/Territory legislation? 
Please provide brief details of these 
obligations here:

 
 

Yes   No 
 
 

Archaeological assessment  

 

3. Identify the area to be searched  
If there is insufficient room below, please send more information on a Word or Excel document. 
Mining tenure 
State/Territory: 
Tenement ref/s: 

 
      

OR 
Crown land / non-freehold tenure 
Tenure type: 
State/Territory: 
Lot and plan details: 
Pastoral Lease number or name: 
Other details: (Town/County/Parish/ 
Section/Hundred/Portion): 
 

Lease           Reserve or other Crown land 
New South Wales 
Lots 59 & 60; DP 259135 
- 
Kemps Creek/Cumberland/Melville 

 

Email completed form to: GeospatialSearch@nntt.gov.au  



 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1.2 – AGENCY NOTICES 

  



From: Andrew Crisp
To: OEH HD Heritage Mailbox
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1
Date: Monday, 6 July 2020 12:53:40 PM
Attachments: P0022231 Stage 1.2 DPC.pdf
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 20 July 2020 in
writing to:

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street,
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

Urbis on behalf of the proponent will write to each Aboriginal person or group whose details are
provided to notify them of the proposed project and invite them to register an interest in the
community consultation process.

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want
their details released.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.



 

 









From: Andrew Crisp
To: srandall@deerubbin.org.au; reception@deerubbin.org.au
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P00P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1
Date: Monday, 6 July 2020 12:53:39 PM
Attachments: P0022231 Stage 1.2 DLALC.pdf
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 20 July 2020 in
writing to:

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street,
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

Urbis on behalf of the proponent will write to each Aboriginal person or group whose details are
provided to notify them of the proposed project and invite them to register an interest in the
community consultation process.

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation of the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC)
unless the person or group specifies that they do not want their details released.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA
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From: Andrew Crisp
To: gs.service@lls.nsw.gov.au
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P00P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1
Date: Monday, 6 July 2020 12:53:41 PM
Attachments: P0022231 Stage 1.2 GSLLS.pdf
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 20 July 2020 in
writing to:

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street,
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

Urbis on behalf of the proponent will write to each Aboriginal person or group whose details are
provided to notify them of the proposed project and invite them to register an interest in the
community consultation process.

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want
their details released.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
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From: Andrew Crisp
To: information@ntscorp.com.au
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1
Date: Monday, 6 July 2020 12:53:52 PM
Attachments: P0022231 Stage 1.2 NTSCorp.pdf
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



From: Andrew Crisp
To: adminofficer@oralra.nsw.gov.au
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1
Date: Monday, 6 July 2020 12:53:42 PM
Attachments: P0022231 Stage 1.2 ORALRA.pdf
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 20 July 2020 in
writing to:

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street,
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

Urbis on behalf of the proponent will write to each Aboriginal person or group whose details are
provided to notify them of the proposed project and invite them to register an interest in the
community consultation process.

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want
their details released.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA
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Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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Good afternoon,

P0022231 - GPT MAMRE ROAD - ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE
ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’) (see attached figure).

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

The Proponent can be contacted via:

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 20 July 2020 in
writing to:

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street,
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

Urbis on behalf of the proponent will write to each Aboriginal person or group whose details are
provided to notify them of the proposed project and invite them to register an interest in the
community consultation process.

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation of the
Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want
their details released.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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SSD Planning and Environment Letter 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road Kemps NSW.doc
P0022231 Stage 1.2 DPC.pdf
GSB Stakeholder list - updated 15 June 2020.docx

From: Barry Gunther <Barry.Gunther@environment.nsw.gov.au>
Sent: Friday, 10 July 2020 3:15 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: DPC RAP list for the 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW
 
Dear Andrew,
 
Please find attached your request for the DPC RAP list for the 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP
259135, NSW.
 
 
regards
 
Barry Gunther,  Aboriginal Heritage Planner Officer
Heritage NSW, Community Engagement, Department of Premier and Cabinet
Level 6, 10 Valentine Ave, Parramatta | Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta 2124

T: 02 9995 6830 | barry.gunther @environmrnt.nsw.gov.au
 

 Please lodge all Applications to Heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au
 
I acknowledge and respect the traditional custodians and ancestors of the lands I work across.
 
Heritage NSW and coronavirus (COVID-19)
Heritage NSW has taken steps to protect the safety, health and wellbeing of our staff, communities and customers. Whilst our offices remain open, we have put in place flexible working arrangements for our
teams across NSW and continue to adapt our working arrangements as necessary. Face-to-face meetings and field work/site visits with our customers are subject to rules on gatherings and social distancing
measures. We thank you for your patience and understanding at this time.
 
 
 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
This email is intended for the addressee(s) named and may contain confidential and/or privileged information. 
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender and then delete it immediately.
Any views expressed in this email are those of the individual sender except where the sender expressly and with authority states them to be the
views of the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage.
PLEASE CONSIDER THE ENVIRONMENT BEFORE PRINTING THIS EMAIL



 

Level 6, 10 Valentine Ave Parramatta NSW 2150    Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta NSW 2124 
P: 02 9873 8500    E: heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au 

 
 
 

 
   
Our reference:  Doc20/559738 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dear Andrew,   
 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 6 July 2020 to Heritage NSW in the Department of Premier and Cabinet 
(DPC) regarding obtaining a list of the Aboriginal stakeholders that may have an interest in the proposed 
development at 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW. 
 
Please find attached the list of Aboriginal stakeholders known to DPC that may have an interest in the 
project.  
 
As the Planning and Assessment Group in the Department of Planning, Industry and Environment is the 
approval authority for this project, the consultation process should be in accordance with the relevant 
guidelines as stipulated by the Group.  
 
If you wish to discuss any of the above matter further please email: 
heritagemailbox@environment.nsw.gov.au    
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

  10 July 2020 
 
Jackie Taylor  
Senior Team Leader  
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation - South 
Heritage NSW 

 
 

 
Andrew Crisp 
Senior Consultant 
URBIS 
Angel Place 
Level 8, 123 Pitt Street 
Sydney NSW 2000  
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

Kevin 
Cavanagh 

  srandall@deerubbin.org.au 
Reception@deerubbin.org.au 
 
F: (02) 4722 9713 

Level 1, Suite 3 
291-295 High 
Street, Penrith 
NSW 2750 
PO Box 40, Penrith 
NSW 2751 
 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 

Holroyd 
Blue 
Mountains 
The Hills Shire 
Parramatta 

 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

Robyn Straub 
(CEO) 

 ceo@tharawal.com.au 
reception@tharawal.com.au 
 

PO Box 245 
Thirlmere NSW 
2572  

Camden 
Campbelltown 
Wollondilly 

Sutherland 
Liverpool 

 

Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

Nathan Moran (02) 83949666 officeadmin@metrolalc.org.au PO Box 1103 
Strawberry Hills 
NSW 2016 

The Hills Shire 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 
Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Hawkesbury 
 
 

Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 
 

 

Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

Melissa 
Williams CEO 

(02) 96025280 mwilliams@glalc.org.au PO Box 1038 
Liverpool NSW 
2170 

Liverpool 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Parramatta 

Auburn 
Bankstown 
Sutherland 

 

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

Chris Ingrey  (02) 9311 4282 admin@laperouse.org.au PO Box 365 
Matraville NSW 
2036 

Sutherland 
Randwick 
Botany Bay 
Waverly 

Woollahra 
Sydney 
Rockdale 

 

Parramatta City Council Aboriginal 
Advisory Committee 

Parramatta 
City Council 

(02)9806 5050 Not provided PO Box 32, 
Parramatta, NSW, 
2124 

Parramatta   

Holroyd City Council Advisory 
Committee 

Holroyd City 
Council 

(02) 9840 9840 Not provided P.O. Box 42, 
Merrylands, NSW 
2160 

Holroyd   

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Justine Coplin  justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 
 

PO Box 81, 
Windsor NSW 2756 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Blue 
Mountains 

Camden 
Campbelltown 
The Hills Shire 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Darug Aboriginal Land Care  Mark Dyer  markdyer2009@live.com.au PO Box 405 
Donnside 2767 
   NSW 
 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 

Camden 
Campbelltown 
The Hills Shire 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 

 

Ken Foster   Not provided 68 Australia St 
Matraville 

Sutherland   

La Perouse Botany Bay Corporation Yvonne 
Simms 

  Fax (02) 9311 3440 10 Murrong Place, 
La Perouse NSW 
2036 

Sutherland   

Norma Simms   Not provided 10 Murrong Place, 
La Perouse NSW 
2036 

Sutherland   

Matthew and Andrew Coe  (08)83442196 Not provided 37 Derlanger 
Avenue, 
Collingswood, 
South Australia 
5081 

Sutherland   

Gundungurra Aboriginal Heritage 
Association Inc 

Merle Williams  Not provided PO Box 31, Lawson 
NSW 2783 

Blue 
Mountains 

  

Gundungurra Tr bal Council Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Sharon Brown  Not provided PO Box 7244, Leura 
NSW 2780 

Blue Mountains   

Trevor Robinson 
 

 Not provided Not provided PO Box 73, Peak 
Hill, NSW 2869 

Blue 
Mountains 

  

Tania Matthews   
(02) 67924038 

aboriginalhistoryhunter@gmail.co
m  

U2 11 Walowa 
Street, Narrabri, 
NSW 2390 

Blue 
Mountains 

  

A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn 
Hickey 

 cazadirect@live.com 10 Marie Pitt Place 
Glenmore Park 
2745 NSW.  
 

Blue 
Mountains 
Ashfield 
Auburn  
Bankstown 
Blacktown  
Blue 
Mountains  
Botany Bay 
Burwood  
Camden  
Campbelltown 
Canada Bay 
Canterbury 
Fairfield  
Hawkesbury 
The Hills  
Holroyd 
Hornsby  
Hunter's Hill  

 Carolyn is Wonnarua 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Hurstville 
Kogarah 
Ku-ring-gai  
Lane Cove 
Leichhardt  
Liverpool  
Manly  
Marrickville  
Mosman  
North Sydney  
Parramatta  
Penrith  
Pittwater  
Randwick  
Rockdale  
Ryde 
Strathfield  
Sutherland  
Sydney 
Warringah  
Waverley  
Willoughby  
Woollahra  
Wollondilly  
 

Cubbitch Barta Glenda 
Chalker 

 Not provided 55 Nightingale Rd, 
Pheasants Nest 
NSW 2574 

Camden 
Campbelltown 

Liverpool 
Wollondilly 

 

Rebecca 
Chalker 

Not Provided Not provided 99 Menangle street, 
Picton 2571 

 

Eric Keidge   Not provided 11 Olsson Close 
Hornsby Heights 
NSW 2077 

The Hills Shire 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 
Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 

Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

 

Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage 
Aboriginal Corporation 
 

Cherie Carroll 
Turrise 
 
 
 

  
 
 

 
gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au 
 
 

1 Bellvue Place, 
Portland NSW, 
2847 
 
 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 

Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Parramatta 

Cherie is a 
Ngunnawal Elder 
however lived in the 
Western Sydney area 
during her childhood. 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

 
 

  
 

She recognises she 
is not from the area 
but has associations 

   

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 
 

Marilyn 
Carroll-
Johnson 
 

 
 

corroboreecorp@bigpond.com PO Box 3340, 
Rouse Hill, NSW 
2155 
 

Western 
Sydney 
Camden 
Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 

Campbelltown 
Parramatta 
Holroyd 
Camden 
 

Ngunnawal and lives 
in Western Sydney 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 
Corporation 
 

Darleen 
Johnson 
 
Ryan Johnson 

 
 
 

 

murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.co
m.au 

PO Box 3035 
Rouse Hill NSW 
2155 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Blue 
Mountains 

Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Parramatta 
 

Born in Blacktown 
Hospital and worked 
in the Aboriginal 
community in the 
Western suburbs. 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous 
Corporation 

Jesse Johnson  muragadi@yahoo.com.au 5 Hession Road, 
Nelson, NSW 2765 
 

Western 
Sydney 
Camden 

Campbelltown 
Parramatta 

Ngunnawal and lives 
in Western Sydney 

Bidjawong Aboriginal Corporation James Carroll  Not provided PO Box 124, 
Round Corner, 
NSW 2158 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 

Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Parramatta 

 

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working 
Group 
 

Phil Khan  philipkhan.acn@live.com.au 
 

78 Forbes Street, 
Emu Plains, NSW 
2750 

Blue 
Mountains 
Ashfield 
Auburn  
Bankstown 
Blacktown  
Blue 
Mountains  
Botany Bay 
Burwood  
Camden  
Campbelltown 
Canada Bay 
Canterbury 
Fairfield  
Canberra 
Hawkesbury 
The Hills  
Holroyd 
Hornsby  
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Hunter's Hill  
Hurstville 
Kogarah 
Ku-ring-gai  
Lane Cove 
Leichhardt  
Liverpool  
Manly  
Marrickville  
Mosman  
North Sydney  
Parramatta  
Penrith  
Pittwater  
Randwick  
Rockdale  
Ryde 
Strathfield  
Sutherland  
Sydney 
Warringah  
Waverley  
Willoughby  
Woollahra  
Wollondilly  
 

Wurrumay Pty Ltd Kerrie Slater 
and Vicky 
Slater 

 wurrumay@hotmail.com;  89 Pyramid street, 
Emu Plains NSW 
2750 
 
PO Box 414 Emu 
Plains NSW 2750 
 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Blue 
Mountains  
Sutherland 
Liverpool  
 

Camden 
Campbelltown 
Parramatta 
Wollondilly 
The Hills Shire 
Auburn 
Bankstown 

 

Warragil Cultural Services Aaron Slater 
(Manager) 

  Warragil c.s@hotmail.com 
 

 Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 

Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 

 

Tocomwall Scott Franks   Not provided PO Box 76, 
Caringbah NSW 
1495 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 

Strathfield 
Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

The Hills Shire 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 

Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

D’harawal Mens Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Elwyn Brown  Not provided 187 Riverside 
Drive, Airds NSW 
2560 

Camden 
Campbelltown 

Wollondilly  

Amanda Hickey Cultural Services Amanda 
Hickey  

 amandahickey@live.com.au 57 Gough st emu 
plains 2750 

Blue 
Mountains 
Ashfield 
Auburn  
Bankstown 
Blacktown  
Blue 
Mountains  
Botany Bay 
Burwood  
Camden  
Campbelltown 
Canada Bay 
Canterbury 
Fairfield  
Hawkesbury 
The Hills  
Holroyd 
Hornsby  
Hunter's Hill  
Hurstville 
Kogarah 
Ku-ring-gai  
Lane Cove 

Strathfield 
Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Liverpool 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 
Penrith 
Parramatta 
Marrickville 
Wollondilly 
 
 
 

Amanda is Wonnarua 

Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey 
and Donna 
Hickey 

 
(Steven) 

 
(Donna) 

Not provided 73 Russell Street, 
Emu Plains, NSW 
2750 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 

Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Parramatta 
Blue 
Mountains 

 

Dhinawan Culture & Heritage Pty 
Ltd 

Stephen Fields 0411232285 dhinawan.ch@gmail.com  Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

 Penrith 
Fairfield 
Cumberland 
Parramatta 
Hornsby 
The Hills 
Hornsby 
Ryde 
Auburn 
Blue 
Mountains 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 

HSB Consultants Patricia 
Hampton 

 Not provided 62 Ropes Crossing 
Boulevard, Ropes 
Crossing 2760 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 

Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Parramatta 

 

Rane Consulting Tony Williams 02 88246991 ajw1901@bigpond.com 1 Pyrenees Way 
Beaumont Hills 
NSW 2155 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 

Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Parramatta 

 

Anthony Williams   Not provided Unit 2 / 24 Goodwin 
Street Narrabeen 
NSW 2101 

Hawkesbury  
Blacktown 
Penrith 

Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Parramatta 

 

Gunyuu 
 

Kylie Ann Bell Not provided 
 

gunyuuchts@gmail.com Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River. 
 

Walbunja Hika Te 
Kowhai 
 

 
 

walbunja@gmail.com 
 
 

Not provided  Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 
Wollondilly 

Badu  
 

Karia Lea 
Bond 
 

 
 

Not provided 11 Jeffery Place, 
Moruya, NSW 2537  

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 

Goobah Developments  
 

Basil Smith  
 

 
 

Not provided 66 Grantham Road, 
Batehaven NSW, 
2536  

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that  
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River  
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Wullung 
 

Lee-Roy 
James Boota 
 

 
 

Not provided 54 Blackwood 
Street, Gerringong, 
NSW, 2534  

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that  
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 

Yerramurra 
 

Robert Parson 
 

Not provided yerramurra@gmail.com   Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 

Nundagurri 
 

Newton 
Carriage  
 

Not Provided nundagurri@gmail.com Not Provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 

This group states that  
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

Murrumbul  
 

Mark Henry Not provided murrumbul@gmail.com Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River. 
 
 

Jerringong Joanne Anne 
Stewart 

 
 

jerringong@gmail.com Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 

Pemulwuy CHTS Pemulwuy 
Johnson 

 
 

pemulwuyd@gmail.com 14 Top Place, Mt 
Annan 
 

Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 

Strathfield 
Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River 
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Organisation/ 
Individual 

Contact Name Phone Number  Email Address/ 
Fax 

 Postal 
Address 

LGA’s Additional information 

Campbelltown 
The Hills Shire 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 

Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

Bilinga Simalene 
Carriage 

Not provided bilingachts@gmail.com Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River. 
 
