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Executive Summary 

The proponent, School Infrastructure NSW is preparing a development application for the 

development for increased student accommodation and the removal of temporary demountable 

buildings at John Palmer Public School. The proposed development is located at The Ponds 

Boulevarde, The Ponds, NSW 2769. Tocomwall Pty Ltd has been requested to prepare an Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) to support the development application. This 

document describes the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment developed to satisfy the SEARs 

requirements. It was carried out in accordance with the Guide to investigating, assessing, and 

reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (OEH 2011).  

The Archaeological investigations carried out in accordance with the Code of Practice for 

Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010 (DECCW) has 

determined that there are no Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or Places within the study area, and that 

the soils in the study area have been significantly disturbed as a result of historical land clearing and 

agriculture, and from urban development including the construction of the school. 

Consultation has been undertaken in accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 

requirements for proponents 2010. One registered Aboriginal party (RAP) has expressed cultural 

values for the locality. These values are intangible values expressed for the area and do not relate to 

a specific object or site. A request was made by the RAP to undertake further investigation in the 

form of excavations, however the archaeological investigations conducted for the study area 

indicate that the site no longer retains the original soil profiles and sediments. The site survey and 

the results of geotechnical investigations indicate that the soils of the subject area are now 

comprised of fill and the original soils and sediments that were potentially culturally baring are lost. 

No further archaeological investigations are recommended, and no management or mitigation 

measures are considered necessary for the study area. However there may be an opportunity to 

capture the intangible values expressed for the study area and locality as part of the Connecting with 

County process being undertaken for the project. 

During the undertaking of this cultural heritage assessment, the master plan and concept designs for 

the proposal were changed on a number of occasions. This included changes made after the 

preparation, consultation and review of the assessment methodology, after the archaeological 

survey of the site, and after the review of the ACHAR by the registered Aboriginal parties. However, 

these changes remain within the extent of the original development footprint that was assessed, 

and for this reason there are no changes to the recommendations or assessment outcomes in this 

report. The design changes relate primarily to the building configuration and positioning, and remain 

within the assessed extent of the development footprint. 

 

 

 

 



 
 

4 
 

Acknowledgements 

Tocomwall Pty Ltd gratefully acknowledges the contributions of the following people and 
organisations (listed alphabetically) in preparing this report: 
 
Aboriginal Groups 
 

• Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site Assessments 

• Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 

• Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 

• Didge Ngunawal Clan 

• Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd 

• Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation  

• Goobah Developments 

• Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 

• Minnamunnung  

• Ngambaa Cultural Connections 

• Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation  

• Yulay Cultural Services 
 
Client 
 

• Jacobs/SINSW 
 

Abbreviations 

ACHA   Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
ACHAR   Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
AHIMS   Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 
AHIP   Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit 
Cm   Centimetre 
The Code  The Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 

in New South Wales (DECCW 2010b) 
DEC   Department of Environment and Conservation 
DECC   Department of Environment and Climate Change 
DECCW  Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water 
DP   Deposited Plan 
EPA   Environment Planning and Assessment 
ICOMOS  International Council on Monuments and Sites 
km   Kilometre 
LALC   Local Aboriginal Land Council 
BCC   Blacktown City Council 
LEP   Local Environmental Plan 
LGA  Local Government Area 
m   Metre 
mm   Millimetre 
NHL   National Heritage List 



 
 

5 
 

NPW Act  National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 
NPWS   National Parks and Wildlife Service 
NSW   New South Wales 
NTSCORP  Native Title Services Corporation 
OEH   NSW Office of Environment and Heritage 
PAD   Potential Archaeological Deposit 
The Project  Proposed development within Project Area 
RAPs   Registered Aboriginal Parties 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

6 
 

 

 Contents 

Acknowledgements .......................................................................................................... 4 

Abbreviations ................................................................................................................... 4 

Table of figures .................................................................................................................................................................... 7 

1 Introduction .............................................................................................................. 9 

1.1 Background and Scope ..................................................................................................................................... 9 

1.2 Authorship and Acknowledgements .......................................................................................................... 9 

2 Statutory Heritage Contexts and Controls .................................................................. 9 

2.1 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974..................................................................................................... 10 

2.2 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 ......................................................................... 10 

2.3 Native Title Act 1993 ..................................................................................................................................... 11 

2.4 Blacktown LEP ................................................................................................................................................. 11 

2.5 Reporting Standards and Guidelines ...................................................................................................... 14 

3 Objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage Assessment .................................................... 15 

4 Description of the Study Area .................................................................................. 16 

4.1 Location and Proposed Development .................................................................................................... 16 

4.2 Scope and Objectives of the Proposed Development ....................................................................... 17 

5 ACHA Methodology ................................................................................................. 21 

6 The Environmental Context ..................................................................................... 24 

6.1 The Environment of the Cumberland Plain .......................................................................................... 24 

6.2 Geology ................................................................................................................................................................ 25 

6.3 Soil ......................................................................................................................................................................... 25 

7 The Archaeological Context ..................................................................................... 26 

7.1 Previous Archaeological Assessments ................................................................................................... 28 

7.2 AHIMS Search ................................................................................................................................................... 34 

8 Historical Land Use .................................................................................................. 39 

8.1 Site Disturbance ............................................................................................................................................... 43 

9 Predictive Model ..................................................................................................... 46 

10 Research Questions .............................................................................................. 46 

11 Archaeological Survey .......................................................................................... 47 

12 Aboriginal Community Consultation ..................................................................... 47 

12.1 Stage 1 Notification of project proposal and registration of interest ........................................ 47 

12.1.1 Identification of relevant Aboriginal stakeholders ............................................................................. 47 

12.1.2 Public notice .......................................................................................................................................................... 47 



 
 

7 
 

12.1.3 Registration of Aboriginal parties .............................................................................................................. 48 

12.2 Stage 2 presentation of information about the proposed project .............................................. 48 

12.2.1 Presentation of Project Information Pack ............................................................................................... 48 

12.2.2 Stage 3 gathering information about cultural significance ........................................................... 48 

12.2.3 Archaeological assessment methodology information pack .......................................................... 48 

12.3 Stage 4 review of draft Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report ................................. 49 

13 Aboriginal cultural significance assessment .......................................................... 50 

13.1 Introduction to the assessment process ................................................................................................ 50 

13.2 Social or Cultural Value ................................................................................................................................ 50 

13.3 Historic Significance ...................................................................................................................................... 52 

13.4 Aesthetic Significance .................................................................................................................................... 52 

13.5 Scientific Significance .................................................................................................................................... 53 

13.6 Educational Significance .............................................................................................................................. 53 

13.7 Representative significance ........................................................................................................................ 53 

13.8 Rarity .................................................................................................................................................................... 53 

13.9 Statement of Significance ............................................................................................................................. 54 

14 Proposed Activity and Impact Assessment ............................................................ 54 

14.1 Assessing Harm ................................................................................................................................................ 54 

14.2 Avoiding harm to Aboriginal heritage .................................................................................................... 54 

14.3 Management and mitigation of measures............................................................................................. 55 

15 Recommendations ............................................................................................... 55 

16 References ........................................................................................................... 56 

17 Appendix 1 – Consultation Log ............................................................................. 61 

18 Appendix 2 – Correspondence .............................................................................. 67 

19 Appendix 3 – Information Pack, Methodology and Review Correspondence .......... 88 

20 Appendix 4 – Archaeological Report ................................................................... 155 

21 Appendix 5 – AHIMS Searches ............................................................................ 207 

22 Appendix 6 – ACHAR Review Correspondence .................................................... 215 

Table of figures 

Figure 1: Shows the study area, John Palmer Public School, The Ponds Boulevarde, The Ponds, 
NSW 2769. Source Six Maps © Department Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW Government 
and Open Street Map Contributors. ...................................................................................................... 16 
Figure 2: Existing site layout for John Palmer Public School. ............................................................... 17 
Figure 3: Site plan (Masterplan Concept Design PTW 2021). .............................................................. 18 
Figure 4: Section view (Concept Design PTW 2021). .......................................................................... 19 
Figure 5: Three-dimensional perspective (Concept Design PTW 2021). ............................................. 20 
Figure 6: ACHA Methodology .................................................................................................................... 23 
Figure 7: Geology Map for the John Palmer Public School. Rwa represents Dark-grey to black 
claystone-siltstone and fine sandstone-siltstone laminate (Clark and Jones 1991). ............................ 25 