 

Munyunga Kaya Dawn 
Bell 

Not provided munyungachts@gmail.com Not provided Hawkesbury 
Blacktown 
Penrith 
Fairfield 
Holroyd 
Camden 
Campbelltown 
Liverpool 
Parramatta 
Sutherland 
Sydney 
Kogarah 
Hurstville 
Rockdale 
Canterbury 
Marrickville 
Bankstown 
Strathfield 

Burwood 
Ashfield 
Auburn 
Canada Bay 
Leichhardt 
Manly 
Mosman 
North Sydney 
Lane Cove 
Hunters Hill 
Hornsby 
Ku-Ring-Gai 
Pittwater 
Botany Bay 
Ryde 
Warringah 
Willoughby 

This group states that 
their boundaries 
(Murrin Peoples) 
extend from the 
Hawkesbury River to 
the Snowy River. 
 
 































 
 

 

Address: Level 3, 2 – 10 Wentworth Street, PARRAMATTA NSW 2150                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
Post: P.O Box 5068, PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 

Phone: 02 8633 1266 

 
 
  
28 July 2020 
 
By email: acrisp@urbis.com.au 
 
Andrew Crisp 
Urbis Pty Ltd 
Level 8, 123 Pitt Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 
 
 
Dear Andrew, 
 
Request - Search for Registered Aboriginal Owners 
 
We refer to your email dated 6 July 2020 seeking information regarding an Aboriginal 
Cultural Assessment for the proposed Distribution Centre on Mamre Road, Kemps 
Creek, NSW. 
 
Under Section 170 of the Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 the Office of the Registrar 
is required to maintain the Register of Aboriginal Owners (RAO). A search of the 
RAO has shown that there are currently no Registered Aboriginal Owners in the 
project area. 
 
We suggest you contact the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council on 
(02) 4724 5600 or via email - kcavanagh@deerubbin.org.au as they may wish to 
participate. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
Rachel Rewiri  
Project Officer  
Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 



 

 
 

Our reference:  ECM 9203239 
Contact:  Rhian Greenup 
Telephone:  (02) 4732 7637 
 
23 July 2020 
 
Andrew Crisp 
Level 8 123 Pitt Street 
SYDNEY NSW 2000 
 
Attention: Andrew Crisp 
 
Email: acrisp@urbis.com.au  
 
Dear Mr Crisp, 
 
Re: Request for information on Aboriginal Stakeholder Groups 
 
Reference is made to correspondence from Urbis dated 6 July 2020 requesting 
advice regarding relevant Aboriginal individuals and/or communities for the 
preparation of a State Significant Development Application for a Warehousing 
and Distribution Centre. I apologise for the delay in responding. 
 
You are advised that the Deerubbin Aboriginal Land Council is the Land Council 
that covers the Penrith Local Government area and as such has statute to 
provide commentary and advice to Council or other organisations in relation to 
planning documents and development applications. 
 
However, all Aboriginal groups and individuals may be able to comment through 
broader public consultation processes in line with Council’s Community 
Participation Policy. 
 
Deerubbin Land Council may be contacted by email at staff@deerubbin.org.au, 
by mail at P.O Box 40 Penrith BC, NSW 2751 or by phone on (02) 4724 5600. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
Rhian Greenup 
Secretary – Management Team 
Development Services 



From: Geospatial Search Requests
To: Aaron Olsen
Cc: Andrew Crisp
Subject: RE: SR20/845 - Search Request for Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135 (Our Ref: P0022231) - SR20/845
Date: Wednesday, 26 August 2020 8:26:45 PM
Attachments: image002.png
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UNCLASSIFIED

Native title search – NSW Parcels– Lots 59 & 60 DP259135
Your ref:  P0022231 - Our ref: SR20/845
 
Dear Aaron Olsen,
 
Thank you for your search request received on 25 August 2020 in relation to the above area. Based on the records held by the National
Native Title Tribunal as at 26 August 2020 it would appear that there are no Native Title Determination Applications, Determinations of
Native Title, or Indigenous Land Use Agreements over the identified area.
 
Search Results
The results provided are based on the information you supplied and are derived from a search of the following Tribunal databases:

Schedule of Native Title Determination Applications

Register of Native Title Claims

Native Title Determinations

Indigenous Land Use Agreements (Registered and notified)
 
 
At the time this search was carried out, there were no relevant entries in the above databases.
 
Cadastral Data as at: 01/07/2020

Parcel ID Feature Area
SqKm

Tenure NNTT file
number

Name Category Percent 
Selected
Feature

59//DP259135 0.2303 FREEHOLD No overlap   0.00%
60//DP259135 0.1012 FREEHOLD No overlap   0.00%

 
For more information about the Tribunal’s registers or to search the registers yourself and obtain copies of relevant register extracts,
please visit our website.
 
Information on native title claims and freehold land can also be found on the Tribunal’s website here: Native title claims and freehold land .
 
Please note: There may be a delay between a native title determination application being lodged in the Federal Court and its transfer to
the Tribunal. As a result, some native title determination applications recently filed with the Federal Court may not appear on the Tribunal’s
databases.
 
The search results are based on analysis against external boundaries of applications only. Native title applications commonly contain
exclusions clauses which remove areas from within the external boundary. To determine whether the areas described are in fact subject to
claim, you need to refer to the “Area covered by claim” section of the relevant Register Extract or Schedule Extract and any maps attached.
 
Search results and the existence of native title
Please note that the enclosed information from the Register of Native Title Claims and/or the Schedule of Applications is not confirmation
of the existence of native title in this area. This cannot be confirmed until the Federal Court makes a determination that native title does or
does not exist in relation to the area. Such determinations are registered on the National Native Title Register.
 
The Tribunal accepts no liability for reliance placed on enclosed information
The enclosed information has been provided in good faith. Use of this information is at your sole risk. The National Native Title Tribunal
makes no representation, either express or implied, as to the accuracy or suitability of the information enclosed for any particular purpose
and accepts no liability for use of the information or reliance placed on it.
 
If you have any further queries, please do not hesitate to contact us on the free call number 1800 640 501.
 
Regards,
 
Geospatial Searches
National Native Title Tribunal | Perth
Email: GeospatialSearch@nntt gov au  | www.nntt.gov.au



 
 

From: Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> 
Sent: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:05 AM
To: Geospatial Search Requests <GeospatialSearch@NNTT.gov.au>
Cc: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: SR20/845 - Search Request for Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135 (Our Ref: P0022231)
 
Caution: This is an external email. DO NOT click links or open attachments unless you recognise the sender and know the content is safe.

Good afternoon
 
Please find attached a search request for the Native Title Tribunal for Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135 (754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek).
 
If you have any questions or need any further information, please let me know.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. It
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1.3 – PUBLIC NOTICE  





 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1.3 – RAP NOTICES 

  



From: Aaron Olsen
Cc: Andrew Crisp; Balazs Hansel
Bcc: "srandall@deerubbin.org.au"; "Reception@deerubbin.org.au"; "justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au";

"daruglandobservations@gmail.com"; "markdyer2009@live.com.au"; "cazadirect@live.com";
"gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au"; "corroboreecorp@bigpond.com"; "murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au";
"philipkhan.acn@live.com.au"; "wurrumay@hotmail.com"; "Warragil_c.s@hotmail.com";
"amandahickey@live.com.au"; "dhinawan.ch@gmail.com"; "ajw1901@bigpond.com";
"gunyuuchts@gmail.com"; "walbunja@gmail.com"; "yerramurra@gmail.com"; "nundagurri@gmail.com";
"murrumbul@gmail.com"; "jerringong@gmail.com"; "pemulwuyd@gmail.com"; "bilingachts@gmail.com";
"munyungachts@gmail.com"; "wingikarachts@gmail.com"; "walgaluchts@gmail.com";
"thauairachts@gmail.com"; "dharugchts@gmail.com"; "gulagachts@gmail.com";
"biamangachts@gmail.com"; "cullendullachts@gmail.com"; "murramarangchts@gmail.com";
"darrenjohnduncan@gmail.com"; "butuheritage@gmail.com"; "didgengunawalclan@yahoo.com.au";
"Ginninderra.corp@gmail.com"; "waarlan12@outlook.com"; "barkingowlcorp@gmail.com";
"yulayculturalservices@gmail.com"; "thoorganura@gmail.com"; "paulhand1967@gmail.com";
"hamptonralph46@gmail.com"; "kinghampton@77gmail.com"; "ngambaaculturalconnections@hotmail.com";
"goodradigbee1@outlook.com"; "mura.indigenous@bigpond.com"; "James.eastwood@y7mail.com";
"Waawaar.awaa@gmail.com"; "clive.freeman@y7mail.com"; "galamaay@hotmail.com";
"goobahchts@gmail.com"; "scott@tocomwall.com.au"; "widescope.group@live.com";
"baduchts@gmail.com"; "minnamunnung@gmail.com"

Subject: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage 1 -
Invitation to Register

Date: Wednesday, 29 July 2020 10:59:00 AM
Attachments: P0022231 GPTMamreRd Stage 1.3.pdf
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image004.png
image006.png
image008.png
image010.png

Good morning
 
Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots
59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).
 
Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA)
for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.
 
The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks
and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations
regarding management of those resources.
 
The Proponent can be contacted via:
 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower



360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000
 
In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
(DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with
registered Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and
comply with the anticipated SEARs requirements including:
 
§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area

in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a
list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to
determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject
area.
 
Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in

the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th

August 2020 in writing to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.
 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of
the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.



 
Our formal letter is attached.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 









 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1.3 – RAP RESPONSES 

 

  



From: Carolyn .H
To: Aaron Olsen; Andrew Crisp
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Thursday, 30 July 2020 5:20:49 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image006.png
image008.png
image010.png

Contact: Carolyn Hickey
M: 0411650057                
E: Cazadirect@live.com 
A: 10 Marie Pitt Place, Glenmore Park, NSW 2745          
ACN: 639 868 876

Hi,
I would like to register for consultation and field work, I hold cultural
knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of any
Aboriginal objects and values that exist within the project area.
Kind Regards,
Carolyn Hickey

From: Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 29 July 2020 10:59 AM
Cc: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>; Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>
Subject: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community
Consultation Stage 1 - Invitation to Register
 
Good morning
 



Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots
59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).
 
Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA)
for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.
 
The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks
and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations
regarding management of those resources.
 
The Proponent can be contacted via:
 

Casey Brasher
Project Manager
The GPT Group
Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au
Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower
360 Elizabeth Street
Melbourne VIC 3000

 
In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
(DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with
registered Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and
comply with the anticipated SEARs requirements including:
 
§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area

in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a
list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to
determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject
area.
 



Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in

the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th

August 2020 in writing to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.
 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of
the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.
 
Our formal letter is attached.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t



contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: Amanda DeZwart
To: Aaron Olsen; Andrew Crisp
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Monday, 3 August 2020 5:01:13 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
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image010.png

Contact: Amanda DeZwart
Mobile: 0434 480 558
Address: 57 Gough St, Emu Plains, NSW 2750
ABN: 498 242 132 40

Hi,
I would like to register for consultation Meetings and
future field work, I hold cultural knowledge to determine
cultural significance of Aboriginal Objects and areas that
exist in the project area.

Kind regards,
Amanda DeZwart

From: Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Wednesday, 29 July 2020 10:59 AM
Cc: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>; Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>
Subject: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community
Consultation Stage 1 - Invitation to Register
 
Good morning
 
Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots
59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).
 
Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA)
for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.
 



The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks
and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations
regarding management of those resources.
 
The Proponent can be contacted via:
 

Casey Brasher
Project Manager
The GPT Group
Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au
Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower
360 Elizabeth Street
Melbourne VIC 3000

 
In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
(DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with
registered Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and
comply with the anticipated SEARs requirements including:
 
§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area

in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a
list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to
determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject
area.
 
Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in

the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th

August 2020 in writing to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.



 
Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of
the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.
 
Our formal letter is attached.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: James Eastwood
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Invitation to Register
Date: Monday, 24 August 2020 12:10:51 PM
Attachments: URBIS REGISTRATION MAMER ROAD.docx

Good morning
Thank you for sending a invitation to register for RE: P0022231 MAMRE ROAD -
ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT - ABORIGINAL
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1 - INVITATION TO REGISTER . Please
find a formal letter of acceptance to the above mention invitation attach to this
email.

Kind regards
ARAGUNG Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site Assessments
co/Jamie Eastwood
0427793334



  ARAGUNG                             

 

  Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site Assessments     

   Protecting the Past Preserving the Future           

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           

24/08/2020 

Andrew Crisp 

Urbis 

 

RE: P0022231 –GPT MAMRE ROAD – ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE ASSESSMENT – ABORIGINAL 
COMMUNITY CONSULTATION STAGE 1 – INVITATION TO REGISTER 

NOTIFICATION OF REGISTRATION OF INTERESRT 

Dear Darrienne 

I am writing to you to express my strong cultural interest in registering for the above community consultation. 
Having worked extensively in and around the kempt creek Area for many years as an Aboriginal site Officer I 
believe that the proposed development may impact on Aboriginal objects and places 

 With a strong cultural connection to the proposed subject  Area and being a member of the Darug Aboriginal 
community I believe that I may hold relevant cultural knowledge to determine the significance of Aboriginal 
objects and places in this area.  It is within all of my utmost cultural interest that I would like to be involved in 
all aspects of the proposed project by offering my cultural understating of the area my connection to country 
and my cultural feedback as a local Indigenous person. 

Yours sincerely James Eastwood 

 

  

 

                                                                                          

                                                                                                                             

                                  

33 Bulolo Dr Whalan NSW 2770 

P 0427793334 

Email james.eastwood@y7mail.com 



From: Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Sunday, 30 August 2020 6:21:12 AM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image006.png
image008.png
image010.png
MAMRE RD EOI BOAC.pdf

On Wed, Jul 29, 2020 at 10:59 AM Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre
Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the
subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area.
The first stage of works, to be completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works,
including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping, as well as the
construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be completed by 2023, will include
the construction of a further three warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing
and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment
would detail any potential Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area
and provide recommendations regarding management of those resources.

 

The Proponent can be contacted via:

 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower



360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for
proponents (DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a
community consultation process with registered Aboriginal people to assist with the
preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the anticipated SEARs
requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the
subject area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for
Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and
documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR)
which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid
any impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where
impacts are unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate
impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal
Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the
subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to
compile a list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge
relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may
exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an
interest in the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and
preferably by 26th August 2020 in writing to:

 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.



 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required
to forward the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest
(Registered Aboriginal Parties) to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want their details
released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements,
inclusion in the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site
assessment. The decision on who is engaged for delivering particular services is decided
by the proponent and will be based on a range of considerations including skills, relevant
experience, and providing necessary certificates of currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the
provided information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. It
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or



lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 

-- 
Kind regards

Jody Kulakowski 
0426 242 015
Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation





From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: Aboriginal Community Consultation - GPT Mamre Road ACHA
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:12:04 AM

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
M 
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

URBIS
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
Sydney, NSW 2000, Australia

Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our people, clients and community. Click here to read Urbis’
response to COVID-19.

This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. It contains information which may
be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any personal information in this email must be handled in
accordance with the Privacy Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the
sender and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or lost because this
email has been sent to you by mistake.

-----Original Message-----
From: Lee Field <barrabyculturalservices@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, 11 August 2020 9:01 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Aboriginal Community Consultation - GPT Mamre Road ACHA

Dear Andrew,

Barraby Cultural Services would like to be consulted on this project. Please see my details below.

Company: Barraby Cultural Services
Contact: Lee Field
Address: 10B Elphin Street, Tahmoor NSW
Phone: 0431 314 892

If you need any more info please contact me on the details provided.

Thanks
Lee Field



From: Butucarbin Heritage
To: Andrew Crisp
Cc: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Mamre Road consultation
Date: Thursday, 27 August 2020 12:03:57 AM

To whom it may concern,
On behalf of Butucarbin, I would like to register interest in the consultation in relation to
the project at Mamre Road.

Kind regards,

-- 
Lowanna Gibson
Project Manager for Butucarbin Cultural Heritage Assessments
B.A Archaeology/Anthropology USYD
Juris Doctor Candidate UTS



From: Clive Freeman
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Wednesday, 29 July 2020 3:24:52 PM
Attachments: Freeman and Marx c o f c archeology liability (2).pdf

profeshional indemnity insurance.pdf
image010.png
image004.png
image002.png
image008.png
image006.png

Hi team,

We at Freeman 7 Marx are excited by the opportunity to participate in this project and look forward to
any future reports on this. 

I have attached a copy to file a copy of our Certificate of currencies for both the professional and
public liabilities.

Just so you know we have a group of 6 officers to assist, 3 women and 3 men.

Kind Regards

Clive Freeman 
(M) 0437721481

Please consider the environment before printing this message

On Wednesday, 29 July 2020, 10:59:38 am AEST, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

 

The Proponent can be contacted via:

 



Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject
area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any
impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th August 2020
in writing to:

 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of



the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au
 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: Expression of Interest Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community

Consultation Stage 1
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:13:08 AM
Attachments: image007.png
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 

From: Corroboree Aboringinal Corporation <corroboreecorp@bigpond.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 30 July 2020 11:15 AM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Cc: Marilyn Carroll-Johnson <corroboreecorp@bigpond.com>
Subject: Re: Expression of Interest Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment -
Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage 1
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street



Sydney, NSW, 2000
 
 

Dear Andrew

Re: Expression of interest GPT Mamre Road - Stage 1
 
Please register Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation. We have lived in the area and some members
currently reside in the surrounding areas. We are registering in a full capacity. We are aboriginal
people who are culturally aware. We have the necessary ability, awareness, experience, skills,
insight and the knowledge to identify artefacts on field work. And as Aboriginal People we
connect thru the land, thru our ancestors and our heritage. Therefore we are able participate on
all levels. We have worked with many archaeologists across a broad landscape. We have
consulted with your company on previous projects. We have all the relevant insurances and
safety gear. We are all fit and adapt to a vast landscape.
Contact is preferred via email: corroboreecorp@bigpond.com. The contact number, email and
contact person is also listed in the signature. 
Please do not disclose any of our details to LALC nor publish our correspondence for LALC to
peruse. Please only note our corporation details i.e. our name and only for registration
purposes. As noted our details are not to be passed on/disclosed to LALC. We understand your
need for confirmation of our corporations name on your lists for registered stakeholders, in that
we have responded for inclusion, to participate on all levels. However, please do not display our
actual correspondence. Just our name as registered stakeholders for your records and
proponents. Thanks   
 
Kind regards
Marilyn Carroll-Johnson
Director
Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation  
Mob: 0415911159
Ph: 0288244324
E: corroboreecorp@bigpond.com
Address: PO Box 3340
ROUSE HILL NSW 2155
 

On 29 Jul 2020, at 10:59 am, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning
 
Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre
Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the
subject area’).
 



Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject
area. The first stage of works, to be completed by 2021, will comprise site
preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping,
as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be completed
by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.
 
The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to
investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH
2011). The assessment would detail any potential Aboriginal cultural heritage
resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.
 
The Proponent can be contacted via:
 

Casey Brasher
Project Manager
The GPT Group
Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au
Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower
360 Elizabeth Street
Melbourne VIC 3000

 
In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for
proponents (DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a
community consultation process with registered Aboriginal people to assist with
the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the anticipated
SEARs requirements including:
 
§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the

subject area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and
Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of
Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH
(2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test
excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010
(DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid
any impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes.
Where impacts are unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to
mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal
Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within
the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes
to compile a list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural



knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
places that may exist within the subject area.
 
Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold
an interest in the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience

and preferably by 26th August 2020 in writing to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.
 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is
required to forward the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an
interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties) to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council
and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want their details
released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements,
inclusion in the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site
assessment. The decision on who is engaged for delivering particular services is
decided by the proponent and will be based on a range of considerations including
skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the
provided information.
 
Our formal letter is attached.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
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ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA



 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our people, clients and community.
Click here to read Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t contains information which may be confidential
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or copyright is not waived or lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 
<P0022231_GPTMamreRd_Stage 1.3.pdf>



From: justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: reg of interest 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 12:01:42 PM
Attachments: reg of interest 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW .pdf

 



 
DARUG CUSTODIAN  
ABORIGINAL 
CORPORATION  
 
PO BOX 81 WINDSOR 2756 
PHONE: 0245775181 FAX: 0245775098 
MOBILE:   0414962766 Justine Coplin 
EMAIL: justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 

 

Attention   URBIS                                                            Date: 25082020 

Subject: 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW    

Dear Andrew 

Our group is a non- profit organisation that has been active for over forty years in Western 

Sydney, we are a Darug community group with over three hundred members. The main aim 

in our constitution is the care of Darug sites, places, wildlife and to promote our culture and 

provide education on the Darug history.  

The Kemps Creek area is an area that our group has a vast knowledge of, we have worked 

and lived in for many years, this area is significant to the Darug people due to the 

connection of sites and the continued occupation. Our group has been involved in all 

previous assessments and works in this area as a traditional owner Darug group for the past 

40 plus years.   

Therefore we would like to register our interest for full consultation and involvement in the 

above project area.  

Please contact us with all further enquiries on the above contacts. 

    

Regards 

 



Justine Coplin 

We acknowledge and pay respect to the Darug people,the traditional Aboriginal custodians 

of this land. 

 

    

  

 

 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: Dharug Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation - P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:12:33 AM
Attachments: 200806_DNAC_P0022231_GPT_Mamre_Road.pdf
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
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From: DNAC Archaeology <archaeology@dharugngurra.org.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 6 August 2020 3:49 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Dharug Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation - P0022231 - GPT Mamre Road
 
Heilsan Andrew,
 
Please find Expression of Interest Attached.
 
Cheers
 
Dirk Schmitt
Accountant to
Dharug Ngurra Aboriginal Corporation



 
Grantham Heritage Park
71 Seven Hills Road, South
Seven Hills NSW 2147
 
PO Box 441 Blacktown NSW 2148
 
 





From: lilly carroll
To: Aaron Olsen
Cc: Andrew Crisp; Balazs Hansel
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Hi guys,

DNC would like to register an interest into GPT Mamre Rd The subject area project

Kind regards
Paul Boyd & Lilly Carroll 
Directors DNC 

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Wednesday, July 29, 2020, 10:59 am, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct
an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-
786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter
referred to as ‘the subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the
subject area. The first stage of works, to be completed by 2021, will comprise
site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and associated
landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage,
to be completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three
warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under
the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to
investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW
(OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential Aboriginal cultural
heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations
regarding management of those resources.

 

The Proponent can be contacted via:



 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements
for proponents (DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause
80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent
will conduct a community consultation process with registered Aboriginal
people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and
comply with the anticipated SEARs requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across
the subject area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and
Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of
Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH
(2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test
excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010
(DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to
avoid any impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation
outcomes. Where impacts are unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures
proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal
Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within
the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis
proposes to compile a list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may
hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal
objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may
hold an interest in the project, please provide their details at your earliest
convenience and preferably by 26th August 2020 in writing to:



 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is
required to forward the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an
interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties) to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council
and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want their details
released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements,
inclusion in the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site
assessment. The decision on who is engaged for delivering particular services is
decided by the proponent and will be based on a range of considerations including
skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to
the provided information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au
 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read



Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: Gulaga
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage
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Hi Aaron, 
Thank you for the email, Gulaga is most certainly interested in assisting you with this up and
coming project. Please see my attached cover letter, hope to hear from you soon

Kind Regards
Wendy Smith
Cultural Heritage Officer
Gulaga
0401 808 988

This email may contain privileged information. Privilege is not waived if it has been sent to
you in error, or if you are not the intended recipient. Please immediately notify me and
delete the email if you have received this in error.

On Wed, Jul 29, 2020 at 10:59 AM Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre
Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the
subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area.
The first stage of works, to be completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works,
including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping, as well as the
construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be completed by 2023, will include
the construction of a further three warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing
and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment
would detail any potential Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area
and provide recommendations regarding management of those resources.

 



The Proponent can be contacted via:

 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for
proponents (DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a
community consultation process with registered Aboriginal people to assist with the
preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the anticipated SEARs
requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the
subject area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for
Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and
documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR)
which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with
Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid
any impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where
impacts are unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate
impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal
Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the
subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to
compile a list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge
relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may
exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an



interest in the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and
preferably by 26th August 2020 in writing to:

 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required
to forward the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest
(Registered Aboriginal Parties) to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of the Department of Premier and
Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not want their details
released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements,
inclusion in the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site
assessment. The decision on who is engaged for delivering particular services is decided
by the proponent and will be based on a range of considerations including skills, relevant
experience, and providing necessary certificates of currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the
provided information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au
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Hi Aaron,  
 

 

Please see attached Expression of Interest Cultural Heritage  

I have been instructed to register Gulaga Development PTY LTD as a registered stack 
holder and known Aboriginal party  to prepare a cultural heritage assessment report for lot 
754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW  

The cultural connection between the Hawkesbury River and the Snowy River are without a 
doubt the same people with the same culture, kinship, ancestry and connection to those 
lands conclusively. 

Gulaga, Dharug and the Eora Lands and its peoples along with the remaining other 11 clans 
of the south coast is undoubtedly one peoples, the MURRIN PEOPLES. 

I believe Gulaga Development PTY LTD has made the case that we do hold cultural and 
heritage knowledge over and inclusive of the Local Government Areas. 

Gulaga Development objective is to consolidate together with MURRIN Clans Cultural and 
Heritage responsibilities. 

Please contact me as soon as possible when you have made your decision to admit Gulaga 
Development to the Registry of Aboriginal Stakeholders for the Local Government areas.  

 

Kind Regards, 

 

Wendy Smith 

Cultural Heritage Officer 

Gulaga 

0401 808 988 
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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From: Cherie Carroll Turrise <gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 30 July 2020 11:15 AM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: Registration of interest GPT Mamre Road - Stage 1
 

Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Corporation

Heritage Preservation

1 Bellevue Place

Portland NSW 2847



Mob: 0438 428 805
                            Email: gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au
 
30 July 2020
 
 
Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000
 
 
Dear Andrew

Re: Registration of interest GPT Mamre Road - Stage 1
 
Please register our corporation for full process on this project. We are aboriginal people. We have our
history & stories passed down by our Elders. We have assisted in other salvage & consulting in with
archaeologists over a vast number of years. We are experienced in the field of identifying artefacts,
Including our learned history and knowledge passed down by our Elders. We appreciate the
opportunity to be part of protecting and preserving our heritage. We are very proud of our heritage
passed to us by our Elders and our Ancestors. We are therefore pleased with being a part of this
research and provide our experience in cultural heritage input.
The potential to contain evidence of Aboriginal of actual occupation on the specific project area and
provide cultural links to our past ancestors is of great value and significance. Our organisation has a
current public liability insurance policy and OHS compliant and all members hold white cards and all the
required safety gear. 
All our members are Aboriginal and very experienced in the identification of Aboriginal artefacts and we
have consulted with numerous Archeologists in surveys including excavation/fieldwork. We are very
passionate about land and conservation matters to which some of members are currently studying
cultural heritage. We hold strong links to our our ancestors, our culture and our heritage.
Please note we do not want our details forwarded to LALC, please do not release our correspondence
nor any details.
Please update Email:gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au 
and phone number Mob: 0438 428 805. Please forward a copy of project to my postal address: 1
Bellevue Place, PORTLAND NSW 2847 and to this email. Please remove any other phone numbers and
emails as per ORIC website & OEH. My details have also been updated with Barry Gunther. .
 
Sincerely 
Cherie (Carroll) Turrise
Aboriginal Heritage Custodian
Mob: 0438 428 805
Email: gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au
1 Bellevue Place
PORTLAND NSW 2847
Mob: 0438 428 805



Email: gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au

 
On Wednesday, July 29, 2020, 10:59 am, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre
Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the
subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development
Application (SSDA) for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject
area. The first stage of works, to be completed by 2021, will comprise site
preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping,
as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be completed
by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the
National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to
investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH
2011). The assessment would detail any potential Aboriginal cultural heritage
resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

 

The Proponent can be contacted via:

 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 



In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for
proponents (DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the
NSW National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a
community consultation process with registered Aboriginal people to assist with
the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the anticipated
SEARs requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across
the subject area in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and
Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice
for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and
documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR)
which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;

§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance
with Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010
(DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to
avoid any impact upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation
outcomes. Where impacts are unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures
proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the
Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be
identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes
to compile a list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural
knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or
places that may exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold
an interest in the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience

and preferably by 26th August 2020 in writing to:

 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

 



Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is
required to forward the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an
interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties) to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land
Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of the Department of
Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation
Requirements, inclusion in the consultation process does not automatically result in
paid site assessment. The decision on who is engaged for delivering particular
services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range of considerations
including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the
provided information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au
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Hi Aaron & Andrew,
 
Thank you for informing us that Urbis will be involved in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment regarding GPT Mamre Rd &, that you are inviting Aboriginal organisations to
register, if they wish too be involved in the community consultation process.
 
As  a senior Aboriginal person for the past 40yrs, I actively participate in the protection of the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage throughout the Sydney Basin, & particularly throughout Western
Sydney, on behalf of Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group I wish to provide to you my
organisation’s registration of interest.
 
I wish to be involved & participate in all levels of consultation/project involvement. I wish to
attend all meetings, participate in available field work & receive a copy of the report.
 
I have attached a copy of Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working group’s Public Liability Insurance &
Workers Compensation certificate.
 
Should you wish me to provide further information, please do not hesitate to contact me on
0434545982 or Stefeanie on 0451068480.
 
 
 
Kind Regards
Phil Khan
 

 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 

From: Aaron Olsen



Sent: Wednesday, 29 July 2020 10:59 AM
Cc: Andrew Crisp; Balazs Hansel
Subject: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community
Consultation Stage 1 - Invitation to Register
 
Good morning
 
Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots
59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).
 
Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA)
for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.
 
The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks
and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations
regarding management of those resources.
 
The Proponent can be contacted via:
 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000
 
In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
(DEECW 2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and
Wildlife Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with
registered Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and
comply with the anticipated SEARs requirements including:
 
§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area

in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of
Aboriginal Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a
list of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to
determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject
area.
 
Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in

the project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th

August 2020 in writing to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.
 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of
the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.
 
Our formal letter is attached.
 
Kind regards
 
 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT

D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900
E aolsen@urbis.com.au

 



 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
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Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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From: Shaun Carroll <Merrigarn@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 13 August 2020 6:30 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Mamre Road Precinct
 
Dear Andrew,
We would like to register an interest in the above project.
Kind regards
Shaun Carroll
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: Mamre Road registration
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:11:34 AM
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA
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Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
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From: jesse johnson <muragadi@yahoo.com.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 13 August 2020 6:32 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Mamre Road registration
 
Hi Andrew,
please register our family and members for the above project, our family have lived in the area all
there lives, my mother actually stayed in Mamre Road as a kid with her aunty.
Kind regards
Jesse Johnson



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:11:48 AM
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From: Darleen Johnson <murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au> 
Sent: Thursday, 13 August 2020 6:27 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community
Consultation Stage 1 - Invitation to Register
 
Hi Andrew
Please register our organisation for the above project, we have done many projects in the area and
surrounding areas, we have been doing aboriginal cultural heritage projects for over 26 years.
Kind regards
Darleen Johnson
 
On Wednesday, 29 July 2020, 10:59:38 am AEST, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:



 
 

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60
DP 259135, NSW (hereafter referred to as ‘the subject area’).

 

Urbis is preparing an ACHA to accompany the State Significant Development Application (SSDA) for
a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. The first stage of works, to be
completed by 2021, will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and
associated landscaping, as well as the construction of two warehouses. The second stage, to be
completed by 2023, will include the construction of a further three warehouses.

 

The ACHA is to be carried out in accordance with relevant guidelines under the National Parks and
Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act), including the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on
Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011). The assessment would detail any potential
Aboriginal cultural heritage resources within the subject area and provide recommendations regarding
management of those resources.

 

The Proponent can be contacted via:

 

Casey Brasher

Project Manager

The GPT Group

Casey.Brasher@gpt.com.au

Level 10 Melbourne Central Tower

360 Elizabeth Street

Melbourne VIC 3000

 

In accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents (DEECW
2010) (the Consultation Requirements) and Clause 80C of the NSW National Parks and Wildlife
Regulation 2009, the Proponent will conduct a community consultation process with registered
Aboriginal people to assist with the preparation of the ACHA to inform the EIS and comply with the
anticipated SEARs requirements including:

 

§  Identifying and describing the Aboriginal cultural heritage values that exist across the subject area
in accordance with the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage in NSW (OEH, 2011) and Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigations of Aboriginal
Objects in NSW OEH (2010), and documenting these in an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment
Report (ACHAR) which may include the need for surface survey and test excavation;



§  Undertaking consultation with Aboriginal people and document in accordance with Aboriginal
cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 (DECCW);

§  The preparation of the ACHAR to support the SSDA, demonstrating attempts to avoid any impact
upon cultural heritage values and identify any conservation outcomes. Where impacts are
unavoidable, the ACHAR must outline measures proposed to mitigate impacts; and

§  Recording of any Aboriginal objects in line with the requirements of the Aboriginal Heritage
Information Management System (AHIMS) that may be identified within the subject area.

In accordance with Section 4.1.2 of the Consultation Requirements, Urbis proposes to compile a list
of Aboriginal people and organisations who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the
significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places that may exist within the subject area.

 

Should you be aware of any Aboriginal persons and/or organisations that may hold an interest in the
project, please provide their details at your earliest convenience and preferably by 26th August 2020
in writing to:

 

Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant
Urbis
acrisp@urbis.com.au
Level 8 123 Pitt Street
Sydney, NSW, 2000.

 

Please be advised that, as per the Consultation Requirements, the Proponent is required to forward
the names of Aboriginal persons and groups who register an interest (Registered Aboriginal Parties)
to the Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Regulation Branch of
the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC) unless the person or group specifies that they do not
want their details released.

Please be advised that in accordance to Section 3.4 of the Consultation Requirements, inclusion in
the consultation process does not automatically result in paid site assessment. The decision on who
is engaged for delivering particular services is decided by the proponent and will be based on a range
of considerations including skills, relevant experience, and providing necessary certificates of
currency.

Please do not hesitate to contact us should you have any queries in relation to the provided
information.

 

Our formal letter is attached.

 

Kind regards

 

 

AARON OLSEN
HERITAGE ASSISTANT
D +61 2 8233 9957
T +61 2 8233 9900



E aolsen@urbis.com.au
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Subject: FW: GPT Mamre Road- Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment- Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage 1
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From: Phillip Boney <Waarlan12@outlook.com> 
Sent: Sunday, 2 August 2020 9:15 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: GPT Mamre Road- Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment- Aboriginal Community
Consultation Stage 1
 
Hi Andrew, 
 
Phil Boney here. I would like to register my interest in this project.
 
Respectfully yours, Sir Andrew Crisp
 
Phil Boney
Wailwan Aboriginal Group



From: Arika Jalomaki
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: GPT Mamre Road - Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment - Aboriginal Community Consultation Stage

1 - Invitation to Register
Date: Thursday, 27 August 2020 1:01:37 PM
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Dear Aaron,

Yulay Cultural service’s would like to register our interest in the above project. 

Kind regards,
Arika Jalomaki

On Wed, 29 Jul 2020 at 10:59 am, Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Urbis has been commissioned by The GPT Group (the Proponent) to conduct an
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 and 784-786 Mamre
Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135, NSW (hereafter

referred to as ‘the subject area’).