 
 

8 
 

Figure 8: Soil landscape map showing location of the John Palmer Public School within the Blacktown 
Soils landscape (Bannerman and Hazelton 1990). .............................................................................. 26 
Figure 9: Image showing the location of recorded Aboriginal sites from the AHIMS search using a 2km 
radius search area. John Palmer Public School is shown in green at the centre of the image. Aerial 
image source Six Maps © Department Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW Government. .......... 39 
Figure 10: Application 22639 referred to from 23772 and 23787 showing the transfer of land from 
John Palmer through to the Pearce Family (Source Land Services NSW). ......................................... 40 
Figure 11: John Palmer, R.N. – portrait (Source Mitchell Library, State Library of New South Wales).
 .............................................................................................................................................................. 41 
Figure 12: Early Parish map of Gidley showing the location of the John Palmer Public School on the 
original John Palmer Grant (Source NSW LRS HLRV Parish of Gidley). ............................................. 42 
Figure 13: 2005 Aerial image of the John Palmer Public School site. © Department of Customer 
Service, NSW Government. .................................................................................................................. 43 
Figure 14: Looking north-east across the proposed development zone at the south west corner of the 
study area.............................................................................................................................................. 44 
Figure 15: Looking east over the area of proposed development at the northeast corner of the study 
area. ...................................................................................................................................................... 44 
Figure 16: Image showing borehole locations in the area of the development footprint (Douglas 
Partners 2020). ..................................................................................................................................... 45 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
 

9 
 

1 Introduction 

1.1 Background and Scope 

Tocomwall Pty Ltd have been engaged by School Infrastructure NSW (SINSW) to undertake an 

Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHAR) in accordance with the Code of Practice for 

Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW 2010 and the Guide to investigating, 

assessing and reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW 2011 at the proposed site of 

the new development at John Palmer Public School. This ACHAR has been prepared in 

response to the Planning Secretary’s Environmental Assessment Requirements for the 

proposed development. 

1.2 Authorship and Acknowledgements 

This report is prepared by William Moon MA Archaeology and Heritage Management (Flinders 

University), GCPJM, Dip PJM (University of New England) who has 12 years of experience 

working in heritage management, including 5 years as an archaeologist. He has 17 years of 

experience in the recording of Aboriginal archaeological sites.  

2 Statutory Heritage Contexts and Controls 

Two primary pieces of legislation provide automatic statutory protection for Aboriginal heritage 
and the requirements for its management in New South Wales. 
 
These are: 

• The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act); and 

• The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979. 

 

SEARS requirements for ACHAR Relevant section of report 

Identifies and describes the Aboriginal cultural 

heritage values that exist across the site. 

Section 13 

Includes surface surveys and test excavations 

where necessary. 
Refer to appendix 4 

Has been prepared 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). 

All sections of report. 

Incorporates consultation with Aboriginal people 

in accordance with Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Consultation Requirements for Proponents 

Refer appendix 1, 2, 3 and 6 
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(Department of Environment, Climate Change 

and Water, 2010). 

Documents the significance of cultural heritage 

values of Aboriginal people who have a cultural 

association with the land. 

Refer to section 13 

Table 1: Table of responses to SEARS requirements 

2.1 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The primary legislation for the protection of Aboriginal culture and heritage in NSW is the 

NPW Act. One of the key objectives stated in the NPW Act is: 

 

‘…… the conservation of objects, places or features (including biological diversity) of 

cultural value within the landscape, including but not limited to: (i) places, objects and 

features of significance to Aboriginal people…. [s.2A (1) (6)].’ 

 

The NPW Act defines Aboriginal Heritage as comprising ‘Aboriginal objects’ and ‘Aboriginal 

Places’. Aboriginal heritage is defined as:  

 

• An object under the NPW Act is defined as ‘any deposit, or object or material evidence 

relating to the Aboriginal habitation of the area’ (Section 5 of the NPW Act); and 

• An Aboriginal Place is defined as ‘a place that is or was of special significance with 

respect to Aboriginal culture’ (Section 84 of the NPW Act). 

 

Part 6 of the NPW Act provides specific protection for Aboriginal objects and declared 

Aboriginal Places by establishing offences of harm. Harm is defined as ‘..destroying, defacing 

or damaging an Aboriginal object or place, or moving an object from the land.’ There are fines 

associated with causing harm to an Aboriginal object. However, there are exemptions for 

causing harm, for example the preparation of an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP).  

 

The Department of Planning, Industry and Environment (DPIE) is the current government 

agency with responsibility for the protection and management of Aboriginal archaeological 

sites and cultural heritage values and the statutory administration of the NPW Act.  

 

2.2 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EPA Act) establishes the statutory 

planning framework for environmental and land use planning in NSW through State 

Environmental Planning Policies (SEPPs), Regional Environmental Plans (REPs) and Local 

Environmental Plans (LEPs). 
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The EPA Act also establishes the framework for Aboriginal heritage values to be formally 

assessed in land use planning and development consent processes.  The requirements for the 

project are defined in the Planning Secretary’s Environmental Assessment requirements. 

2.3 Native Title Act 1993 

The Native Title Act 1993 provides the legal framework to recognition and protection of native 

title. It includes the recognition of the traditional rights and interests to land and waters of 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. Under the Native Title Act, native title claimants 

can make an application to the Federal Court to have their native title recognised by 

Australian law. 

 

As part of the consultation process for the project it was confirmed that there are no 

registered native title claimants for the study area. 

2.4 Blacktown LEP 

The heritage conservation requirements of the Blacktown Local Environment Plan 2015 

section 5.10 apply to the proposed development. These requirements are defined as follows: 

Heritage conservation [Section 5.10  Blacktown LEP]  

Note— 

Heritage items (if any) are listed and described in Schedule 5. Heritage conservation areas (if 

any) are shown on the Heritage Map as well as being described in Schedule 5. 

(1) Objectives The objectives of this clause are as follows— 

(a)  to conserve the environmental heritage of Blacktown, 

(b)  to conserve the heritage significance of heritage items and heritage conservation 

areas, including associated fabric, settings and views, 

(c)  to conserve archaeological sites, 

(d)  to conserve Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places of heritage significance. 

(2) Requirement for consent. Development consent is required for any of the following— 

(a)  demolishing or moving any of the following or altering the exterior of any of the 

following (including, in the case of a building, making changes to its detail, fabric, 

finish or appearance)— 

(i)  a heritage item, 

(ii)  an Aboriginal object, 

(iii)  a building, work, relic or tree within a heritage conservation area, 
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(b)  altering a heritage item that is a building by making structural changes to its 

interior or by making changes to anything inside the item that is specified in Schedule 

5 in relation to the item, 

(c)  disturbing or excavating an archaeological site while knowing, or having 

reasonable cause to suspect, that the disturbance or excavation will or is likely to 

result in a relic being discovered, exposed, moved, damaged or destroyed, 

(d)  disturbing or excavating an Aboriginal place of heritage significance, 

(e)  erecting a building on land— 

(i)  on which a heritage item is located or that is within a heritage 

conservation area, or 

(ii)  on which an Aboriginal object is located or that is within an Aboriginal 

place of heritage significance, 

(f)  subdividing land— 

(i)  on which a heritage item is located or that is within a heritage 

conservation area, or 

(ii)  on which an Aboriginal object is located or that is within an Aboriginal 

place of heritage significance. 