 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: Aboriginal Community Consultation - GPT Mamre Road ACHA
Date: Tuesday, 25 August 2020 11:11:58 AM
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From: Bo Field <yurrandaali_cs@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, 11 August 2020 9:03 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Aboriginal Community Consultation - GPT Mamre Road ACHA
 
Dear Andrew, 

Yurrandaali would like to be consulted on this project. Please see my details below.
 
Company: Yurrandaali Pty Ltd
Contact: Bo Field
Address: 10B Elphin Street, Tahmoor NSW
Phone: 0403 048 263
 
If you need any more info please contact me on the details provided.
 
Thanks
Bo Field



 

 

 

 

 

 

Stage 1.6 – DPIE & LALC NOTICES 

  











 

 

 

 

 

 

Stages 2 & 3 – Project INFO & METHOD 

  



From: Andrew Crisp
To: OEH HD Heritage Mailbox
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: P0022231 - ACHA Stage 1.6 - List of RAPs - 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek
Date: Friday, 11 September 2020 1:59:50 PM
Attachments: P0022231 DPC Stage1.6 GPTMamreRd F01.pdf
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Good afternoon,
 
In accordance with Section 4.1.6 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for
proponents 2010 (DECCW, 2010) please find below the compiled list of Registered Aboriginal Parties
(RAPs) and notification letter under Section 4.1.3 for the proposed industrial development of 754-770
& 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135.
 
Kind regards,

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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If your search shows Aboriginal sites or places what should you do?

Important information about your AHIMS search

You can get further information about Aboriginal places by looking at the gazettal notice that declared it. 

Aboriginal places gazetted after 2001 are available on the NSW Government Gazette 

(http://www.nsw.gov au/gazette) website. Gazettal notices published prior to 2001 can be obtained from 

Office of Environment and Heritage's Aboriginal Heritage Information Unit upon request

Aboriginal objects are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 even if they are not recorded 

as a site on AHIMS.

You must do an extensive search if AHIMS has shown that there are Aboriginal sites or places recorded in the 

search area.

If you are checking AHIMS as a part of your due diligence, refer to the next steps of the Due Diligence Code of 

practice.

AHIMS records information about Aboriginal sites that have been provided to Office of Environment and 

Heritage and Aboriginal places that have been declared by the Minister;

Information recorded on AHIMS may vary in its accuracy and may not be up to date .Location details are 

recorded as grid references and it is important to note that there may be errors or omissions in these 

recordings,

Some parts of New South Wales have not been investigated in detail and there may be fewer records of 

Aboriginal sites in those areas.  These areas may contain Aboriginal sites which are not recorded on AHIMS.

This search can form part of your due diligence and remains valid for 12 months.

The information derived from the AHIMS search is only to be used for the purpose for which it was requested. 

It is not be made available to the public.

3 Marist Place, Parramatta NSW 2150

Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta NSW 2220

Tel: (02) 9585 6380 Fax: (02) 9873 8599

ABN 30 841 387 271

Email: ahims@environment.nsw.gov.au

Web: www.environment nsw.gov.au



AHIMS Web Services (AWS)
Extensive search - Site list report

SiteID SiteName Datum Zone Easting Northing Context SiteFeatures SiteTypes Reports
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Site Status
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Stages 2 & 3 – RAP Responses 
  



From: lilly carroll
To: Andrew Crisp
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Saturday, 12 September 2020 7:03:31 AM
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Hi Andrew,

DNC is happy with the go ahead for Mamre Rd / Kemp’s Creek project 

Kind regards 
Paul

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Friday, September 11, 2020, 1:41 pm, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good afternoon,

 

In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage
2 (presentation of information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering
information about cultural significance) document for the proposed industrial
development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP
259135.

 

Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.

 

Please supply any comments to the details provided below:

 

C/- Urbis

Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000

Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp

P: 02 8233 7642

E: acrisp@urbis.com.au

By: 9th October 2020.

 



Please reach out if you have any questions.

 

Kind regards,

 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Tuesday, 29 September 2020 3:01:04 PM
Attachments: BARRABY AAMI Mobile Business Insurance Policy Schedule SPD013627709.pdf
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From: Lee Field <barrabyculturalservices@gmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 24 September 2020 2:05 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Dear Andrew,
 
I on behalf of Barraby Cultural Services have reviewed and agree with the methodology for this
project. I have previously been involved and assisted in other projects within close proximity to
the project area, such as the M12 Motorway and the WSA. Both projects were able to identify
Aboriginal occupation in the Kemps Creek area and contained very high numbers of artefacts
retrieved from PADs identified as Aboriginal camp sites and knapping sites, especially those areas
within close proximity to the creeks. South Creek in particular is a very rich area and I believe



that the project area definitely has potential to contain artefact scatters and PADs. 
 
The Kemps Creek and surrounding areas were of great importance to Aboriginal people in the
past and still remain very important to us RAPs whom share a connection with those who
occupied the lands thousands of years ago. I would like the opportunity to be able participate
and be included in both the field inspection and the test excavation program. 
 
Please see our attached insurances and a PDF document containing our rates, experience and
references. 
 
If you require any more information please contact be on the details below.
 
Many Thanks
 
Lee Field 
0431 314 892
 
 

On 11 Sep 2020, at 1:41 pm, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:
 

<P22231_GPTMamreRoad_F01_Stage2.3.pdf>
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Subject: FW: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Monday, 12 October 2020 1:22:59 PM
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From: Carolyn .H <cazadirect@live.com> 
Sent: Saturday, 10 October 2020 8:36 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
 
 

Contact: Carolyn Hickey



M: 0411650057                

E: Cazadirect@live.com 

A: 10 Marie Pitt Place, Glenmore Park, NSW 2745          

ACN: 639 868 876

ABN: 31 639 868 876

Hi Andrew,
I have reviewed the document and support the project information and
Methodology.

Please find attached the completed document, and Insurances.

Kind regards,
Carolyn Hickey

From: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 11 September 2020 1:41 PM
Cc: Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>; Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>
Subject: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Good afternoon,
 
In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements
for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage 2 (presentation of
information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering information about cultural
significance) document for the proposed industrial development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road,
Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135.
 
Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.
 
Please supply any comments to the details provided below:



 
C/- Urbis
Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000
Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp
P: 02 8233 7642
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
By: 9th October 2020.
 
Please reach out if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards,
 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Tuesday, 29 September 2020 2:55:41 PM
Attachments: P22231_GPTMamreRoad_F01_Stage2.3 (2) information required.pdf

GIO Mobile Business Protect Certificate of Currency GPM004786956 (2).pdf
Workers Insurance Certificate of Currency.pdf
image002.png
image003.png
image004.png
image005.png
image006.png
image007.png
image008.png
image009.png
image010.png
image011.png

 
 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 

From: James Eastwood <james.eastwood@y7mail.com> 
Sent: Monday, 21 September 2020 5:08 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 



Dear Andrew
Thank you for your email and sharing information RE:Proposed Industrial
Development of 754-770 & 784 - 786 Mamre Road Kempts creek Lot 59 & 60
DP 259135 . I have read the information in its entirety and agree with all
recommendations put forth.
please find attach to this email information sought in Appendix 2 - Questionnaire
along with ARAGUNG Aboriginal Cultural heritage site assessment pay rate, and
up to date insurance details.
 
kind regards
ARAGUNG
Co/Jamie Eastwood
0427793334 
 
On Friday, 11 September 2020, 01:41:41 pm AEST, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:
 
 

Good afternoon,

 

In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements
for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage 2 (presentation of
information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering information about cultural
significance) document for the proposed industrial development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road,
Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135.

 

Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.

 

Please supply any comments to the details provided below:

 

C/- Urbis

Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000

Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp

P: 02 8233 7642

E: acrisp@urbis.com.au

By: 9th October 2020.



 

Please reach out if you have any questions.

 

Kind regards,

 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 



From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Monday, 12 October 2020 1:20:57 PM
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 

From: Clive Freeman <clive.freeman@y7mail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, 30 September 2020 9:59 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Hi Andrew,
 
I will be completing the read over of these documents this week and will let you know via email if
I have any comment. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Clive Freeman
Managing Director 
Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd 

Sent from my iPhone



On 11 Sep 2020, at 1:41 pm, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage
2 (presentation of information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering
information about cultural significance) document for the proposed industrial
development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP
259135.
 
Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.
 
Please supply any comments to the details provided below:
 
C/- Urbis
Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000
Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp
P: 02 8233 7642
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
By: 9th October 2020.
 
Please reach out if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards,
 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
<image001.gif>
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our people, clients and community.
Click here to read Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t contains information which may be confidential
and/or protected by copyright. Any personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy Act 1988
(Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality
or copyright is not waived or lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: EOI for field work -P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Tuesday, 29 September 2020 2:55:41 PM
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ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT

D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 

From: Corroboree Aboringinal Corporation <corroboreecorp@bigpond.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, 15 September 2020 1:44 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Cc: Marilyn Carroll-Johnson <corroboreecorp@bigpond.com>
Subject: Re: EOI for field work -P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3
Consultation Document
 
Hi Andrew
Please refer EOI for field work. 

 
 
Attention: Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant +61 2 8233 7642



 acrisp@urbis.com.au
 
URBIS QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FIELD WORK -APPENDIX 2 – QUESTIONNAIRE -754-770
& 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135
 
 

1.     Cultural connection: Please describe the nature of your cultural connection to the
country on which the subject area is situated.  Please include any relevant cultural
knowledge or knowledge of Aboriginal objects or places within the subject area. We
connect thru our Mother Earth on all of Australia. Have you ever lived in or near the
subject area? We are Aboriginal people whose family have lived in the area and
surrounding areas..If  are a Traditional Owner: We as Aboriginal people are traditional
owners. We are Aboriginal people whose family have lived in the area and surrounding
areas. We have worked on surveys in the area fro many years. 
 

2.     Representing your community members: Please state who you or your organisation
represents. We represent as Aboriginal people for the benefit of all Aboriginal people to
aid the preservation of our heritage, our history, our culture. . Do you or your
organisation represent other members of the Aboriginal community? We our members
and stakeholders represent the members of Corroboree Aboriginal Corporations and
also  as Aboriginal people. Our family have knowledge of cultural heritage in the area and
surrounding areas. If so, please describe how information is provided to the other
members, and how their information and knowledge may be provided back to the
Proponent and Urbis. We have discussions  and meetings about the cultural heritage of
our people. We share field experience and cultural finds, and relevant information with
the members/RAPS of the Corporation. They can then share it further with other
aboriginal people finds with our corporation members and the broader community. We
have worked with a vast number of Archeologists on behalf of the proponent and have
always engaged in a professional and timely manner. Any information would be relayed
to the archeologists to shared with the proponent. This is how it’s been done for many
years. 
 

3.     Previous experience: Please list your relevant (for example, in the area of the proposed
project) previous experience in providing cultural heritage advice and survey
participation.
We have worked with a vast number of Archaeologists in the subject area as have my
family members. We can identify artefacts. We can do survey. Do test pits. We can wet
and dry sieve. We can soil test.  We can record information, etc. Our members are all
aware of the OH&S guidelines, etc. We have all the relevant safety gear required. 
 

4.     Schedule of Rates: Please provide your Certificate of Currency including Product and
Public Liability Insurance and Worker’s Compensation. Please also schedule of rates
(hourly/half day/day) for fieldwork participation, and include any expenses you may
expect to incur, and these will be sought to be reimbursed. Please note that it is for the
discretion for the Proponent to decide if they invite RAPs for site works and the
consultation process does not guarantee paid employment.
 

 
 



Kind regards
Marilyn Carroll-Johnson
Director
Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation  
Mob: 0415911159
Ph: 0288244324
E: corroboreecorp@bigpond.com
Address: PO Box 3340
ROUSE HILL NSW 2155
 

On 11 Sep 2020, at 1:41 pm, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good afternoon,
 
In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage
2 (presentation of information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering
information about cultural significance) document for the proposed industrial
development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP
259135.
 
Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.
 
Please supply any comments to the details provided below:
 
C/- Urbis
Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000
Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp
P: 02 8233 7642
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
By: 9th October 2020.
 
Please reach out if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards,
 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
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ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our people, clients and community.
Click here to read Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only.  t contains information which may be confidential
and/or protected by copyright. Any personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy Act 1988
(Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality
or copyright is not waived or lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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From: lilly carroll
To: Andrew Crisp
Cc: Balazs Hansel; Aaron Olsen
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Saturday, 12 September 2020 7:03:31 AM
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Hi Andrew,

DNC is happy with the go ahead for Mamre Rd / Kemp’s Creek project 

Kind regards 
Paul

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

On Friday, September 11, 2020, 1:41 pm, Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good afternoon,

 

In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation
requirements for proponents (DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage
2 (presentation of information about the proposed project) and Stage 3 (gathering
information about cultural significance) document for the proposed industrial
development of 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP
259135.

 

Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.

 

Please supply any comments to the details provided below:

 

C/- Urbis

Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000

Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp

P: 02 8233 7642

E: acrisp@urbis.com.au

By: 9th October 2020.

 



Please reach out if you have any questions.

 

Kind regards,

 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. t
contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.

 





From: Andrew Crisp
To: Aaron Olsen
Subject: FW: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
Date: Monday, 12 October 2020 1:22:33 PM
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From: philip khan <philipkhan.acn@live.com.au> 
Sent: Tuesday, 6 October 2020 2:51 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Dear Andrew, 

I have reviewed your report for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135. I
believe the study area has high potential for Aboriginal cultural heritage, as Kemps creek is close by and may have
room for Aboriginal finds. I believe further testing should be undertake as the area is highly significant to us
Aboriginal people.  

Warm regards 

Kadibulla     

 



 
 
From: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 11 September 2020 1:41 PM
Cc: Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>; Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>
Subject: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Good afternoon,
 
In accordance with Stage 2 and Stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents
(DECCW 2010) please find attached the combined Stage 2 (presentation of information about the proposed project)
and Stage 3 (gathering information about cultural significance) document for the proposed industrial development of
754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek, Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135.
 
Please provide all comments by 5pm 9th October 2020.
 
Please supply any comments to the details provided below:
 
C/- Urbis
Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 2000
Primary Contact: Andrew Crisp
P: 02 8233 7642
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
By: 9th October 2020.
 
Please reach out if you have any questions.
 
Kind regards,
 

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com au

 

 
 

 
ANGEL PLACE, LEVEL 8, 123 PITT STREET 
SYDNEY, NSW 2000, AUSTRALIA

 
Our highest priority is the health and wellbeing of our
people, clients and community. Click here to read
Urbis’ response to COVID-19.
 
This email and any files transmitted are for the intended recipient's use only. It
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personal information in this email must be handled in accordance with the Privacy
Act 1988 (Cth). If you have received this email by mistake, please notify the sender
and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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From: Bo Field <yurrandaali_cs@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Thursday, 24 September 2020 2:24 PM
To: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Subject: Re: P22231 - GPT Mamre Road, Kemps Creek - Stage 2 & 3 Consultation Document
 
Dear Andrew,

I on behalf of Yurrandaali have reviewed and agree with the methodology for this project. I have previously
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the test excavation program. 
 
Please see our attached insurances and a PDF document containing our rates, experience and references. 
 
If you require any more information please contact be on the details below.
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E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
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T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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From: Andrew Crisp
Cc: Aaron Olsen; Balazs Hansel
Bcc: srandall@deerubbin.org.au; Reception@deerubbin.org.au; cazadirect@live.com;

amandahickey@live.com.au; James.eastwood@y7mail.com; barrabyculturalservices@gmail.com;
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justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au; darug_tribal@live.com.au; didgengunawalclan@yahoo.com.au;
gulagachts@gmail.com; gunjeewong@yahoo.com.au; philipkhan.acn@live.com.au;
merrigarn@hotmail.com; muragadi@yahoo.com.au; murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au;
waarlan12@outlook.com; yulayculturalservices@gmail.com; yurrandaali_cs@hotmail.com; Butucarbin
Heritage
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Good morning
 
Thank you again for registering your interest in the above project. As part of Stage 4 of the Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA), we now provide a draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Technical Report (ATR) for your consideration and
comment.
 
The reports were too large to supply via email so please follow the link provided below to the Dropbox
folder which will allow download of the reports. Please let me know if you have any issues accessing
the reports.
 
Dropbox link – Draft ACHAR and ATR
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/p2ldaxpn5yc12xl/AADE5Tby8kiuso45lFHaMjzJa?dl=0
 
You will note that parts of the draft ACHAR and ATR include yellow highlighted text. These sections
will be amended after completion of Stage 4 of the ACHA process.
 
Please provide any comments in relation to the draft ACHAR by COB 6 August 2021 to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis Pty Ltd
Level 8, 123 Pitt Street
Sydney NSW 2000
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
P: 02 8233 7642

 
If you have any questions, please reach out.
 
Kind regards

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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Urbis recognises the tradi ional owners of the land on which we work.
Learn more about our Reconciliation Action Plan.
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contains information which may be confidential and/or protected by copyright. Any
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and permanently delete the email. Any confidentiality or copyright is not waived or
lost because this email has been sent to you by mistake.
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To: Andrew Crisp
Subject: Re: P0022231/P0029273: 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road ACHA - Stage 4 RAP Review - Draft ACHAR &

ATR
Date: Thursday, 15 July 2021 5:25:16 PM
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
image006.png
image008.png
image010.png

Contact: Carolyn Hickey
M: 0411650057                
E: Cazadirect@live.com 
A: 10 Marie Pitt Place, Glenmore Park, NSW 2745          
ACN: 639 868 876
ABN: 31 639 868 876

Hi,
I have reviewed the document and support the Information in the draft
ACHAR and ATR.

Kind regards
Carolyn Hickey

From: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 9 July 2021 10:43 AM
Cc: Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>; Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>
Subject: P0022231/P0029273: 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road ACHA - Stage 4 RAP Review -
Draft ACHAR & ATR
 
Good morning
 
Thank you again for registering your interest in the above project. As part of Stage 4 of the Aboriginal
Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA), we now provide a draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Technical Report (ATR) for your consideration and
comment.
 
The reports were too large to supply via email so please follow the link provided below to the Dropbox
folder which will allow download of the reports. Please let me know if you have any issues accessing
the reports.
 
Dropbox link – Draft ACHAR and ATR
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/p2ldaxpn5yc12xl/AADE5Tby8kiuso45lFHaMjzJa?dl=0
 
You will note that parts of the draft ACHAR and ATR include yellow highlighted text. These sections
will be amended after completion of Stage 4 of the ACHA process.
 
Please provide any comments in relation to the draft ACHAR by COB 6 August 2021 to:



 
Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis Pty Ltd
Level 8, 123 Pitt Street
Sydney NSW 2000
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
P: 02 8233 7642

 
If you have any questions, please reach out.
 
Kind regards

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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Received, thank you. 

Kind Regards
Wendy Smith
Cultural Heritage Officer
Gulaga
0401 808 988

This email may contain privileged information. Privilege is not waived if it has been sent to
you in error, or if you are not the intended recipient. Please immediately notify me and
delete the email if you have received this in error.

On Fri, Jul 9, 2021 at 10:43 AM Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au> wrote:

Good morning

 

Thank you again for registering your interest in the above project. As part of Stage 4 of the
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHA), we now provide a draft Aboriginal Cultural
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and Archaeological Technical Report (ATR) for your
consideration and comment.

 

The reports were too large to supply via email so please follow the link provided below to the
Dropbox folder which will allow download of the reports. Please let me know if you have any issues
accessing the reports.

 

Dropbox link – Draft ACHAR and ATR

https://www.dropbox.com/sh/p2ldaxpn5yc12xl/AADE5Tby8kiuso45lFHaMjzJa?dl=0

 

You will note that parts of the draft ACHAR and ATR include yellow highlighted text. These sections
will be amended after completion of Stage 4 of the ACHA process.

 

Please provide any comments in relation to the draft ACHAR by COB 6 August 2021 to:

 



Andrew Crisp

Senior Consultant

Urbis Pty Ltd

Level 8, 123 Pitt Street

Sydney NSW 2000

E: acrisp@urbis.com.au

P: 02 8233 7642

 

If you have any questions, please reach out.

 

Kind regards

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com.au
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Dear Andrew,

Thank you for your report for ACHA for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road. Here at K.Y.W.G we hold over 50 years
of cultural knowledge, our aspiration is to conserve our cultural heritage and our aim is to pass on cultural
knowledge. Aboriginal people have walked this land for tens of thousands of years and continue to do so. We
follow the water ways as they provide resource, we hold a deep connection with mother earth and we are guided
by the skies. Aboriginal people would camp, hunt, gather, practice lore and followed customs all across mother
earth, we protect our sacred sites such as men’s and woman’s sites. 

The whole study area is highly significant to our people as we occupied the land. There are water ways that hold
significant to us and sky knowledge that is recognised to us. We would like to agree to your recommendations,
we strongly push for salvage and we agree to your report. We look forward to working along side you on this
project.   

 
Kind Regards 
 
Kadibulla Khan

 
 
 
From: Andrew Crisp <acrisp@urbis.com.au>
Sent: Friday, 9 July 2021 10:43 AM
Cc: Aaron Olsen <aolsen@urbis.com.au>; Balazs Hansel <bhansel@urbis.com.au>
Subject: P0022231/P0029273: 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road ACHA - Stage 4 RAP Review - Draft ACHAR & ATR
 
Good morning
 
Thank you again for registering your interest in the above project. As part of Stage 4 of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage
Assessment (ACHA), we now provide a draft Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) and
Archaeological Technical Report (ATR) for your consideration and comment.
 
The reports were too large to supply via email so please follow the link provided below to the Dropbox folder which will
allow download of the reports. Please let me know if you have any issues accessing the reports.
 
Dropbox link – Draft ACHAR and ATR
https://www.dropbox.com/sh/p2ldaxpn5yc12xl/AADE5Tby8kiuso45lFHaMjzJa?dl=0
 
You will note that parts of the draft ACHAR and ATR include yellow highlighted text. These sections will be amended
after completion of Stage 4 of the ACHA process.
 
Please provide any comments in relation to the draft ACHAR by COB 6 August 2021 to:
 

Andrew Crisp
Senior Consultant
Urbis Pty Ltd
Level 8, 123 Pitt Street



Sydney NSW 2000
E: acrisp@urbis.com.au
P: 02 8233 7642

 
If you have any questions, please reach out.
 
Kind regards

ANDREW CRISP
SENIOR CONSULTANT
D +61 2 8233 7642
T +61 2 8233 9900
E acrisp@urbis.com au
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135) 
(hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’). The ACHA informed the preparation of the Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), which will accompany State Significant Development (SSD) 
application for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. This Archaeological Technical 
Report (ATR) has been prepared to accompany the ACHAR. 

This ATR is intended to detail the methodology and results of test excavation. Refer to Section 1.2 of the 
ACHAR for detailed information regarding the proposed development at the subject area.  

This ATR has been prepared in accordance with the following statutory guidelines: 

 Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2011) (the Assessment Guidelines). 

 Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 
2010) (CoP). 

Test excavation was undertaken in line with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010) to understand the nature, extent, integrity and research significance of the 
Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation also aimed to sample the various landscape features 
for any potential sub-surface archaeological deposits. 

The test excavation included: 

 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavation undertaken in the subject area (Lot 59 and 60 DP 259135) 
recovered 370 Aboriginal objects, all stone artefacts, from a total of 344 excavated test units (TUs) and 
expansion units (EUs). 

 The highest densities of artefacts were located in Areas B and E (Lot 59 DP 259135). 

 Area B contained 138 artefacts out of 129 excavated test pits and accounted for 37 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

 Area E contained 219 artefacts out of 91 excavated test pits and accounted for 59 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

 The remaining Areas A, C, D, F and G contained very low artefact densities 

 All excavated material was wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

The predictive model formulated for the ACHAR anticipated that artefact scatters, PADs and isolated finds had 
moderate-high potential to occur in areas of low historical ground disturbance, on the basis of the distribution 
of artefact sites in the region as well as the landscape features present – including elevated ground/terraces 
associated with waterways and crests/spurs. 

The results of the test excavation confirmed: 

 Artefacts found during the test excavation program were predominantly concentrated adjacent to the 
waterway running through the subject area, specifically in Areas B and E. The entirety of the subsurface 
assemblage was situated within the alluvial terraces/lower slopes in proximity to the water course. 

 Distance from water correlated with reduced artefact density. The crest landform portion of the subject 
area excavated (Area G) contained zero subsurface assemblage. 

 The evidence gathered during the archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavations indicates that 
Areas E and B contain evidence of a long term or repeat camp sites. The archaeological test excavations 
conducted at Open Areas B and E have identified moderate density, relatively intact subsurface deposits. 

 Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool 
types. 

 The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 
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resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to 
contain subsurface deposits. 

 Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type 
in the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

The project can proceed in accordance with the following recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 - Archaeological salvage excavation at Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit 
E66 post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

Recommendation 2 - Surface Collection post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

 Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

Recommendation 3 - Repatriation or Deposition in Keeping Place 

Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination must be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping 
place of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in 
accordance with Australian Museum Standards.  

The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction the artefacts would be reburied within 
the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 

Recommendation 4 – Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Induction 

It is recommended that induction materials be prepared for inclusion in site inductions for any contractors 
working at the subject area. The induction material should include an overview of the types of sites to be 
aware of (i.e. artefact scatters or concentrations of shells that could be middens), obligations under the NPW 
Act, and the requirements of an archaeological finds’ procedure (refer below). This process should be 
included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and any site management plans. 

The induction material may be paper based, included in any hard copy site management documents; or 
electronic, such as “PowerPoint” for any face to face site inductions. 

Recommendation 5 – Archaeological Chance Find Procedure 

Although considered highly unlikely, should any archaeological deposits be uncovered during any site works, 
a procedure must be implemented. The following steps must be carried out: 

1. All works stop in the vicinity of the find. The find must not be moved ‘out of the way’ without assessment. 
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2. Site supervisor, or another nominated site representative must contact either the project archaeologist (if 
relevant) or DPC to contact a suitably qualified archaeologist. 

3. The nominated archaeologist examines the find, provides a preliminary assessment of significance, 
records the item and decides on appropriate management, in conjunction with the RAPs for the project. 
Such management may require further consultation with DPC, preparation of a research design and 
archaeological investigation/salvage methodology and preparation of AHIMS Site Card. 

4. Depending on the significance of the find, reassessment of the archaeological potential of the subject 
area may be required, and further archaeological investigation undertaken. 

5. Reporting may need to be prepared regarding the find and approved management strategies. Any such 
documentation should be appended to this ACHAR and revised accordingly. 

6. Works in the vicinity of the find can only recommence upon relevant approvals from DPC. 

Recommendation 6 – Human Remains Procedure 

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered during any site works, the following must be 
undertaken: 

1. All works within the vicinity of the find immediately stop. 

2. Site supervisor or other nominated manager must notify the NSW Police and DPC. 

3. The find must be assessed by the NSW Police, and may include the assistance of a qualified forensic 
anthropologist. 

4. Management recommendations are to be formulated by the Police, DPC and site representatives. 

5. Works are not to recommence until the find has been appropriately managed. 

Recommendation 7 – RAP consultation 

A copy of the final ACHAR was provided to all Project RAPs on 30 August 2021. Ongoing consultation with 
RAPs should occur as the project progresses, to ensure ongoing communication about the project and key 
milestones, and to ensure the consultation process does not lapse, particularly with regard to consultation 
should the CFP be enacted. 

 

 



 

URBIS 
P0029273_GPTGROUP_MAMREROAD_ATR_F021  INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND  11 

 

1. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 
1.1. PROJECT BACKGROUND 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135) 
(hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’). The ACHA informed the preparation of the present Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), which will accompany State Significant Development (SSD) 
application for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. This Archaeological Technical 
Report (ATR) has been prepared to accompany the ACHAR. 

The subject area is within the City of Penrith Local Government Area (LGA). The subject area covers 
approximately 330,000 m2 and is bounded by Mamre Road and Lot 61 DP 259135 to the west, Lot 1 DP 
104958 to the north, Lots 56-58 DP 259135 to the south and Lots 34-37 DP 258949 and Lot 40 DP 708347 to 
the east. The immediate surrounds comprise predominantly semi-rural properties. 

1.2. PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  
The proposed development includes site preparation works, construction and use of five (5) warehouse and 
distribution buildings, retaining walls, stormwater and associated works, internal road network, associated 
carparking, signage and landscaping (Figure 3). 

The development is proposed to comprise a first stage of works, to be commenced by 2022. The first stage 
will comprise site preparation works, including bulk earthworks, services and associated landscaping, as well 
as the construction of two (2) warehouses. Construction of a further three (3) warehouses will be subject to 
future DAs. 
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Figure 1 – Regional location 
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Figure 2 – Subject area 
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Figure 3 – Proposed SSDA Masterplan 
Source: The GPT Group 
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2. ENVIRONMENTAL CONTEXT 
The environmental context for the study area is elaborated in Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of the accompanying 
ACHAR. Presented here is a summary as identifies through desktop assessment and field survey. 

 The subject area is located within the Sydney Basin, upon the Cumberland Plain. The Cumberland Plain 
lies on Triassic shales and overlain by Hawkesbury sandstone. There are two soil landscapes identified 
within the subject area (Figure 13), the Luddenham soil landscape and the Blacktown soil landscape. 

 The subject area contains one tributary of South Creek, which runs through the west of the subject area. 
The subject area is also approximately 200m north of another tributary of South Creek, which itself runs 
approximately 1.2km to the west. The subject area straddles the two catchments of South Creek 
(approximately 1.5km to the west) and Ropes Creek (approximately 1.5km to the east). 

 The subject area has been subjected to localised moderate to high levels of ground disturbance (dam 
and building construction), while the ma 

 The majority of the subject area has been subject to low levels of physical impact (vegetation clearance 
and pastoral uses). 
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Figure 4 – Landforms and areas of disturbance within the subject area 
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3. ARCHAEOLOGICAL CONTEXT 
A detailed discussion of the archaeological context of the subject area is provided in Section 2 of the 
accompanying ACHAR. This includes the search of the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 
(AHIMS) previous archaeological investigations pertinent to the subject area and broader region. Presented 
here is a summary of the archaeological context of the subject area: 

 There are four Aboriginal sites registered within the subject area and a further four registered as being 
located in close proximity to the subject area.  

 Each of the four sites within the recorded in the AHIMS register as being within the subject area and two 
of those recorded as being in close proximity to the subject area have incorrect GPS coordinates and, 
according to the details of the sites, are located approximately 1 km to north, well outside of the subject 
area. 

 There are two correctly registered Aboriginal sites in the immediate vicinity of the subject area: an 
isolated find (AHIMS ID# 45-5-4102) and an artefact scatter with an associated PAD (AHIMS ID# 45-5-
5186). 

 The subject area should be considered archaeologically sensitive as a result of registered Aboriginal 
sites and the landform within (ridge line, number of low rises adjacent to open depressions) and the 
registered sites in the vicinity. 

 Archaeological sites can be found across a variety of landforms in the Cumberland Plain with more 
frequency in the vicinity of permanent water. Of particular archaeological potential are lower slopes and 
river terraces. 

 Previous archaeological investigation within the subject area was insufficient in identifying the 
significance/extent as well as the appropriate management approach to both identified and potential 
archaeological sites. 

 Recent archaeological investigations immediately adjacent to the subject area have identified a complex 
subsurface archaeological assemblage across a number of landforms despite minimal surface 
archaeological expressions such as isolated finds and scatters. 

It should be noted that the AHIMS register does not represent a comprehensive list of all Aboriginal objects or 
sites in a specified area. It lists recorded sites identified during previous archaeological survey effort. The wider 
surroundings of the subject area have experienced various levels and intensity of archaeological investigations 
during the last few decades. Most of the registered sites have been identified through targeted, pre-
development surveys for infrastructure and maintenance works, with the restrictions on extent and scope of 
those developments. Archaeological sites can be found across a variety of landforms in the Cumberland Plain, 
with greater frequency in the vicinity of waterways, lower slopes and river terraces. 
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4. PREDICTIVE MODEL 
The following predictive model reproduced in Table 6 was developed to inform the accompanying ACHAR. For 
a detailed description on the development of the predictive model, refer to Section 2.4 of the accompanying 
ACHAR. 

The predictive model took accounts for the results of the desktop study and field survey including: 

 Detailed analysis of previous archaeological investigations within the same Region. 

 Presence or absence of landscape features that present potential for archaeological resources (human 
occupation, use) such as raised terraces adjacent to a water source. 

 Analysis of the geology and soil landscape within the subject area which allows for a determination to be 
made of the type of raw material that would have been available for artefact production (silcrete, tuff, 
quartz etc) and the potential for the accumulation of archaeological resource within the subject area. 

 Investigation of and determination of the level of disturbance/historical land use within the subject area 
which may impact on or remove entirely any potential archaeological material. 

In summary, due to the hydrology and archaeologically sensitive landscape features, the subject area retains 
moderate to high potential for the presence of Aboriginal archaeological resources, isolated finds, artefact 
scatters and/or PADs. This informed the decision to undertake archaeological test excavation at the subject 
area in accordance with The Code. 
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5. FIELDWORK AIMS AND PROCEDURES 
5.1. RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 
The below Archaeological Research Design (ARD) has been developed to provide a framework to investigate 
the nature and origin of the potential archaeological resource within the subject area. 

This ARD has been designed based on the results of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
(ACHAR), particularly the results of the archaeological background research and predictive model. 

This ARD has been prepared to cover the following objectives: 

 Investigate the nature, spatial and stratigraphical extent, condition and integrity of any archaeological 
deposits that may be present. 

 If archaeological deposits are identified, apply relevant research questions to interpret the finds and 
results in context of local and regional archaeological modelling. 

In order to fulfil the objectives of the ARD, the following indicative research questions have been formulated: 

1. Is there a subsurface archaeological deposit present? 

2. If an archaeological deposit present, how can it be interpreted? 

What is the spatial and vertical extent of the deposit? 

What is the integrity and condition of the deposit? 

What are the physical attributes and compositions of the deposit (e.g. stone artefacts, features, remains 
of original environment, contact period artefacts)? 

What are the characteristics of the stone artefact assemblage? What types of artefacts are present and 
what specialisation if any can be detected in the assemblage? 

Does the archaeological deposit have evidence of intra-site patterning or various occupational periods? 

Should faunal and/or shell material be located, what species present were utilised by Aboriginal people?  

3. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in a local context? 

Are there similarities or differences with nearby archaeological sites? 

Is there evidence of connection to nearby sites in terms of raw material, composition and nature of the 
assemblage? 

4. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in the regional context? 

Where did the raw materials originate from? 

Is there any indication of trade in connection of raw material procurement? 

How does the assemblage compare to other archaeological sites within the region? 

5. Do the results if the archaeological excavation changes the scientific and cultural significance of the 
site? 

What is the scientific and cultural value of the assemblage? 

How do the Aboriginal stakeholders view the cultural value of the deposit and assemblage? 
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5.2. TEST EXCAVATION METHODOLOGY 
The test excavations will be undertaken in line with the Code of Practice in order to understand the nature, 
extent, integrity and research significance of the Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation will 
also aim to sample the various landscape features located within the subject area for any potential sub-surface 
archaeological deposits. 