(3) When consent not required. However, development consent under this clause is not 

required if— 

(a)  the applicant has notified the consent authority of the proposed development and 

the consent authority has advised the applicant in writing before any work is carried 

out that it is satisfied that the proposed development— 

(i)  is of a minor nature or is for the maintenance of the heritage item, 

Aboriginal object, Aboriginal place of heritage significance or archaeological 

site or a building, work, relic, tree or place within the heritage conservation 

area, and 

(ii)  would not adversely affect the heritage significance of the heritage item, 

Aboriginal object, Aboriginal place, archaeological site or heritage 

conservation area, or 

(b)  the development is in a cemetery or burial ground and the proposed 

development— 

(i)  is the creation of a new grave or monument, or excavation or disturbance 

of land for the purpose of conserving or repairing monuments or grave 

markers, and 
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(ii)  would not cause disturbance to human remains, relics, Aboriginal objects 

in the form of grave goods, or to an Aboriginal place of heritage significance, 

or 

(c)  the development is limited to the removal of a tree or other vegetation that the 

Council is satisfied is a risk to human life or property, or 

(d)  the development is exempt development. 

(4) Effect of proposed development on heritage significance. The consent authority must, 

before granting consent under this clause in respect of a heritage item or heritage 

conservation area, consider the effect of the proposed development on the heritage 

significance of the item or area concerned. This subclause applies regardless of whether a 

heritage management document is prepared under subclause (5) or a heritage conservation 

management plan is submitted under subclause (6). 

(5) Heritage assessment. The consent authority may, before granting consent to any 

development— 

(a)  on land on which a heritage item is located, or 

(b)  on land that is within a heritage conservation area, or 

(c)  on land that is within the vicinity of land referred to in paragraph (a) or (b), require 

a heritage management document to be prepared that assesses the extent to which 

the carrying out of the proposed development would affect the heritage significance 

of the heritage item or heritage conservation area concerned. 

(6) Heritage conservation management plans. The consent authority may require, after 

considering the heritage significance of a heritage item and the extent of change proposed to 

it, the submission of a heritage conservation management plan before granting consent under 

this clause. 

(7) Archaeological sites. The consent authority must, before granting consent under this 

clause to the carrying out of development on an archaeological site (other than land listed on 

the State Heritage Register or to which an interim heritage order under the Heritage Act 1977 

applies)— 

(a)  notify the Heritage Council of its intention to grant consent, and 

(b)  take into consideration any response received from the Heritage Council within 28 

days after the notice is sent. 

(8) Aboriginal places of heritage significance. The consent authority must, before granting 

consent under this clause to the carrying out of development in an Aboriginal place of 

heritage significance— 

(a)  consider the effect of the proposed development on the heritage significance of 

the place and any Aboriginal object known or reasonably likely to be located at the 



 
 

14 
 

place by means of an adequate investigation and assessment (which may involve 

consideration of a heritage impact statement), and 

(b)  notify the local Aboriginal communities, in writing or in such other manner as may 

be appropriate, about the application and take into consideration any response 

received within 28 days after the notice is sent. 

(9) Demolition of nominated State heritage items. The consent authority must, before 

granting consent under this clause for the demolition of a nominated State heritage item— 

(a)  notify the Heritage Council about the application, and 

(b)  take into consideration any response received from the Heritage Council within 28 

days after the notice is sent. 

(10) Conservation incentives. The consent authority may grant consent to development for 

any purpose of a building that is a heritage item or of the land on which such a building is 

erected, or for any purpose on an Aboriginal place of heritage significance, even though 

development for that purpose would otherwise not be allowed by this Plan, if the consent 

authority is satisfied that— 

(a)  the conservation of the heritage item or Aboriginal place of heritage significance is 

facilitated by the granting of consent, and 

(b)  the proposed development is in accordance with a heritage management 

document that has been approved by the consent authority, and 

(c)  the consent to the proposed development would require that all necessary 

conservation work identified in the heritage management document is carried out, 

and 

(d)  the proposed development would not adversely affect the heritage significance of 

the heritage item, including its setting, or the heritage significance of the Aboriginal 

place of heritage significance, and 

(e)  the proposed development would not have any significant adverse effect on the 

amenity of the surrounding area. 

2.5 Reporting Standards and Guidelines 

This report has been prepared in accordance with the following heritage recording, 
assessment and reporting guidelines and standards that are endorsed by the OEH: 

• Australia ICOMOS. 2013. The Burra Charter. The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places 

of Cultural Significance. Australia ICOMOS Inc.1 

 
1 The Burra Charter establishes nationally accepted principles for the conservation of places of cultural significance. 
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• NSW Department of Environment, Climate Change & Water. (DECCW) 2010a. Code 

of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales. 

DECCW. Sydney. 

• NSW Department of Environment, Climate Change & Water. (DECCW) 2010b 

(September). Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects 

in New South Wales. DECCW. Sydney. 

• NSW Department of Environment, Climate Change & Water. 2010c Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. 

• DECCW. 2011 Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural 

heritage in NSW. 

3 Objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 

The objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage assessment are to: 

 

• Address the requirements of the SEARS. 

• Implement the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 

2010 with the objective of identifying and engaging Aboriginal knowledge holders for 

the study area. 

• Review previous archaeological studies undertaken in the vicinity. 

• Review the landscape context to help inform the predictive model. 

• Summarise and discuss the local and regional character of Aboriginal land use and its 

material traces. 

• Predict the nature and extent of archaeological evidence at the site. 

• Undertake an archaeological survey and record the presence and extent of Aboriginal 

objects that are present in the study area. 

• Involve the Aboriginal knowledge holders in the cultural heritage assessment process, 

including consultation to determine their opinions with respect to the project and its 

potential ‘harm’ to their cultural heritage and measures to protect their cultural 

heritage. 

• Determine if there is a need to extend the investigation to undertake test excavations. 

• Determine the nature and extent of the impacts of the proposed development upon 

the Aboriginal cultural heritage of the study area. 

• Make recommendations for the protection of Aboriginal cultural heritage at the study 

area. 
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4 Description of the Study Area 

4.1 Location and Proposed Development  

The study area is at John Palmer Public School, 85 The Ponds Boulevarde, The Ponds, NSW 

2769. Figure 1 shows an aerial image of the study area where the John Palmer Public School is 

located at The Ponds. The existing layout of the school is shown in Figure 2. The proposed 

development includes the preferred design option shown in Figure 3, Figure 4 and Figure 5. 

 

Figure 1: Shows the study area, John Palmer Public School, The Ponds Boulevarde, The 
Ponds, NSW 2769. Source Six Maps © Department Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW 

Government and Open Street Map Contributors. 
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Figure 2: Existing site layout for John Palmer Public School.  

Source: Master Plan Report, Pedavoli Architects. 

4.2 Scope and Objectives of the Proposed Development 

The John Palmer Public School is a member of The Ponds Learning Community with a current 

student population of 917 students. The proposed upgrade will provide facilities for 1012 

students (approximately 100 new students): 

• 28 new teaching spaces to create a total of 34 permanent teaching spaces 

• one new support unit 

• removal of all 20 demountable teaching spaces 

• core facilities expansion to core 35 (including administration facilities from 

172m2 to 205 m2, library from 290m2 to 378m2, hall from 360m2 to 330m2, 

staff facilities from 93m2 to 145m2, student and staff amenities as required 

by the NCC, OOSHC 63m2, COLA from 210m2 to 330m2) (PTW 2021). 
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Figure 3: Site plan (Masterplan Concept Design PTW 2021). 
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Figure 4: Section view (Concept Design PTW 2021). 
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Figure 5: Three-dimensional perspective (Concept Design PTW 2021). 



 
 

21 
 

5 ACHA Methodology 

The following defines the proposed methodology for the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment (ACHA). The ACHA will be carried out in accordance with the Code of Practice for 

Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010, Aboriginal cultural 

heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, the Guide to investigating, assessing 

and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW 2011 and Applying for an Aboriginal 

Heritage Impact Permit: Guide for applicants 2011. The methodology is depicted in Figure 6: 

ACHA Methodology. The Steps are described in more detail in Table 2. 