This section presents the methodology for the proposed test excavation programs. According to the Code of 
Practice “test excavations should be sufficiently comprehensive to allow characterisation of the Aboriginal 
objects present without having a significant impact on the archaeological value of the subject area”. 

The test excavation will include: 

 The initial approach to testing will include the excavation of 50 cm by 50 cm test pits in various transects 
on a 10m and 20m grid system. The exact location of the transects and test pits have been informed by 
the results of the archaeological survey and the predictive model of the ACHAR.  

 The location and number of transects and test pits will be further adjusted by on-site observation of 
localised disturbance and in consultation with the Aboriginal officers on site. 

 All excavated material will be wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

5.2.1. Test Excavation Stage 1 
The test pits shall be excavated by hand (inclusive of trowels, spades and other hand tools) along each 
transects at intervals of 10m. 

The first test pit within each transect and/or landform shall be excavated in 5cm spits to establish the depth 
and nature of soil and any stratigraphy present. Subsequent test pits conducted within the same transect 
and/or landform and/or potential archaeological deposit shall then be excavated in either 10cm spits or 
stratigraphic units (whichever is smaller) to the base of Aboriginal object-bearing units being the removal of 
the A-horizon soil deposit down to the sterile clay layer (B-horizon). 

All test pits will be excavated using the above methods in each transect before any further adjustment is made 
to the transect or additional pits are excavated. 

All excavated soil will be sieved through 5mm nested sieves using wet sieving method. 

5.2.2. Test Excavation Stage 2 
Following the completion of Stage 1, the Excavation Director (Andrew Crisp) will make the decision whether it 
is necessary to excavate additional 50cm by 50 cm test pits in order to identify the spatial extent of identified 
archaeological resources, or existing pits will be expanded to further excavate those pits that yielded 
archaeological material or features to better understand the nature, extent and integrity of the identified 
archaeological resources.  

Test pits may be expanded into a 1m x 1m square or other arrangements in line with the Code of Practice at 
the discretion of the Excavation Director. The additional pits would be excavated in 50cm x 50cm test pit units, 
to further understand the archaeological resource.  

Additional 50cm x 50cm test pits may be placed at an interval of 5 or 10m (or other justifiable and regular 
spacing appropriate to the scale of the area being tested) from the test pits that yielded archaeological resource 
to test further the immediate area for artefact concentrations and/or archaeological features, or to define a site 
boundary. These additional test pits would be excavated using the same methodology outlined above. 

Expansion test pits may be combined and excavated as necessary in 50cm x 50cm units for the purposes of 
further understanding site characteristics. Note that under the Code of Practice, the maximum area that can 
be excavated in any one continuous area is 3m2. 

5.2.3. General Procedures 
The Code of Practice dictates that the maximum surface area of all test excavation units must be no greater 
than 0.5% of the PAD or landform unit area being investigated. 

All excavated soil shall be sieved in 5 mm sieves using wet sieving method. 
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Artefacts will be collected, bagged and tagged with a unique identification number according to test pit 
location, spit or context number. 

Each test pit shall be recorded using standard archaeological procedure, including standardised recording 
forms, coordinates collected using a GPS, photographic recording with scale and stratigraphic / soil profile 
for each test pit shall be recorded in scale drawings as required by Code of Practice recording requirements. 

Test excavation units shall be backfilled as soon as practicable, to be organised by the proponent. 
Alternatively, if manual collapse of the test pits is deemed appropriate this will be agreed to prior to the test 
excavation program. 

An AHIMS site card shall be prepared and submitted to the AHIMS Registrar for any new sites identified 
during test excavations. 

An AHIMS Site Impact Recording form shall be completed and submitted to the AHIMS Registrar for any 
sites impacted during test excavations. 

In the unlikely event that suspected human remains are identified works will immediately cease and the NSW 
Police and DPC will be notified. 

Test excavations shall cease when enough information* has been recovered to adequately characterise the 
objects/assemblage(s) present with regard to their nature and significance. Enough information is defined by 
DPC as meaning “that the sample of excavated material clearly and self-evidently demonstrates the 
deposit’s nature and significance. This may include things like locally or regionally high object density: 
presence of rare or representative objects: presence of archaeological features: or locally or regionally 
significant deposits stratified or not” (DECCW 2010a). 

Details of the excavation in relation to Requirement 16a of the Code of Practice (DECCW, 2011) are discussed 
below. As Aboriginal archaeological deposits were located, the Code of Practice requirement 16b is relevant 
to this assessment and discussed below. 

Requirement 16a – Test Excavations 

1. Test excavation units must be placed on a systematic grid appropriate to the scale of the area – 
either PAD or site – being investigated e.g. 10 m intervals, 20 m intervals, or other justifiable and 
regular spacing. 

Transects were laid to sample the site and landforms present including upper, lower and mid slopes, the 
ridgeline, spurs, and areas near the drainage line. 

2. Any test excavation point must be separated by at least 5 m. 

No test pits were located within 5m of each other. All test pits were separated by a minimum of 10m. 

3. Test excavations units must be excavated using hand tools only. 

The test excavation was conducted using hand tools for all pits. 

4. Test excavations must be excavated in 50 cm x 50 cm units. 

All test excavation units were excavated in 50 cm x 50 cm units. 

5. Test excavations units may be combined and excavated as necessary to understand the site 
characteristics, however: 

i) the maximum continuous surface area of a combination of test excavation units at any single 
excavation point conducted in accordance with point 1 (above) must be no greater than 3 m2 

Adhered to in both Stage 1 test excavation and Stage 2 extension excavations. 

ii) the maximum surface area of all test excavation units must be no greater than 0.5% of the area – 
either PAD or site – being investigated . 
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Prominent landforms within the study were the focus of test excavations within the site. Within the areas 
which excavations took place there was a minimum of 10m spacing between test excavation units. 
Therefore the surface area investigated was less than 0.5% of the site and PADs being investigated.   

6. Where the 50 cm x 50 cm excavation unit is greater than 0.5% of the area then point 5 (ii) (above) 
does not apply. 

Not relevant in this case. 

7. The first excavation unit must be excavated and documented in 5 cm spits at each area – either PAD 
or site – being investigated. Based on the evidence of the first excavation unit, 10 cm spits or sediment 
profile/stratigraphic excavation (whichever is smaller) may then be implemented. 

The first 50 cm x 50 cm excavation unit at each landform was excavated in 5cm spits. As no distinct 
stratigraphic layers were identified proceeding excavation units were excavated in 10 cm spits. 

8. All material excavated from the test excavation units must be sieved using a 5 mm aperture wire-
mesh sieve. 

All excavated material was separated into spits using buckets and sieved using a 5mm aperture wire-
mesh metal sieve station. 

9. Test excavation units must be excavated to at least the base of the identified Aboriginal object-
bearing units, and must continue to confirm the soils below are culturally sterile. 

All test excavation units were excavated into cultural sterile basal clay. 

11. Photographic and scale-drawn records of the stratigraphy/soil profile, features and informative 
Aboriginal objects must be made for each single excavation point. 

Each pit was recorded with basal and section photographs and spit recording sheets describing the soils, 
depth, inclusions and presence/absence of artefacts. Soil samples were taken from one pit in each 
transect. Recording sheets and soil samples are stored physically at the Urbis office in a locked tambour, 
and digitally on One Drive.  

12. Test excavations units must be backfilled as soon as practicable. 

Each pit was backfilled through collapsing at the completion of the excavation program. Open Areas B 
and E remain open and fenced off until the post-excavation analysis for this report could be undertaken 
and a determination as to whether salvage excavations are warranted. 

13. Following test excavation, an Aboriginal Site Impact Recording form must be completed and 
submitted to the AHIMS Registrar as soon as practicable, for each AHIMS site that has been the subject 
of test excavation in accordance with the requirements of this Code. The DECCW Aboriginal Site 
Impact Recording Form is available on the DECCW website. 

ASIR form pending. 

Requirement 16b – Objects Recovered During Test Excavations 

Any Aboriginal objects that are moved during test excavation must be reburied as soon as practicable 
in a secure temporary storage location in accordance with Requirement 26 pending any agreement 
reached as to the long-term management of the salvaged Aboriginal objects. 

The person carrying out the test excavation is responsible for ensuring that procedures are put in 
place so that Aboriginal objects that are reburied are not harmed.  

The location of the secure temporary storage location must be submitted to AHIMS with a site update 
record card for the site(s) in question. 

The Aboriginal objects were removed to the Urbis Offices at Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney 
NSW 2000, as a temporary storage location. The Aboriginal objects were stored in a locked cabinet in 
office space with around-the-clock security surveillance. The final keeping place of the artefacts will be 
made in consultation with the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs). 
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5.2.4. Post-Excavation Analysis 
All collected materials shall be temporarily held at the Urbis office, where they shall be analysed and 
catalogued by Urbis archaeological staff using the standard artefact curation protocol of the Australian 
Museum. Selected artefacts or representative samples will be photographed and included and further analysed 
in detail in the report. The collection shall be analysed using A Record in Stone (Holdaway & Stern 2004) and 
other contemporary methods. 

A strategy for management of Aboriginal artefacts recovered from the site shall be developed through 
consultation with the RAPs. The RAPs are invited to provide comment on the long-term management of 
artefacts. 

Artefacts identified and collected during test excavations will be temporarily held in a lockable, secure location 
at the Urbis Sydney office (Angel Place, Level 8, 123 Pitt Street, Sydney NSW 2000) where they shall be 
catalogued and analysed by an Urbis archaeologist / artefact specialist. 

Following completion of artefact cataloguing and analysis any artefacts recovered during test excavations and 
subsequent salvage excavations (if necessary) will be moved to the agreed long-term keeping place as soon 
as practicable in accordance with: 

Requirement 26 “Stone artefact deposition and storage” in the Code of Practice for Archaeological 
Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (24 September 2010.  
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Figure 5 – Archaeological survey GPS tracks – Andrew Crisp and Aaron Olsen 
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Figure 6 – Archaeological Survey Units 
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6.1.1. Survey Unit 1 
Survey Unit 1 (SU1) incorporates the majority of Lot 60 DP 259135. 

The eastern most portion of SU1 is a contains lower hillslope landform with low density residential dwelling. 
The entirety of the remainder of SU1 contains truncated and artificially terraced simple slope in addition to low 
density industrial use/warehouse/sheds. 

SU 1 was heavily grassed with some sparce regrowth and planted vegetation and trees. Visibility in SU1 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, livestock impacts at the base of trees and in association truncation of the 
natural landform. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU1. 

 

 

 
Figure 7 – Survey team, SU1. Aspect west  Figure 8 – Dam within SU1. Aspect east 

 

 

 
Figure 9 – Erosion exposure within embankment 
between hardstands. Aspect south 

 Figure 10 – Extant shed complex. Aspect south-east 

 

 

 

Figure 11 – Lower hillslope adjacent to dwelling in 
eastern portion of SU1. Aspect south 

 Figure 12 – Lower hillslope to rear (east of dwelling). 
Aspect north 
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6.1.2. Survey Unit 2 
Survey Unit 2 (SU2) incorporates the eastern most portion of Lot 60 DP 259135 and the north eastern portion 
of Lot 59 DP 259135. 

SU2 contains mid hillslope rising to the east into upper hillslope and ridge landform. Atop the ridge is a low-
density residential dwelling and garden. 

SU2 was heavily grassed with some sparce regrowth and planted vegetation and trees. Visibility in SU2 was 
low, at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including livestock 
impacts at the base of trees and in association with vehicle movements. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU2. 

 

 

 
Figure 13 – Western portion of SU2. Aspect west  Figure 14 – View east from mid hillslope 

 

 

 
Figure 15 – Garden and dwelling on ridge in SU2  Figure 16 – Ridge top in north-east of subject area. 

Aspect east 

 

 

 

Figure 17 – View along ridge from north-east corner 
of subject area. Aspect west 

 Figure 18 – View south toward tributary 
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6.1.3. Survey Unit 3 
Survey Unit 3 (SU3) incorporates the central portion of Lot 59 DP 259135 to the north of the low order tributary 
(now dammed). 

SU3 entirely consisted of lower hillslope landform utilised as pastural land, with small stands of native 
vegetation a large dam the most significant historic impact. 

SU3 was heavily grassed with small stands of native trees, predominantly regrowth. Visibility in SU3 was low, 
at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, and livestock impacts at the base of trees and areas or repeat movement 
(near gates, fence lines). 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU3. 

 

 

 
Figure 19 – Northern bank of dam. Aspect west  Figure 20 – Western bank of dam. Aspect south 

 

 

 
Figure 21 – stand of regrowth native trees  Figure 22 – survey team traversing lower hillslope 

landform. Aspect north 

 

 

 

Figure 23 – View east along lower hillslope   Figure 24 – View west toward SU4 
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6.1.4. Survey Unit 4 
Survey Unit 4 (SU4) incorporates the western portion of Lot 59 DP 259135. 

The eastern most portion of SU4 is a contains an artificially terraced simple slope in addition to established 
livestock barn/shed. The remainder of SU4 is gently westerly sloping paddock down toward Mamre Road 
easement. 

SU4 was heavily grassed with some sparce native trees. Visibility in SU4 was low, at approximately 20%. 
Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including unsealed tracks, livestock impacts at the 
base of trees and in association truncation of the natural landform. 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU1. 

 

 

 
Figure 25 – Structure in eastern portion of SU4  Figure 26 – Erosion in eastern portion of SU4 

 

 

 
Figure 27 – Felled mature native tree in SU4  Figure 28 – Survey team traversing SU4. Aspect 

north 

 

 

 

Figure 29 – Remnant mature native tree in SU4  Figure 30 – View eastward along SU4 

  



 

URBIS 
P0029273_GPTGROUP_MAMREROAD_ATR_F02  RESULTS  41 

 

6.1.5. Survey Unit 5 
Survey Unit 5 (SU5) incorporates the southern portion of Lot 59 DP 259135 to the south of the low order 
tributary (now dammed). 

SU5 entirely consisted of lower hillslope landform utilised as pastural land, with small stands of native 
vegetation a large dam the most significant historic impact. 

SU5 was heavily grassed with small stands of native trees, predominantly regrowth. Visibility in SU3 was low, 
at approximately 20%. Exposures were associated with the areas of disturbance including the dam 
embankments, unsealed tracks, and livestock impacts at the base of trees and areas or repeat movement 
(near gates, fence lines). 

No Aboriginal sites were identified in SU5. 

 

 

 
Figure 31 – Survey team traversing through stand of 
native trees. Aspect north-east 

 Figure 32 – View north toward tributary 

 

 

 
Figure 33 – Indicative erosion cause by cattle 
movement 

 Figure 34 – View east along southern boundary of 
subject area 

 

 

 

Figure 35 – View north along eastern boundary of 
subject area 

 Figure 36 – View along southern bank of dam. 
Aspect west 
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Figure 37 – Stage 1 Test Excavation Results Lot 60 DP 259135 
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6.2.1.1. Transect A 

High levels of disturbance were identified across the entirety of Transect A which included shallow deposit 
(10cm-30cm) of archaeologically sterile mixed basal/levelling clay and topsoil. 

 

 

 
Figure 38 – Indicative pre-ex. conditions Transect A  Figure 39 – Indicative post-ex TU in Transect A 

 

6.2.1.2. Transect B 

Transect B presented a largely natural soil profile of between approximately 20cm-40cm in depth. A light 
grey-brown humic deposit gradually transitioned into a firm basal clay.  

 

 

 
Figure 40 – Indicative pre-ex. conditions Transect B  Figure 41 – Indicative post-ex TU in Transect B 

 

6.2.2. Stage 1 Test Excavation Results – Lot 59 DP 259135 
The following section presents a transect-by-transect summary of the test excavation results. The general 
locations of the test pits are shown below (Figure 44 to Figure 49). Test excavation was undertaken in 
accordance with the methodology and sampling strategy provided to Heritage NSW on 12th March 2021 under 
Requirement 15C. The excavation team is provided below and incorporated participants from the Registered 
Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) and Urbis archaeologists. 

The excavation team included: 

 Excavation Director/Senior Archaeologist, Urbis – Andrew Crisp 

 Consultant Archaeologist – Owen Barrett 

 Consultant Archaeologist – Meggan Walker 

 Wailwan Aboriginal Group Site Officer - Phil Boney 
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Stage 1 archaeological test excavation was undertaken at five prominent landforms within the study area. 
These were divided into areas designated A to G; however, areas E, D and F formed a continuous stretch of 
lower slopes at varying distances from the original creek line.   

Areas A and C: Moderate slopes on the southern and northern flanks, respectively, of the large dam in the 
eastern part of the study area within the upper catchment area surrounded by high ridgelines. Vegetation 
consisted of scattered mature eucalypts and casuarina groves with exotic grass and weed species. Twenty-
seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at area A labelled A1 – A27. Twenty-seven TUs were also 
excavated at area C labelled C1-C27.and C. Area A returned three (3) artefacts and Area C returned four (4) 
artefacts.  

Areas B and E: Located west and down slope of the afore mentioned large dam consisted of slightly raised 
areas north and south, respectively, of the original creek line and current swampy low-lying land forms and a 
small dam. Broad spurs rising from these areas to the upper catchment ridgeline may have provided a travel 
route to the lower lying flood plains. A low density artefact scatter was identified in these two locations. 
Vegetation in areas B and E consisted of sparse eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species. A small grove 
of casuarinas was located next to the small dam adjacent to area B. Under Stage 1 of the test excavation 
program one hundred (100) TUs were excavated at area B and sixty-seven (67) TUs were excavated at area 
E. Area B returned thirty-nine (39) artefacts and Area E returned forty-five (45) artefacts. 

Areas D and F: These areas were a continuation of broad gentle slopes continuing west from area E towards 
Mamre Rd. These two areas were separated by cut and filled land on which a shed had been situated. 
Vegetation at areas D and F consisted of sparse living and dead eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species. 
Area D returned five (5) artefacts and area F returned two (2) artefacts. 

Area G: Upper crest of the catchment area in the north-east of the study area. Vegetation in this area consisted 
of exotic grass species. Area G returned no artefacts. 

  



 

URBIS 
P0029273_GPTGROUP_MAMREROAD_ATR_F02  RESULTS  47 

 

 

 
Figure 42 – Stage 1 Artefacts by Type  

 

 
Figure 43 – Stage 1 Artefacts by Material 
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Figure 44 – Stage 1 Test Excavation Results  
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Figure 45 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect A and Transect C 
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Figure 46 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect E 
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Figure 47 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect B 
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Figure 48 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect D and Transect F 
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Figure 49 – Lot 59 Stage 1 Test Excavation Results, Transect G 
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6.2.2.1. Area A 

Area A consisted of moderate slopes on the southern flank of the large dam in the eastern part of the study 
area within the upper catchment area surrounded by high ridgelines. Vegetation consisted of scattered mature 
eucalypts and casuarina groves with exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at area A at 20m intervals on 6 transects spaced 10m 
apart. These were labelled A1–A27. 

Soil profiles at area A displayed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 15cm, and a depth range of 15cm to 30cm. The shallowest TUs showed signs of truncation and 
mechanical disturbance. The deeper TUs appeared to have intact soil profiles. 

 

 

 
Figure 50 – Area A view north-west. Lower slopes 
adjacent to dam. Area C (lower slopes) and area G 
(ridge line) in background. Test pit A1 location in 
foreground. 

 Figure 51 – Area A view south-east. Gentle slopes 
rising to upper catchment ridgeline in east of study 
area. Location of Test pit A2 in foreground. 

A Typical undisturbed soil profile in Area A such as at A4 consisted of: 

I. 0-25cm: Dark brown silty clay loam; scattered baked clay and charcoal; few inclusions. Munsell 
5YR 3/3. pH 6.5.  

II. 25cm to base: increasingly clayey bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: yellowish to reddish silty clay. Munsell 5YR 4/4. pH 6. 

 

 

 
Figure 52 – TU A4. Typical soil profile  Figure 53 – TU A17. Truncated and disturbed soil 

profile. 
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6.2.2.2. Area B 

Area B was located west of the large dam in the east of the study area. It consisted of a slightly raised area 
south of the original creek line and current swampy low-lying landforms and a small dam. A broad spur rising 
from this area to the upper catchment ridgeline may have provided a travel route to the lower lying flood 
plains. A low-level artefact scatter was retrieved from Area B. Vegetation in area B consisted of sparse 
eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species. A small grove of casuarinas was located next to the small 
dam adjacent to Area B.  

One hundred (100) TUs were excavated at area B and were labelled B1-B100. Initially test pits were placed 
at 20m intervals on multiple transects spaced 10m apart. A low-level artefact scatter was found across the 
landform with no clear focus, therefore further test pits were excavated to create a 10m grid covering the 
landform. This revealed a slightly higher concentration at TU B58 (five artefacts). TU58 was therefore 
flagged for expansion under Stage 2 to examine the nature and extent of the archaeological deposit in this 
location. 

Soil profiles in area B showed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an 
average depth of 21cm and a depth range of 10cm to 45cm. As was the case in Area A, this variation was 
partially due to disturbance and erosion evident in some test units. 

 

 

 
Figure 54 – Area B view south. Lower slopes below 
spur leading to upper catchment ridgeline. Location 
or TU B8 in foreground. 

 Figure 55 – Area B view north. Small dam and 
drainage line in background. Location of TU B58 in 
foreground. 

A typical soil profile at Area B such as at B1 consisted of:  

I. 0-20cm: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Varying degrees of insect/ 
earthworm/tree root bioturbation. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. pH 5.5. 

II. 20cm -base: Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6.pH 6. 
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Figure 56 – Typical soil profile in Area B. TU B7.  Figure 57 – Truncated and disturbed soil profile. TU 

B32. 
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6.2.2.3. Area C 

Area C consisted of moderate slopes on the northern flank of the large dam in the eastern part of the study 
area within the upper catchment area surrounded by high ridgelines. Vegetation consisted of one large mature 
eucalypt and casuarina groves with exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at area C at 20m on four transects spaced 10m apart. 
These were labelled C1 – C27. 

Soil profiles at area C displayed considerable variation in depth and levels of disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 23.5cm, and a depth range of 8cm to 48cm. The shallowest TUs showed signs of truncation and 
mechanical disturbance. The deeper TUs appeared to have intact soil profiles. 

 

 

 
Figure 58 – Area C view west. Moderate to gentle 
slopes adjacent to dam. Location of TU27 in 
foreground. 

 Figure 59 – Area C view east towards upper 
catchment area. TU C16 in foreground. 

A typical undisturbed soil profile in Area C such as at A4 consisted of: 

I. 0-25cm: Dark brown silty clay loam; scattered baked clay and charcoal; few inclusions. Munsell 
5YR 3/3. pH 6.5.  

II. 25cm to base: increasingly clayey bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: yellowish to reddish silty clay. Munsell 5YR 4/4. pH 6. 

In the eastern part of Area C TUs C25, C26 and C27 displayed a deeper soil profile. TU C25 provides an 
indicative example consisting of  

I. 0-35cm: Very dark grey brown silty clay loam; scattered charcoal flecks; few other inclusions.. 
Munsell 10YR 3/2. Diffuse transition to:  

II. 35-40cm: Pale grey, brown silty clay loam; ferromanganese flecks and small nodules <5mm -10%; 
Munsell 10YR 5/2. 

III. 40cm-base: Yellowish brown transition to: 
IV. Base: Reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 10YR 4/3. 
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Figure 60 – Deeper soil profile as at TU C25.  Figure 61 – Typical soil profile. TU C24 
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6.2.2.4. Area D 

Area D consisted of broad gentle slopes continuing west from area E towards Mamre Rd. Vegetation at Area 
D consisted of sparse living and dead eucalypts and exotic grass and weed species.  

Twenty-seven (27) Test units (TUs) were excavated at Area D at 20m intervals on five transects spaced 10m 
apart. These were labelled D1 – D27. 

Soil profiles at Area D were relatively uniform. Soils had an average depth of 24cm, and a depth range of 18cm 
to 34cm.  

 

 

 
Figure 62 – Area D view south towards drainage line 
and dam in background. Location of D22 in 
foreground. 

 Figure 63 – Area D view north-east towards the 
upper ridge line in the north east of the study area. 

A typical undisturbed soil profile in Area D such as at D4 consisted of: 

I. 0-20cm: Brown silty clay loam with few inclusions; Munsell 7.5YR 4/3. pH 6.  
II. 20cm to base: Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: Dark yellowish brown silty clay. Munsell 10YR 3/4. pH 6.5. 

 

 

 
Figure 64 – A typical soil profile for Area D. TU D4  Figure 65 – A bioturbated soil profile. TU D10. 
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6.2.2.5. Area E 

Area E was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
raised area north of the original creek line and current swampy low-lying landforms and a small dam. A 
broad spur rising from this area to the upper catchment ridgeline may have provided a travel route to the 
lower lying flood plains. A low-level artefact scatter was retrieved from Area E. Vegetation in area E 
consisted of one dead mature eucalypt and exotic grass and weed species.  

Sixty-seven (67) TUs were excavated at area E and were labelled E1-E67. TU E33 was extended to 
examine the extent of a higher concentration of artefacts. TUs were placed at 20m intervals on multiple 
spaced 10m apart. Extra TUs were placed to create a 10m grid to assess the extent of the artefact 
concentration centred at TU E33 (five artefacts). 

Soil profiles in area E were relatively uniform in depth and showed little disturbance. Soils had an average 
depth of 28cm and a depth range of 19cm to 47cm. The exception was TU E23 in the lowest lying part of 
Area E which had a 33cm deep capping of mixed clay fill over 32cm of natural soil profile. 

The lower lying TUs closest to the original creek line contained Ferromanganese nodules indicative of 
periodic saturation of the soil. This contributes evidence that the eastern portion of the study area contained 
ephemeral water sources in the past. Artefact distribution an Areas E and B adjacent to the creek line 
indicate this was a focus of activity for Aboriginal people in the past.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 66 – Area E view north east towards upper 
ridge line. TU E5 in foreground. 

 Figure 67 – Area E view east TU E25 in foreground. 
Dammed drainage line in background. 

 

A typical soil profile at Area E such as at E33 consisted of: 

I. 0cm-base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/2. pH 6. 
Bioturbated transition to: 

II. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 7.5YR 4/4 pH 6. 

A bleached ferromanganese rich soil profile closer to the original drainage line prior to dam construction such 
as at TU E10 consisted of: 

I. 0-20cm: Dark greyish brown silty loam; sparse Fe/Mn flecks and small nodules increasing with 
depth; Munsell Munsell 10YR 4/2; bioturbated transition to: 

II. 20 -30cm: Bleached zone, greyish brown; Munsell 10YR 5/2; Fe/Mn -10%; bioturbated transition 
to: 

III. Base: Brown silty clay; Munsell 10YR 5/3; grey in biopores. 
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Figure – 68 Area E TU E33. Animal burrow in east 
section. 

 Figure 69 – Ferromanganese rich bleached soil 
horizon. TU E10 
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6.2.2.6. Area F 

Area F was located in the western end of the study area adjacent to Mamre Rd. In this area the landform 
levelled out to an undulating floodplain morphology associated with South creek. Vegetation consisted of one 
large eucalypt and exotic grasses and weeds. 

Area F showed varying levels of disturbance such as post holes, mounds and depressions, and dumped 
rubbish. Test units (TUs), however, revealed predominantly intact soil profiles. F9 and F10 close to a shed in 
the east of Area F showed evidence of earthworks. F9 appeared truncated and F10 had a capping of 
redeposited soil and clay. 

A total of ten (10) test units (Tus) were excavated in Area F on a single transect at 20m intervals and were 
labelled F1 – F10. TUs had a depth range of 20cm – 55cm with an average depth of 34cm.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 70 – Area F view east.  Figure 71 – Area F view west. 

A typical soil profile at Area F such as at F3 consisted of  

I. 0cm - base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with ironstone gravels increasing with depth; Munsell 
7.5YR 5/4 

II. Base: Reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6. 

 

 

 
Figure 72 – Area F typical soil profile. TU F3  Figure 73 – TU F10 showing a capping of 

redeposited soil and clay. 
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6.2.2.7. Area G 

Area G was located on the upper crest of the catchment area in the north-east of the study area. Vegetation 
in this area consisted of exotic grass species. 

A total of ten (10) test excavation units were excavated on a single transect at twenty metre intervals. These 
were labelled G1 - G10.The transect was placed parallel to the property boundary close to the crest of the 
landform. Soil depth had a range of 22cm – 40cm with an average depth of 29cm. Soils were relatively uniform, 
with varying amounts of degraded bedrock. Only TU G3 with the shallowest profile appeared to have been 
disturbed. 

 

 

 
Figure 74 – Area G view east. TU G1 in foreground.  Figure 75 – Area G view west. TU G6 in foreground. 

A typical soil profile at Area G such as at G5 consisted of  

I. 0cm - base: Dark reddish brown silty clay loam with degrading bedrock small and large pieces. 
Munsell 5YR 3/4. 

II. Base: Dark reddish brown clay. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. 

 

 

 
Figure 76 – Area FG typical soil profile. TU G5.  Figure 77 – Disturbed soil profile in TU G3 
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6.2.3. Stage 2 Test Excavation Results – Lot 59 DP 259135 
6.2.3.1. Open Area B 

Area B was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
elevated rise below a broad spur leading to the ridge line of the upper water catchment, and adjacent to a 
current swampy low-lying landform and a small dam. A low-level artefact scatter of 43 artefacts was retrieved 
from one hundred (100) test excavation units (TUs) across Area B during Stage 1.  

TU B58 had the highest count at five (5) artefacts. The decision was made to expand TU B58 to examine 
whether there was a significant concentration of artefacts present or a continuation of a diffuse scatter. TU’s 
adjacent to TU B58 on a 10 metre grid contained zero (0) artefacts to the east, south and west and one (1) to 
the north which provided an outer limit of the artefact concentration if present. 

Stage 2 expansion of TU B58 proceeded in 50cm x 50cm excavation units (EUs) which were sieved as soon 
as practicable to guide if and where further excavation units would be placed. This was to continue until the 
focus and outer edges of the artefact scatter could be identified or until limits specified in OEH’s Code of 
practice for archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW Requirement 16, 5 (i) which imposes a 
constraint on the maximum extent of open area excavations within a test excavation. A total of twenty-nine 
(29) additional EUs were excavated at Open Area B. 

Soil profiles were consistent throughout Open Area B with only slight variations in depth. 

A typical soil profile at Area B consisted of:  

I. 0-20cm: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/3. pH 5.5. 
II. 20cm -base: Bioturbated transition to: 
III. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 2.5YR 3/6.pH 6 

 

Disturbance was limited to one infilled animal burrow. 

The first step of the process was to expand in the shape of a cross with a further excavation unit to the north, 
south, east and west to immediately provide some directionality to the archaeological deposit. Figure 78 and 
Figure 79 below show this initial phase of expansion.  

 

 

 

Figure 78 – Open Area B. View north  Figure 79 – Extension B plan view. 

The northern expansion of these four EUs contained five (5) artefacts, triggering the next stage of expansion 
which involved completing a 1.5m x 1.5m square. Figure 80 and Figure 81 below show this stage of 
excavation. 
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Figure 80 – Open Area B 1.5 x 1.5m square view 
north 

 Figure 81 – Open area B plan view 

Excavation continued by expanding to follow artefact densities. Figure 82 to Figure 83 below show 
intermediate stages of excavation at Open Area B. 

 

 

 

Figure 82 – Open Area B intermediate stage. View 
north 

 Figure 83 – Open Area B. Plan view 

 

 

 

Figure 84 – Open Area B south section  Figure 85 – Open Area B. Animal burrow 
disturbance. 
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Excavation continued until limits imposed by OEH’s Code of practice for archaeological investigation of 
Aboriginal objects in NSW was met. Final photographs of open Area B can be seen below. Overall artefact 
count in Open Area B by EU is presented below in Figure 94. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 86 – Open Area B view north  Figure 87 – Open Area B view east 

 

 

 

Figure 88 – Open Area B view south   Figure 89 – Open Area B view west 

 

 

 

Figure 90 – Open Area B north section  Figure 91 – Open Area B east section 
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Figure 92 – Open Area B south section  Figure 93 – Open Area B west section 
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Figure 94 – Stage 2 Open Area B 
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6.2.3.2. Open Area E 

Area E was located west of the large dam in the eastern end of the study area. It consisted of a slightly 
elevated rise and lower slopes below a broad spur leading to the ridge line of the upper water catchment, 
and adjacent to a current swampy low-lying landform.  

A low density artefact scatter of fifty (50) artefacts was retrieved from sixty-seven (67) test excavation units 
(TUs) across Area E in Stage 1. TU E33 which was chosen for expansion had an artefact count at five (5). 
TU47 approximately twenty (20) metres north of TU E47 also had five (five) artefacts and TU E66 
approximately forty (40) metres south east of TU E33 was later found to have fourteen (14) artefacts 
however this was not discovered until the final days of the excavation program. 

Stage 2 expansion into an open area excavation was undertaken at TU E33 to examine whether there was a 
significant concentration of artefacts present or a continuation of a diffuse scatter. TU’s adjacent to TU E33 
at 10 metre intervals contained low numbers of artefacts, zero to two (0 – 2), which indicated an outer limit of 
the artefact concentration if present. 

Expansion of Open Area E proceeded in 50cm x 50cm excavation units (EUs) which were sieved as soon as 
practicable to guide if and where further excavation units would be placed. This was to continue until the 
focus and outer edges of the artefact scatter could be identified or until limits specified in OEH’s Code of 
practice for archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW Requirement 16.5 (i) which imposes a 
constraint on the maximum extent of open area excavations within a test excavation. A total of twenty-four 
(24) additional EUs were excavated at Open Area E. 

The soil profile within the open area excavation were consistent with TU E33, with only slight variations in 
depth. 

A typical soil profile at Open Area E consisted of: 

I. 0cm-base: Reddish brown silty clay loam with few inclusions. Munsell 7.5YR 3/2. pH 6. 
Bioturbated transition to: 

II. Base: reddish brown silty clay. Munsell 7.5YR 4/4 pH 6. 

Disturbance was confined to a small animal burrow in TU E33 which continued into the adjacent EU to the 
east and a burnt tree root in the north-east of the open area excavation. 

The first step of the process was to expand in the shape of a cross with a further excavation unit to the north, 
south, east and west to immediately provide some directionality to the archaeological deposit. These four 
EUs contained artefacts with the highest number (eight) in the western EU therefore the next stage involved 
completing a 1.5m x 1.5m square. The figures below show this stage of excavation.  

 

 

 

 
Figure 95 – Open Area E 1.5 x 1.5m square view 
south. Location of Open Area B in mid background 

 Figure 96 – Open area E plan view 

Excavation continued by expanding to follow artefact densities. The figures below show intermediate stages 
of excavation at Open Area E. 
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Figure 97 – Open Area E intermediate stage. View 
north 

 Figure 98 – Open Area E. Plan view 

Excavation continued Excavation continued until limits imposed by OEH’s Code of practice for 
archaeological investigation of Aboriginal objects in NSW was met. Final photographs of open Area E can be 
seen below. Overall artefact count in Open Area B by EU is presented below in Figure 107. 