 

Step Method 

1: Initiate 

Consultation Process 

The consultation process is initiated in accordance with Aboriginal cultural 

heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. 

2: Review previous 

archaeological work  

Review previous archaeological work in accordance with the requirements 

of Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 

in New South Wales 2010. The review of previous archaeological work is 

defined in 7.1. 

3: Review the 

landscape context 

The review of the landscape context as defined in sections 4.1 and 

complete in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010. 

4: Discuss the local 

and regional 

character of 

Aboriginal land use 

and its material 

traces 

The local and regional character of Aboriginal land use and its material 

traces is described in section 6.1.  An Archaeological Report will also be 

prepared in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010. 

5: Predict the nature 

and distribution of 

evidence 

A predictive model is described in Appendix 3 (Methodology) and has 

been prepared in accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010. 

6: Undertake an 

archaeological 

survey 

An archaeological survey of the study area was undertaken in 2021 in 

accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of 

Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010.  

7: Decide if 

additional 

archaeological 

investigation is 

required? 

The archaeological assessment and results will determine if it is 

appropriate to undertake further archaeological investigation at the study 

area.  
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8: Document 

findings and 

interpretation of 

results in an 

Archaeological 

Report 

An archaeological report was prepared in accordance with the Code of 

Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New 

South Wales 2010. This report will be expanded upon following the 

outcomes of a test excavation program for the study area if this is a 

requirement. 

9: Seek cultural 

information from 

Registered 

Aboriginal Parties 

Information on the cultural information for the study area is sought during 

the methodology review and as per requirement 3 of the Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. 

Information gathered includes places of social, spiritual and cultural value, 

historic places with cultural significance, and potential places/areas of 

historic, social, spiritual and/or cultural significance. Information gathered 

will be used to further inform how the landscape was used, the social, 

cultural, aesthetic, historic and scientific values to enable an overall 

assessment of the significance of the study area and the associated values. 

Assessing values and significance will be undertaken as per section 2.4.2 of 

the Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural 

heritage in NSW 2011. 

10: Determine if 

there will be harm to 

cultural heritage 

Harm, or potential harm will be assessed as per section 2.5 of the Guide to 

investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in 

NSW 2011. Assessing measures to avoid harm will be considered in 

accordance with sections 2.6 and 2.7 from the same guide. Registered 

Aboriginal knowledge holders will be consulted during this process as per 

the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 

2010 to help determine management options and mitigation measures. 

11: Complete ACHAR An Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report will be prepared in 

accordance with section 3 of the Guide to investigating, assessing and 

reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW 2011. 

12: SSD SEARS 

Review 

The final ACHAR is included in the final SEARS documentation submitted 

for review as part of the SSD approval process. 

 

Table 2: ACHA Methodology 
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Figure 6: ACHA Methodology 
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6 The Environmental Context 

6.1 The Environment of the Cumberland Plain 

The study area is located at The Ponds, an area of the Cumberland Plain. The landscape of the 

study and surrounding area can be characterised as flat to gently undulating topography, with 

landform elements including drainage depressions, creek systems, flats, residual rises, simple 

slopes and crests. The surface geology is part of the Wianamatta Group forming part of the 

Middle-Triassic sequence (Jones and Clark 1991: 17; NSW Department of Mines 1961). Soil 

landscapes in the study area include Blacktown Residual Soils (Bannerman and Hazelton 

1990). 

The vegetation of the study area has been significantly modified by historic European land 

management practices, initially for grazing and for crop production and more recently 

associated with urban development. Spatial layers from OEH 2010 and based upon Tozer 2003 

show remnant vegetation communities in the area consisting of the Shale Plains Woodland. 

This type of vegetation community is also described as Cumberland Plain Shale Woodlands 

and Shale-Gravel Transition Forest by the Australian Government Department of 

Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (2010) and is listed as a threatened ecological 

community. 

The Department of Environment, Water, Heritage and the Arts (2010) list the following 

species that are included in the vegetation community: 

Tree canopy species include Eucalyptus moluccana (grey box), Eucalyptus fibrosa (red 

ironbark, broad-leaved ironbark), Eucalyptus tereticornis (forest red gum), Eucalyptus crebra 

(narrow-leaved ironbark), Eucalyptus eugenioides (thin-leaved stringybark), and Corymbia 

maculate (spotted gum). 

Small to medium sized trees include Acacia decurrens (black wattle, green wattle), Exocarpos 

cupressiformis (native cherry), Acacia parramattensis (Parramatta wattle), Acacia implexa 

(hickory wattle) and Melaleuca decora (paperbark). 

Shrubs include Acacia falcata (sally), Acacia implexa (hickory wattle), Breynia oblongifolia 

(coffee bush), Lissanthe strigose (peach heath), Rubus parvifolius (native raspberry), Dillwynia 

sieberi, Bursaria spinosa (blackthorn), Daviesia ulicifolia (gorse bitter pea), Dodonaea viscosa 

subsp. cuneate (wedge-leaf hop-bush), Indigofera australis (native indigo). 

Grasses and grass-like species include Aristida ramosa (purple wiregrass), Themeda triandra 

(kangaroo grass), Dichelachne micrantha (plumegrass), Cymbopogon refractus (barbed wire 

grass), Microlaena stipoides subsp. stipoides (weeping grass), Lomandra filiformis subsp. 

filiformis (wattle mat-rush), Lomandra multiflora subsp. multiflora (many-flowered mat-rush), 

Cyperus gracilis (slender sedge). 
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6.2 Geology 

The study area is located within the Cumberland Plain. The landscape of the local and 

surrounding area can be characterised as flat to gently undulating topography, with landform 

elements including drainage depressions, flats, residual rises, simple slopes and crests. The 

surface geology is part of the Wianamatta Group forming part of the Middle-Triassic sequence 

(Figure 7). The underlying geology of the study area is composed of the Ashfield Shales. 

Minchinbury Sandstones are present along the nearby Second Ponds Creek (Jones and Clark 

1991).  

 

 

Figure 7: Geology Map for the John Palmer Public School. Rwa represents Dark-grey to black 
claystone-siltstone and fine sandstone-siltstone laminate (Clark and Jones 1991). 

 

6.3 Soil 

Soils of the study area are part of the residual Blacktown soil landscape: these have formed in 

situ from the underlying shale geology. This landscape is characterised by shallow to 

moderately deep red, brown and yellow podzolic soils. Soil fertility and drainage are low. 

These soils are susceptible to erosion when the vegetation is not maintained (Bannerman and 

Hazelton 1990). 
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Figure 8: Soil landscape map showing location of the John Palmer Public School within the 
Blacktown Soils landscape (Bannerman and Hazelton 1990). 

 

7 The Archaeological Context 

Dating human colonisation of Australia is a primary pursuit of archaeologists. Their 

investigations can involve excavating rock shelters and open occupation sites to estimate the 

age of the lowest levels containing what are termed ‘cultural objects’ such as artefacts made or 

used by humans (see e.g. Hiscock 2008:27). There is now evidence of human colonisation of 

northern Australia 65,000 years BP (see e.g. Clarkson et al 2017). Bowdler (2010:182) posits 

that ‘people were on the western side of the Great Dividing Range by 40,000 years ago, and 

began to penetrate the western slopes of the eastern highlands not long after’. Bowdler 

suggests that ‘after the retreat of the glaciers, the east coast began to look like a more 

attractive proposition, luring travellers from the west to filter down its precipitous eastern cliffs 

and gullies to explore the newly emerging well-watered, resource-rich coasts and rivers of 

eastern Australia’.  

The earliest presence of people in the Sydney Basin is uncertain but there is evidence for 

Pleistocene occupation of the region around 40,000 years ago. Archaeological excavations 

carried out at Parramatta by McDonald (2005) report dates as early as 30,000 years BP, 

providing some of the oldest dates for the Sydney Basin. Though limited details around the 

methodology used to collect the samples and obtain the dates has meant that the dating has 

not been subject to a sufficient level of scrutiny within the profession to enable confidence in 
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the reported dates (Bowdler 2010). However, the most recent dates from the Parramatta Sand 

Sheet indicates that this area was occupied from between 35-40,000 years BP (GML 2019). 

In the western Cumberland Plain biogeographic region, in a rock shelter identified as Shaws 

Creek KII, near the Nepean River just north of Penrith, occupation dating of 14,700 ± 250 BP 

has been obtained (Kohen et al 1984; Stockton 2009), possibly 20,000 years BP (Stockton 2009, 

2019). At Cranebrook Terrace, human occupation has been dated at 47,000 ± 5,200 BP 

(Stockton and Holland 1974; Nanson et al 1987; Stockton and Nanson 2004). More recently, 

Williams et al’s (2017:1) ‘results lend increasing support for visitation of the Nepean River 

corridor by Aboriginal people as a part of the initial colonisation of Australia’. In 2019, Stockton 

stated that the Cranebrook Terrace dating ‘should not be seen as surprising given evidence of 

human occupation extending back approximately 60,000 years in Australia’ (Knox 2019:17). 

Kohen’s (1986:295) early research of Aboriginal settlement of the western Cumberland Plain 

identified that material evidence of occupation can be ‘found continuously across the 

landscape, with no environmental zone left unexploited’. He also found that most sites 

occurred within 100 metres of permanent water sources, on elevated terraces above water, 

and that major occupation sites would occur at the junction of different environment zones 

where there was an increase in plant based food resources. 

The archaeological evidence for the majority of Aboriginal sites on the Cumberland Plain 

indicates that the area was intensively occupied from approximately 4,000 years BP (JMCHM 

2007). Many researchers believe that these relatively ‘young’ dates are probably more a 

reflection of conditions of archaeological site preservation, rather than actual evidence of the 

presence or absence of an Aboriginal population prior to this time. 

Our understanding of how and when Aboriginal people occupied and used the Sydney Basin 

landscape is largely based upon changes observed in the composition of stone tool 

assemblages. Detailed archaeological investigations of the Aboriginal settlement patterns of 

Sydney’s Cumberland Plain can be traced back to the mid-1980s. This was a period marked by 

the rapid growth in residential and other forms of development across the area.  

Recent intensive development activities have meant that the Cumberland Plain is one of the 

most intensely investigated archaeological regions in Australia. These Aboriginal archaeological 

investigations have identified over 4,000 sites across this region and reveal a rich and diverse 

record of past Aboriginal occupation on the Cumberland Plain. Summaries of these works are 

included in reports by, for example, Attenbrow (2010), JMCHM (1997), McDonald (2008) and 

Przywolnik (2007) in addition to the archaeological surveys cited above. 

Key factors drawn from the research and our present understanding of the archaeology of the 

Cumberland Plain include: 

• available radiocarbon determinations and optically stimulated luminescence dating 

indicate Aboriginal people have occupied the Cumberland Plain for potentially as long 

as 40,000 years 
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• Aboriginal settlement patterns on the Cumberland Plain have been linked to a variety 

of environmental factors, with proximity to water, stream order, landform and 

geology being some of the key attributes dictating location of sites 

• most surface sites will occur on landform elements within 200 metres of 

watercourses, with larger more complex artefact assemblages associated with higher 

order streams 

• artefact distributions across the Cumberland Plain do not form bounded ‘sites’ but 

rather cultural ‘landscapes’, and 

• subsurface artefact distributions across the Cumberland Plain tend to vary 

significantly in relation to landform and stream order. 

 

7.1 Previous Archaeological Assessments 

Archaeological investigations have been conducted within the zone of the extensive AHIMS 

search carried out for the study area. 

In 1989, Mary Dallas was commissioned by the Blacktown City Council to conduct an 

archaeological study of the land within the Parklea Release Area. During the investigation 

three distinct site types were identified, the first being archaeologically insignificant areas. The 

second site type were archaeologically sensitive areas which require further investigation and 

the third was an archaeologically significant area containing an open camp site. The study area 

is located on a well-documented environmental landscape. The area consists of undulating 

hills with ridge lines. Creeks and their associated tributaries drain into the low hills and empty 

into Cattal Creek. Second Ponds Creek and Caddies Creek are both sources of permanent 

water. The study area overlies the Bringelly and Ashfied Shales of the Wiannamatta Group. 

The Bringelly Shales are located on the ridge lines, separating the major creeks, while the 

Ashfield Shales occur along the creek lines. The soil profile in the study area is largely derived 

from the erosion of the shales. The soil is composed of clay loams, which historically would 

have supported eucalypts and sclerophyll. The study area has been largely modified into farms 

and residential areas. Furthermore, Second Ponds Creek has been exposed to erosions and 

destabilization from forest clearing. Previously, two archaeological investigations have been 

conducted in the Parklea Release Area both identifying camp sites, indicated by stone artefact 

scatters along exposed or eroded edges of Second Ponds Creek. Previous predictions of 

Aboriginal artefacts found in the area have indicated that sites can be found on any type of 

topographic landscape and will occur in a higher density towards water sources however, 

European settlement and major flooding has cause inconsistencies in the predicted 

distributions of artefacts. The archaeologically sensitive areas found in this study were 

identified as ridgetops or along creek lines. The archaeologically significant site displays 

continuous occupation of the area running along the creek line. 

In 1993, Josephine McDonald conducted an archaeological survey of the Rouse Hill 

Infrastructure Project located along the Caddies and Second Ponds Creek in Rouse Hill. The 

study was the second survey commissioned by Rouse Hill Pty Ltd in stage one of the 
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developments. During the survey, six sites, six isolated finds and four potential deposits were 

identified. These are in addition to previously recorded sites in the area. Six of the sites were 

open sites, all containing artefacts and one with grinding grooves. The most common type of 

site found during this survey and previous surveys were open camp sites and grinding grooves 

with the least common including scarred trees, rock engravings and shelters with art. The 

artefacts found during the surveys generally include mudstone, silcrete and quartzite 

debitage. 

In 1993, Elizabeth Rich was commissioned by Rouse Hill (Stage 1) Pty Ltd to conduct 

archaeological investigations of the site’s PK/PC 1-5 in Parklea. Generally, the archaeological 

material found during the investigation was minimal however focused activity areas occurred 

in eight of the locations. The study area is located on the Cumberland Plain and forms the 

upper catchment of a gully draining into Caddies Creek. The study area overlies the Ashfield 

Shale with the hills to the west of the area composed of the Minchinbury sandstone and 

Bringelly Shale. Alluvial fills surrounding the area indicate episodes of infilling and gullying 

from low energy channels. The topography contains undulating hills with minimal erosion. 

Extensive modification after European settlement has resulted in native vegetation being 

cleared however some mature trees occurred. The sites PK/CD1+2 and PK/CD3-6 were 

identified as archaeologically significant and occur towards Caddies Creek. Furthermore, the 

site at Second Ponds Creek occurs 1.5km west. The sites are associated with semi-permanent 

to permanent water sources. Investigations of stone artefacts found indicate that all stone 

artefacts were imported with the predominant material being silcrete. The eight locations that 

contained artefacts were located within 50m of water sources or former drainage lines. 

In 1993, Brayshaw McDonald Pty Ltd conducted an archaeological investigation of a potential 

archaeological deposit (PAD 21) at Parklea NSW. They were commissioned by Rouse Hill 

(Stage 1) Pty Ltd as part of an ongoing investigation linked to the Rouse Hill Infrastructure 

Project. Investigations uncovered a low density of archaeological material over most of the 

study area with major concentrations in one location. The major concentration is located on 

alluvial flats and the material suggests knapping was the primary activity. The study area is 

located on the Cumberland Plain with four major creek lines within the vicinity. It overlies the 

Ashfield Shale with several alluvial deposits forming along the creek lines. The topography 

consists of flood plains surrounding gentle hill slopes with swamp areas forming between. 