 

 

 
Figure 99 – Open Area E view north  Figure 100 – Open Area E view east 

 

 

 
Figure 101 – Open Area E view south   Figure 102 – Open Area E view west 
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Figure 103 – Open Area E north section  Figure 104 – Open Area B east section 

 

 

 
Figure 105 – Open Area E south section  Figure 106 – Open Area E west section 

 

  



 

72 RESULTS  
URBIS 

P0029273_GPTGROUP_MAMREROAD_ATR_F02 

 

 
Figure 107 – Stage 2 Open Area E 
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Figure 112 – Modern inclusions. Asbestos.  Figure 113 – Modern inclusions. Brick. 
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Does the archaeological deposit have evidence of intra-site patterning or various occupational 
periods?  

There is not enough physical evidence collected by the test excavation due to lack of stratigraphy to answer 
this research question.  

Should faunal and/or shell material be located, what species present were utilised by Aboriginal 
people?  

No floral or faunal remains have been found during the test excavation.  

3. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in a local context?  

Are there similarities or differences with nearby archaeological sites?  

The nature, composition and spatial distribution of the assemblage is very similar to other archaeological 
assemblages excavated in the nearby part of the Cumberland Plain.  

The archaeological deposit is comparable to that previously identified at the nearby 657-769 Mamre Road 
site (Biosis 2019). That assemblage consisted primarily of silcrete flakes and flake fragments, as is the case 
for the present assemblage. A notable difference is that present assemblage did not include any indurated 
mudstone tuff artefacts, possibly due to being located further from a source of that material on South Creek. 
The spatial distribution of artefacts is also comparable, both showing an increased concentration with 
proximity to water and a concentration of artefacts in the upper 20cm of soil. 

Biosis (2019) recommended further archaeological investigation in the form of surface salvage and salvage 
excavation at AHIMS site 45-5-5188/MSP-02, 45-5-5184/MSP-01, MSP-07 and MSP-08 as a part of SSD 
approval. 

 
Figure 120 – Aboriginal heritage sites identified by the Biosis assessment. 
Source: Biosis 2019 
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Is there evidence of connection to nearby sites in terms of raw material, composition and nature 
of the assemblage? 

There is not enough evidence provided by the test excavation to answer this research question. However, it 
is very clear that the nature and composition of the excavated assemblage is very similar to other 
assemblages recovered from nearby sites. 

4. Can the archaeological deposit be interpreted in the regional context?  

 Where did the raw materials originate from?  

The raw materials of the assemblage most possibly sourced from local raw material sources, such as the 
outcrops of red silcrete around the wider Plumpton area and from the beds of the nearby creeks and rivers 
that carry a lot of gravel including silcrete and quartzite pebbles. The less representative raw materials such 
as chert and petrified wood can also be found locally. 

 Is there any indication of trade in connection of raw material procurement?  

There is no indication of trade connections from the raw material composition of the site.  

 How does the assemblage compare to other archaeological sites within the region? 

The composition and nature of the assemblage is very similar to other excavated assemblages in the 
Cumberland Plain.  

5. Do the results if the archaeological excavation changes the scientific and cultural significance of 
the site? 

 What is the scientific significance and cultural value of the assemblage? 

The scientific significance of the assemblage is considered moderate given the similarity to other artefacts 
assemblages in the local and wider area in the Cumberland Plain. Scientific Significance is addressed in 
detail in Section 6.2 below. 

 How do the Aboriginal stakeholders view the cultural value of the deposit and assemblage? 

Feedback received from the project RAPs confirmed that the cultural value associated with the 
archaeological assemblage identified and recovered is high. 
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7.2. SIGNIFICANCE ASSESSMENT 
The Australia International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) Burra Charter 2013 provides guidance 
for the assessment, conservation and management of places of cultural significance (cultural heritage places). 
The Burra Charter provides a definition of cultural significance as “aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or 
spiritual value for past, present or future generations”.   

 Cultural heritage places or sites can be assessed through the application of these five principal values.  

 Social or cultural value (for Aboriginal sites this is assessed by Aboriginal people). 

 Historical value. 

 Scientific/archaeological value (assessed mostly by archaeologists/heritage consultants). 

 Spiritual Value (for Aboriginal sites this is assessed by Aboriginal people). 

 Aesthetic value. 

While the Burra Charter does not include ‘archaeological value’ specifically it is noted that it can be considered 
as a sub-set of scientific or other values (Australia ICOMOS Practice Note The-Burra-Charter-and-
Archaeological-Practice).  

This section is a summary of scientific of archaeological values for the project area. The assessment for social, 
historical, and aesthetic value is presented in Section 4 of the ACHAR. 

7.2.1. Scientific Significance 
Scientific or archaeological value may refer to the information content of a place and its ability to reveal more 
about an aspect of the past through examination or investigation of the place, including the use of 
archaeological techniques. The relative scientific value of a place is likely to depend on the importance of the 
information or data involved, on its rarity, quality or representativeness, and its potential to contribute further 
important information about the place itself or a type or class of place or to address important research 
questions. To establish potential, it may be necessary to carry out some form of testing or sampling. For 
example in the case of an archaeological site, this could be established by a test excavation. 

To appreciate scientific value, ask: 

 Would further investigation of the place have the potential to reveal substantial new information and new 
understandings about people, places, processes or practices which are not available from other sources? 

The following archaeological significance assessment is based on Requirement 11 of the Code. Using the 
assessment criteria detailed in Scientific Values and Significance Assessment, an assessment of significance 
was determined and a rating for each site was determined. 

7.2.1.1. Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) 

Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type in 
the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

7.2.1.2. 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage 

Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool types. 

The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 
resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to contain 
subsurface deposits. 
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9. AVOIDING AND MINIMISING HARM 
Avoidance of impact is the preferred mitigation and management strategy and should be implemented where 
practicable. As previously mentioned, the proposed development requires the complete impact of the subject 
area (bulk earthworks, truncation, terracing and the like) and as a result avoidance of impact to any sub-
surface archaeological assemblage is not feasible.  

As It is not feasible for the proposed works to avoid impacts to the identified archaeological resources within 
the subject area the following mitigation measures, which considered the principles of ecologically 
sustainable development (ESD) and intergenerational equity in their design, are proposed. 

9.1. ARCHAEOLOGICAL SALVAGE EXCAVATION AT OPEN AREA B, OPEN 
AREA E AND TEST UNIT E66 POST-SSDA APPROVAL AND PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

9.2. SURFACE COLLECTION POST-SSDA APPROVAL AND PRIOR TO 
CONSTRUCTION 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

 Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

9.3. REPATRIATION OR DEPOSITION IN KEEPING PLACE 
Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination must be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping 
place of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in 
accordance with Australian Museum Standards.  

The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction the artefacts would be reburied within 
the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 
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10. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) has been engaged by The GPT Group (the proponent) to produce an Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment (ACHA) for 754-770 & 784-786 Mamre Road, Kemps Creek (Lots 59 & 60 DP 259135) 
(hereafter referred as the ‘subject area’). The ACHA informed the preparation of the present Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR), which will accompany State Significant Development (SSD) 
application for a warehousing and distribution centre within the subject area. This Archaeological Technical 
Report (ATR) has been prepared to accompany the ACHAR. 

This ATR is intended to detail the methodology and results of test excavation. Refer to Section 1.2 of the 
ACHAR for detailed information regarding the proposed development at the subject area.  

This ATR has been prepared in accordance with the following statutory guidelines: 

 Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW (Office of 
Environment and Heritage 2011) (the Assessment Guidelines). 

 Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 
2010) (CoP). 

Test excavation was undertaken in line with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal 
Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010) to understand the nature, extent, integrity and research significance of the 
Aboriginal archaeological resource. The test excavation also aimed to sample the various landscape features 
for any potential sub-surface archaeological deposits. 

The test excavation included: 

 The Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavation undertaken in the subject area (Lot 59 and 60 DP 259135) 
recovered 370 Aboriginal objects, all stone artefacts, from a total of 344 excavated test units (TUs) and 
expansion units (EUs). 

 The highest densities of artefacts were located in Areas B and E (Lot 59 DP 259135). 

 Area B contained 138 artefacts out of 129 excavated test pits and accounted for 37 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

 Area E contained 219 artefacts out of 91 excavated test pits and accounted for 59 % of the total sub-
surface assemblage.  

 The remaining Areas A, C, D, F and G contained very low artefact densities 

 All excavated material was wet sieved through a 5mm metal sieve station. 

The predictive model formulated for the ACHAR anticipated that artefact scatters, PADs and isolated finds had 
moderate-high potential to occur in areas of low historical ground disturbance, on the basis of the distribution 
of artefact sites in the region as well as the landscape features present – including elevated ground/terraces 
associated with waterways and crests/spurs. 

The results of the test excavation confirmed: 

 Artefacts found during the test excavation program were predominantly concentrated adjacent to the 
waterway running through the subject area, specifically in Areas B and E. The entirety of the subsurface 
assemblage was situated within the alluvial terraces/lower slopes in proximity to the water course. 

 Distance from water correlated with reduced artefact density. The crest landform portion of the subject 
area excavated (Area G) contained zero subsurface assemblage. 

 The evidence gathered during the archaeological Stage 1 and Stage 2 test excavations indicates that 
Areas E and B contain evidence of a long term or repeat camp sites. The archaeological test excavations 
conducted at Open Areas B and E have identified moderate density, relatively intact subsurface deposits. 

 Areas B and E of the 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage are considered to represent moderate 
scientific significance because of the moderate to high density of artefacts, reduction sequence and tool 
types. 

 The remainder of 784-786 Mamre Road Subsurface Assemblage is considered to represent low scientific 
significance. Low density subsurface assemblage, common artefact types produced from local silcrete 
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resources. Distribution of artefacts was across the landscape and evident on all landforms predicted to 
contain subsurface deposits. 

 Isolate Find 01 (IF-1) is considered to represent low scientific significance. Common artefact and site type 
in the Cumberland Plain discovered in a disturbed context. 

The project can proceed in accordance with the following recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 - Archaeological salvage excavation at Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit 
E66 post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

It is recommended that salvage excavation be conducted for Open Area B, Open Area E and Test Unit E66 
to recover sub-surface artefacts which will be impacted as a part of the proposed development. The purpose 
of the salvage excavation is to provide conclusive data on the artefact typology, material type and sub-
surface density/extent.  

It is recommended that this be undertaken as a condition of the SSDA approval and prior to construction. 

The additional salvage report will be produced following the completion of the salvage excavation and 
provided as an addendum report. 

Recommendation 2 - Surface Collection post-SSDA approval and prior to construction 

Following SSDA approval and prior to construction surface collection of the isolated surface artefact IF1 must 
be undertaken in accordance with the Code of Practice and with the involvement of the Registered Aboriginal 
Parties. 

 Isolated Find 01 (IF-1) – GPS coordinates 0295424E, 6253350N 

Recommendation 3 - Repatriation or Deposition in Keeping Place 

Through consultation with the RAPs a decision will be made as to the destination for the artefacts recovered 
during both the test excavation and surface collection programs. 

Care and Control of Artefacts 

Through the ACHA process a determination must be made in consultation with the RAPs the final keeping 
place of the artefacts collected during the project. All project artefacts will be sorted and packaged in 
accordance with Australian Museum Standards.  

The general options are: 

Option 1: Deerubbin LALC enters into a Care and Control agreement and the artefacts are then stored at their 
designated keeping place (Old Parramatta Gaol). 

Option 2: Repatriation of artefacts to ’Country’. Following construction the artefacts would be reburied within 
the subject area and the location registered on AHIMS. 

Option 3: Designation of alternative keeping place such as local museum, Australian Museum or with other 
RAP group. 

Recommendation 4 – Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Induction 

It is recommended that induction materials be prepared for inclusion in site inductions for any contractors 
working at the subject area. The induction material should include an overview of the types of sites to be 
aware of (i.e. artefact scatters or concentrations of shells that could be middens), obligations under the NPW 
Act, and the requirements of an archaeological finds’ procedure (refer below). This process should be 
included in the Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and any site management plans. 

The induction material may be paper based, included in any hard copy site management documents; or 
electronic, such as “PowerPoint” for any face to face site inductions. 

Recommendation 5 – Archaeological Chance Find Procedure 

Although considered highly unlikely, should any archaeological deposits be uncovered during any site works, 
a procedure must be implemented. The following steps must be carried out: 

1. All works stop in the vicinity of the find. The find must not be moved ‘out of the way’ without assessment. 
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2. Site supervisor, or another nominated site representative must contact either the project archaeologist (if 
relevant) or DPC to contact a suitably qualified archaeologist. 

3. The nominated archaeologist examines the find, provides a preliminary assessment of significance, 
records the item and decides on appropriate management, in conjunction with the RAPs for the project. 
Such management may require further consultation with DPC, preparation of a research design and 
archaeological investigation/salvage methodology and preparation of AHIMS Site Card. 

4. Depending on the significance of the find, reassessment of the archaeological potential of the subject 
area may be required, and further archaeological investigation undertaken. 

5. Reporting may need to be prepared regarding the find and approved management strategies. Any such 
documentation should be appended to this ACHAR and revised accordingly. 

6. Works in the vicinity of the find can only recommence upon relevant approvals from DPC. 

Recommendation 6 – Human Remains Procedure 

In the unlikely event that human remains are uncovered during any site works, the following must be 
undertaken: 

1. All works within the vicinity of the find immediately stop. 

2. Site supervisor or other nominated manager must notify the NSW Police and DPC. 

3. The find must be assessed by the NSW Police, and may include the assistance of a qualified forensic 
anthropologist. 

4. Management recommendations are to be formulated by the Police, DPC and site representatives. 

5. Works are not to recommence until the find has been appropriately managed. 

Recommendation 7 – RAP consultation 

A copy of the final ACHAR was provided to all Project RAPs on 30 August 2021. Ongoing consultation with 
RAPs should occur as the project progresses, to ensure ongoing communication about the project and key 
milestones, and to ensure the consultation process does not lapse, particularly with regard to consultation 
should the CFP be enacted. 
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DISCLAIMER 
This report is dated 30 August 2021 and incorporates information and events up to that date only and excludes 
any information arising, or event occurring, after that date which may affect the validity of Urbis Pty Ltd (Urbis) 
opinion in this report.  Urbis prepared this report on the instructions, and for the benefit only, of THE GPT 
GROUP (Instructing Party) for the purpose of Archaeological Technical Report (Purpose) and not for any 
other purpose or use. To the extent permitted by applicable law, Urbis expressly disclaims all liability, whether 
direct or indirect, to the Instructing Party which relies or purports to rely on this report for any purpose other 
than the Purpose, and to any other person which relies or purports to rely on this report for any purpose 
whatsoever (including the Purpose). 

In preparing this report, Urbis was required to make judgements which may be affected by unforeseen future 
events, the likelihood and effects of which are not capable of precise assessment. 

All surveys, forecasts, projections and recommendations contained in or associated with this report are made 
in good faith and on the basis of information supplied to Urbis at the date of this report, and upon which Urbis 
relied. Achievement of the projections and budgets set out in this report will depend, among other things, on 
the actions of others over which Urbis has no control. 

In preparing this report, Urbis may rely on or refer to documents in a language other than English, which Urbis 
may arrange to be translated. Urbis is not responsible for the accuracy or completeness of such translations 
and disclaims any liability for any statement or opinion made in this report being inaccurate or incomplete 
arising from such translations. 

Whilst Urbis has made all reasonable inquiries it believes necessary in preparing this report, it is not 
responsible for determining the completeness or accuracy of information provided to it. Urbis (including its 
officers and personnel) is not liable for any errors or omissions, including in information provided by the 
Instructing Party or another person or upon which Urbis relies, provided that such errors or omissions are not 
made by Urbis recklessly or in bad faith. 

This report has been prepared with due care and diligence by Urbis and the statements and opinions given by 
Urbis in this report are given in good faith and in the reasonable belief that they are correct and not misleading, 
subject to the limitations above. 
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APPENDIX A BASIC AND EXTENSIVE AHIMS 
SEARCH RESULTS  





If your search shows Aboriginal sites or places what should you do?

Important information about your AHIMS search

You can get further information about Aboriginal places by looking at the gazettal notice that declared it. 

Aboriginal places gazetted after 2001 are available on the NSW Government Gazette 

(http://www.nsw.gov au/gazette) website. Gazettal notices published prior to 2001 can be obtained from 

Office of Environment and Heritage's Aboriginal Heritage Information Unit upon request

Aboriginal objects are protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 even if they are not recorded 

as a site on AHIMS.

You must do an extensive search if AHIMS has shown that there are Aboriginal sites or places recorded in the 

search area.

If you are checking AHIMS as a part of your due diligence, refer to the next steps of the Due Diligence Code of 

practice.

AHIMS records information about Aboriginal sites that have been provided to Office of Environment and 

Heritage and Aboriginal places that have been declared by the Minister;

Information recorded on AHIMS may vary in its accuracy and may not be up to date .Location details are 

recorded as grid references and it is important to note that there may be errors or omissions in these 

recordings,

Some parts of New South Wales have not been investigated in detail and there may be fewer records of 

Aboriginal sites in those areas.  These areas may contain Aboriginal sites which are not recorded on AHIMS.

This search can form part of your due diligence and remains valid for 12 months.

The information derived from the AHIMS search is only to be used for the purpose for which it was requested. 

It is not be made available to the public.

3 Marist Place, Parramatta NSW 2150

Locked Bag 5020 Parramatta NSW 2220

Tel: (02) 9585 6380 Fax: (02) 9873 8599

ABN 30 841 387 271

Email: ahims@environment.nsw.gov.au

Web: www.environment nsw.gov.au
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