Historically, the vegetation consisted of eucalypts as well as other native trees adapted to the 

clay soils derived from the shales. At the time of the study the area had been largely cleared 

of vegetation however the ground remains undisturbed. The variations and densities of the 

archaeological materials indicates that different groups have entered the location throughout 

time for various reasons. Most of the artefacts found came from alluvial areas in the upper 

sections of the soil profile. The artefacts were predominantly silcrete with small amounts of 

quart and mudstone. 

In 1993, Brayshaw McDonald Pty Ltd undertook an archaeological survey in the proposed 

development area of the Rouse Hill Infrastructure Project (RHIP) Stage 1. The survey was 

commissioned by Rouse Hill Joint Venture Pty Ltd. During the survey, 38 sites were identified 



 
 

30 
 

with 15 being potential archaeological deposits and three isolated finds. The survey area is 

located on the Cumberland Plain with four major creek lines running through the area. The 

creek lines are Cattai Creek, Smalls Creek, Caddies Creek and Second Ponds Creek. The 

topography consists of undulating hills, becoming steeper towards the northern end. The 

study area overlies the Hawkesbury Sandstone towards the northern boundaries and the 

Bringelly Shale subgroup at the southern end. A majority of Caddies Creek and sections of 

Second Ponds Creek overlie the Ashfield Shale. The site also overlies and is surrounded by 

extensive alluvial activity. The soil profile is largely derived from the shales and consists of clay 

underlying a silty texture. In the northern sections, the soil profile is sandy and sourced from 

the Hawkesbury bedrock. Several sources of raw material are within 5km and consist of 

sandstone, siltstone and silcrete outcropping. Historically, the study area would have hosted 

complex woodlands and forests of native species adapted to the clay soils. Currently, the 

vegetation consists of introduced species surrounding the creek lines. There are 209 

registered sites within 5km of the study area. The most common sites are open sites, shelters 

with deposits and shelters with art. The least common include rock engravings and scarred 

trees. Predictions based on previous studies in the area state that sites will most likely be 

associated with creek lines and ridgetops, consisting of low-density surface scatters made 

predominantly of fractured or heat shattered silcrete debitage. In the Hawkesbury sandstone 

areas, decorated shelters, rock engravings, grinding groves, middens and scarred trees will be 

more common. During the survey, most of the sites were open sites, shelters with art and 

deposits and grinding grooves. The sites were generally consistent with the predictive models 

however, there was significantly more grinding grooves in the area than originally expected, 

most likely due to the proximity of the Hawkesbury Sandstone. As well as Aboriginal 

archaeology some European heritage was identified. These consisted of marked graves, 

quarrying, various constructions and evidence of the battle of Vinegar Hill. 

In 1998, Jo McDonald and Mary Casey were commissioned by Gutteridge Haskins & Davey Pty 

Ltd to undertake an archaeological survey of Stage 2 of the Rouse Hill Infrastructure Works. 

During the survey, 17 archaeological sites (including potential archaeological deposits) were 

located. A significant potential archaeological deposit (RH/CD12 and PADs X, Y and 25) is 

located along the Kellyville Park Sewer carrier. Some European archaeology was also 

identified, including tree plantings, bridges and gates. The study area is located on the 

Cumberland Plain and contains the Smalls, Caddies and Second Ponds creek lines. The area is 

heavily modified however the investigation is mainly focused on the undisturbed edges of the 

creek lines. Towards the northern end of the study area around Cattai Creek, Smalls and 

Cadies Creek, the bedrock is predominantly Hawkesbury Sandstone. A majority of Caddies 

Creek and some of Second Ponds Creek overlie the Ashfield Shale subgroup. Towards the 

south, the bedrock is predominantly the Bringelly Shale subgroup. The soil profile consists of 

coarse sands in the northern regions and silty or clay layers overlying the shales. Several 

outcrops of sandstone, siltstone and silcrete surround the area with the main sources being 

within 5km. The topography consists of undulating hills, becoming steeper towards the 

northern end. Historically, the study area would have hosted complex woodlands and forests 

of native species adapted to the clay soils. At the time of the study the vegetation consisted of 
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introduced species surrounding the creek lines. Predictive modelling indicates the size and 

density of the archaeological features depends on the proximity to sources of permanent 

water. Based on the predictive models it is likely that archaeological evidence will be minimal 

in first order creeks. Archaeological material will still be sparse in second order creeks but 

with more focus and third order creeks will display frequent occupation with highly 

concentrated activity. Theoretically, the major creek lines such as Second Ponds and Caddies 

Creeks which are fourth order streams, will have complex and focused evidence of 

occupation. As well as the order of streams, the junctions between creek lines, sources of raw 

material, bedrock and proximity of ridgetops and drainage lines are likely to influence the 

density of material. Based on previous studies and recordings, the most likely site expected in 

this area are open artefact scatters, shelters and grinding grooves along Smalls and Caddies 

Creeks. 

In 2002, Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage Management Pty Ltd conducted an archaeological 

excavation in Kellyville. The excavation was commissioned by Mepstead and Associates and 

involves site RH/SC5. The site under investigation is a potential archaeological deposit that 

was located north of the Gum Nut Close and Smalls Creek junction. It was identified as PAD12 

in an investigation in 1993 and renamed. Investigation into the site has revealed significant 

results. In total, 1099 artefacts were recovered from the site. The artefacts indicate distinct 

phases of occupation. The more recent assemblages typically occurred close to the surface, on 

the lower slopes towards creek edges. The earlier assemblages were generally in deeper 

layers of coarse sand, downslope towards a convex dome from the Hawkesbury Sandstone. 

Investigations into the site indicate that preserved assemblages can be found in shallow 

deposits in valleys at the shale and sandstone interfaces (e.g at Smalls Creek). Investigations 

have also indicated that the Hawkesbury Sandstone outcrops create well stratified structures 

which may retain evidence of human occupation. Furthermore, if sediment sequences are thin 

or mixed, assemblages will be difficult to detect. The study area is located on the Cumberland 

Plain at the interface between the Ashfield Shale subgroup and the Hawkesbury Sandstone. 

The soil profile in the area depends on the bedrock and is generally clay or silt soils towards 

the shale and coarser sands over the Hawkesbury sandstone. There are major creek lines 

running through the area. The site is located to the left of Smalls creek, a second order 

stream. There are several water holes surrounding Smalls Creek incised into the sandstone 

outcropping. These have grinding grooves and are permanent water sources unlike Smalls 

Creek.  At the time of the study, the study area had been modified in the past for agriculture 

and then for residential areas. The vegetation currently consists of native species such as 

eucalypts and banksias but is infested with introduced species and weeds. Predictive 

modelling indicates that areas with major creek lines such as Second Ponds and Caddies creek 

(fourth order), junctions and raw material sources are the most likely to contain substantial 

archaeological materials. Furthermore, areas with sandstone overhangs can indicate art, 

shelters and evidence of sharpening tools. This investigation demonstrates that silicified tuff is 

the predominant material found in assemblages and the sandstone platform was a focus of 

occupation. Generally, silcrete is the most common material but in this investigation only 

made up 14% of the total number of artefacts found. 
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In 2002, Jo McDonald Heritage Management Pty Ltd was commissioned by Landcom to 

conduct a reassessment of land in the Second ponds Creek catchment. In previous surveys of 

the area, six sites and five potential archaeological deposits were identified. The study area is 

located on the Cumberland Plain in an undulating plain overlying the Wianamatta group. The 

study area contains a ridgeline between Eastern and Second Ponds Creeks. Previous studies 

have developed predictive models using the geological formations and order of streams as 

they largely contribute to cultural variations. Second Ponds Creek is a first order tributary at 

its entry into the study area and forms a second order tributary further downstream. There 

are several ponds surrounding the creek line with more permanent sources of water. Raw 

materials such as silcrete, mudstone and silicified tuff can be found surrounding the study 

area. Historically, the site hosted complex woodlands associated with the clay soils derived 

from the Wianamatta Shales. More recently at the time of the study, the study area was 

cleared for agriculture, but hosts introduced species and weeds. In the hillslopes, various 

native species remain, and the creek lines contain flora associated with swamps. Five sites 

were identified during the survey, several with associated potential archaeological deposits. 

There were also several isolated artefacts identified in the highly eroded areas where surface 

visibility was increased. The study area has been assessed as ranging from low to high 

archaeological potential depending on the zone. 

In 2002, Jo McDonald and Mary Casey conducted a survey commissioned by Rouse Hill 

Infrastructure Consortium in a development area near Second Points Creek. During the 

investigation, 22 archaeological sites, isolated finds and potential deposits were located. A 

sandstone bridge, weir and a dam in the development area are also considered valuable to 

the investigation. The development area is located on the Cumberland Plain and overlies the 

Hawkesbury Sandstone, Ashfield Shale and Bringelly Shale subgroups. The areas underlain by 

the shale subgroups have produced hillslopes, terraces and alluvium landscapes. There are 

several nearby raw material sources for stone artefacts. Historically, the study area contained 

forests and woodland associated with clay soils derived from shales. At the time of the study 

much of the study area has been cleared with severe soil disturbance however some areas 

remain intact. Predictive modelling in the investigation suggest that higher densities of 

artefacts will be found near shale hillslopes, ridges and first order tributaries. The sites 

identified in this investigation and previous investigations remain generally consistent with 

this trend. 

In 2003 Biosis Research undertook and archaeological assessment of the site of the proposed 

school at Glenwood. The predictive model for the site predicted that there was a high 

likelihood of Aboriginal objects being present at the site and that due to the extensive 

vegetation cover subsurface investigations were recommended. Two artefacts and a potential 

scarred tree were identified during the site survey. The recommendations for the site included 

fencing of the scarred tree, application to impact permits for both of the isolated artefacts, 

and a program of archaeological testing.  

In 2004 Biosis Research undertook the archaeological test excavation program that they had 

previously recommended during the investigation undertaken in 2003, including a salvage and 
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monitoring program on the Glenwood School site, that they had previously assessed in 2003. 

Under a consent permit a series of 80 test pits were excavated, and a number of grader 

scrapes were undertaken from which 116 artefacts were recovered. 98% of the archaeological 

resource was found in a sub-surface context. 

In 2006, Stedinger Associates was commissioned by EDAW Australia Pty Ltd to conduct an 

Aboriginal site survey and assessment of Waite Reserve CR710 in Acacia Gardens in 

Blacktown. During the survey one isolated artefact and a potential archaeological deposit was 

identified. The isolated artefact was a flake made of mudstone found at surface level. The PAD 

was moderately disturbed and at an elevated area. The study area is located on the 

Cumberland Plain primarily underlain by the Wianamatta Shales. Some areas of the geology 

are susceptible to erosion which has contributed to undulating hills, tertiary terraces and 

alluvial flats. The clay soils in the area are derived from the shales and historically would have 

supported open eucalypt woodlands. European settlement has resulted in much of the area 

being cleared and repurposed for agriculture. At the time of the study vegetation consisted of 

a mix of various introduced and native species. Several sites had been recorded in the 2km 

vicinity of the development area consisting mainly of open campsites, isolated finds and 

potential archaeological deposits. 

In 2012, Godden Mackay Logan Heritage Consultants and Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage 

Management undertook an archaeological excavation of Aboriginal site 45-5-2653 within Lot 

2 and Lot 4 Windsor Road, Kellyville. The excavation was carried out on a lower slope adjacent 

to a third order stream. The excavation revealed a low density of artefacts. Backing was the 

most frequent type of modification that had been applied to artefacts. Backed artefacts 

comprised approximately four percent of the total assemblage. The significance of the site 

was assessed as being of low to moderate scientific significance. The deposit did not exhibit 

chronological stratification. 

The assemblage was compared with other nearby assemblages from Second Ponds Creek to 

determine if changes in stream order, from second to fourth order streams influenced 

changes in the nature and complexity of the assemblage. The assemblage did not display the 

expected changes in correspondence to the stream order change. Other factors apart from 

the proximity to water influenced how the site was used and the corresponding makeup of 

the assemblage. The distance decay model was also applied. This considered changes in the 

artefact characteristics relative to rationing, as distance to the known raw material source of 

silcrete increased. Comparisons of the study area with other sites with varying distances of 

the known raw material source gave results that did not provide consistent support for the 

model (Godden Mackay Logan Heritage Consultants and Jo McDonald Cultural Heritage 

Management 2013:60-67). 
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7.2 AHIMS Search 

A search of the AHIMS database records for the area within approximately 2 km radius of the 

study area identified 77 recorded sites. The sites are shown in Table 3 and Figure 9. 

Site ID Site name Context Site features Site types 

45-5-2028 RH/SP11;Parklea; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2006 RH/SP13;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2023 ISF10;Parklea; Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2025 ISF12;Parklea; Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2417 IF-2;Conrad Rd; Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2805 RH/SP15 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2754 T4 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2755 T3 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2756 T1 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2757 T2 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2872 RH/SP21 (formerly PAD34) Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2873 RH/SP22 (formerly PAD38) Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2874 RH/SP20 (formerly PAD40) Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2913 Conrad Road PAD1 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2890 RH/CR1 Open site Artefact     

45-5-2977 RH/SP 20 Open site Artefact     

45-5-3355 SCR/UPG1 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-3356 SCR/UPG2 Open site Artefact : 10, 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3392 Pole 45 and Compound Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)  , 
Artefact   

  

45-5-2005 RH/SP14;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-3930 RH/A20P 15 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-3931 RH/A20P 16 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-3932 RH/A20P 17 Open site Artefact : 5   

45-5-3933 RH/A20P 18 Open site Artefact : 7   
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45-5-3934 RH/A20P 19 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4062 TR2 (Riverstone) Open site Artefact     

45-5-5237 Alex Avenue 6 (AA6) Open site Artefact     

45-5-2570 RH/SG1 Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2543 IF 1 Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2544 IF 2 Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2545 1F1 Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2546 1F2 Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-2294 PK/PC2 Rouse Hill Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0357 QH 1 Quakers Hill  RH/SP10 ( 
PAD29 and ISF 10) 

Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0908 RH/CD 6 Rouse Hill Open site Grinding 
Groove   

Axe Grinding 
Groove 

45-5-0910 PK/CD 1 Rouse Hill Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0911 PK/CD 2 Rouse Hill Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0926 RH/CD_10 Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0929 PK/PC 5;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0932 RH/CD12 (PAD24);Rouse Hill; 
duplicate of 45-5-2604 

Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0933 RH/CD9 Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0939 PK/PC 4;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2282 PK/PC3;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2283 bc3;Rouse Hill;RH/CR 1; Open site Modified Tree 
(Carved or 
Scarred)   

Scarred Tree 

45-5-2292 RH/OC1 Rouse Hill Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-2293 PK/PC1 Rouse Hill Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0959 OWR 4 (Rouse Hill) Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0960 OWR 5 (Rouse Hill) Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0961 OWR 6;Rouse Hill; Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 

45-5-0429 Second Ponds Creek HC 7400 
Quakers Hill RH/SP12 

Open site Artefact   Open Camp 
Site 
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45-5-2979 PAD 1 Windsor Road Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3144 Precinct 1B PAD Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3090 SPC-PAD33 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3091 SPC-PAD35 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3092 SPC-PAD36 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)  , 
Artefact : 16 

  

45-5-3093 SPC-PAD37 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3094 SPC-PAD39 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-3142 Lot 45 Fyfe Rd Open site Artefact     

45-5-3188 Mungerie Park Open Artefact 
Scatter and associated PAD 

Open site Artefact : 7   

45-5-2024 ISF11;Parklea; Open site Artefact   Isolated Find 

45-5-3517 Pole 45 and Compound. 
(DUPLICATE 45-5-3392) 

Open site Artefact     

45-5-3540 Lot 45 Fyfe Rd. Open site Artefact : 8   

45-5-3554 MWO2 (Riverstone) Open site Artefact : 2   

45-5-3549 W1 (Kellyville) Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-3728 MPIP 5B Open site Artefact : 3   

45-5-4187 28 Tallawong Road Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4267 The Ponds PAD1 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 
1, Artefact   

  

45-5-4188 59 Schofields Road Open site Artefact : 6   

45-5-4134 87 Schofields Road AS Open site Artefact : 6   

45-5-4259 NWRL PAD11 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 
1 

  

45-5-4260 NWRL PAD10 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 
1 
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45-5-4112 69 Schofields Road (SCR/ 
UPG3+PAD) 

Open site Artefact : 2   

45-5-4113 ISF SCR/UPG2 Open site Artefact : 1, 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4107 AA AS 3 Open site Artefact : 2   

45-5-4108 AA AS 4 Open site Artefact : 11   

45-5-4190 87 Schofields Road AS 1 Open site Artefact : 1, 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 
1 

  

45-5-4131 RAA 16 Open site Artefact : 14   

45-5-4132 RAA 17 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4133 RAA 18 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4565 Hambledon Road PAD + AS Open site Artefact  , 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4566 Hambledon Road IF Open site Artefact     

45-5-4598 Alex Avenue 5 (AA5) Open site Artefact     

45-5-4601 Alex Avenue 1 (AA1) Open site Artefact     

45-5-4602 Alex Avenue 2 (AA2) Open site Artefact     

45-5-4603 Alex Avenue 3 (AA3) Open site Artefact     

45-5-4604 Alex Avenue 4 (AA4) Open site Artefact     

45-5-5180 PAD41 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4968 Gordon Road Artefact Scatter 
(GR AS) 01 

Open site Artefact     

45-5-4969 Gordon Road Isolated Find 01 
(GR ISO 01) 

Open site Artefact     

45-5-2589 IF1 Conrad Rd Open site Artefact     

45-5-2649 Windsor Road 1 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-2604 RH/CD12 - Duplicate of 45-5-
0932 

Open site Aboriginal 
Resource and 
Gathering   

  

45-5-2904 PAD 2 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2905 PAD 3 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-2863 PAD 43 with ISF Open site Artefact     

45-5-3077 MTW Open site Artefact     

41-5-0010 PK/PC6 Open site Artefact : 13   

45-5-3232 T5 Open site Artefact     
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45-5-4468 RAA13 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4469 RAA14 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4470 RAA15 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4473 RAA22 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4474 RAA23 Open site Artefact  , 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4324 Caddies Creek 1 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4325 Caddies Creek 2 Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4840 RH/A20P PAD 5 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4842 65 Schofields Road Open site Artefact     

45-5-4844 NWRL PAD 10 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4845 NWRL PAD 11 Open site Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

  

45-5-4765 56 Cudgeong Road, Rouse Hill Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4897 5 9 - C R - A S Open site Artefact : 6   

45-5-4766 65 Schofields Road IF Open site Artefact     

45-5-4928 54 Schofields Road Open site Artefact : 1, 
Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) : 
1 

  

45-5-4887 Riverstone Isolated Artefact 6 Open site Artefact     

45-5-4777 44 Cudgegong Road, Rouse Hill Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-4898 59-CR-AS Open site Artefact : 1   

45-5-5323 44-56 Cudgegong Rd Artefact 
Burial 

Open site Artefact     

 

Table 3: List of site records obtained from AHIMS database from a 2 km search radius. 
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Figure 9: Image showing the location of recorded Aboriginal sites from the AHIMS search 
using a 2km radius search area. John Palmer Public School is shown in green at the centre of 

the image. Aerial image source Six Maps © Department Finance, Services and Innovation, 
NSW Government. 

8 Historical Land Use 

The land on which the John Palmer Public School is located was the traditional lands of the 

people of the Darug language group and was probably the traditional lands of the Bediagal Clan 

(Attenbrow 2002:23-24). With European occupation and colonisation of the land came the 

displacement of people from their traditional lands, and the introduction of land clearing and 

farming practices that had never been previously used on the continent. Land grants in the area 

that is known today as The Ponds began to occur during 1818 (Thorp et al. 1993:11). The land 

where John Palmer Public School is located was first granted to John Palmer as a 1500acre grant 

on the 13th of January 1818 by Governor Macquarie. This was Portion 12 of the Parish of Gidley, 

originally the district of Bathurst, and was name Hambledon (Steven 1967, Blacktown City 

Libraries 2018). Figure 12 shows the location of the John Palmer Public School within the John 

Palmer grant and Hambledon. 

John Palmer was born in England in 1760. He became a naval officer and arrived in Australia as 

a purser with the First Fleet in 1788. He was responsible for maintaining track of the ship 

supplies on the Sirius (Vine 2016). Figure 11 shows a portrait of John Palmer. 

Palmer was eventually forced to mortgage Hambledon to his brother in law, Robert Campbell. 

Figure 10 shows the transfer of the land from John Palmer through to the Pearce family and the 

Intercontinental Investment and Building Company (Source Land Services NSW: Applications 
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22639, 23772 and 23787). The land was used by the Pearces and the Intercontinental 

Investment and Building Company for grazing. The land remained as unimproved grazing land 

until 2005 (Blacktown City Libraries 2018). 

 

Figure 10: Application 22639 referred to from 23772 and 23787 showing the transfer of land 
from John Palmer through to the Pearce Family (Source Land Services NSW). 
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Figure 11: John Palmer, R.N. – portrait (Source Mitchell Library, State Library of New South 
Wales). 
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Figure 12: Early Parish map of Gidley showing the location of the John Palmer Public School 
on the original John Palmer Grant (Source NSW LRS HLRV Parish of Gidley). 

Historical research for the study area does not indicate that there were any early buildings, 

dwellings or other structures on the site of the John Palmer Public School. Early aerial images of 

the site from 1938, 1946, 1955, 1961 and 1991 show the study area as being cleared of 

vegetation. There is no evidence of furrows or cultivation in these images, confirming its use 

was primarily for grazing. In 2005 the land use remains unchanged except for vehicle tracks. 

Figure 13 shows the development of the nearby land progressing towards the study area in 

2005.  
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Figure 13: 2005 Aerial image of the John Palmer Public School site. © Department of Customer 
Service, NSW Government. 

 

8.1 Site Disturbance 

A visual inspection of the John Palmer Public School was carried out on the 12th of August 

2020. All of the locations within the proposed development footprint were inspected by 

archaeologists William Moon and Danielle Mitchell. There is evidence that the study area and 

development footprint have been subjected to land clearing and some degree of modification 

associated with the installation of the temporary buildings and the associated services to 

these buildings, and the original school construction and associated shaping of the school 

grounds. There is also a sewer main that traverses the western side of the subject area, Figure 

14 and Figure 15 shows views across the location of the proposed development where soils 

will be disturbed.  

A review of the geotechnical investigation undertaken by Douglas and Partners (2020) has 

shown that tests throughout the site found that soils were composed of fill. Refer to Figure 16 

which shows the bore hole locations for the investigation within the development footprint. 

The results from every bore indicate that fill is present down to medium to high plasticity clay.  
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Figure 14: Looking north-east across the proposed development zone at the south west corner 
of the study area. 

 

Figure 15: Looking east over the area of proposed development at the northeast corner of the 
study area. 
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Figure 16: Image showing borehole locations in the area of the development footprint (Douglas 
Partners 2020). 

Based upon the geotechnical investigation results and the visual inspection of the site it is 

concluded that there are no surviving soil profiles or sediments on the site that would have 

the potential to contain archaeological deposit. When considering the soil disturbance 

categories used by the National Committee on Soil and Terrain as shown in Table 4, the 

majority of the study area would fall into the 8th category as being highly disturbed due to 

urban development impacts. The majority of the proposed development footprint would be 

considered as disturbed land in the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 

Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010. 

 

 SITE DISTURBANCE CATEGORY 

0 No effective disturbance; natural  

1 No effective disturbance other than grazing by hoofed animals  

2 Limited clearing (e.g. selective logging)  

3 Extensive clearing (e.g. poisoning, ringbarking)  

4 Complete clearing; pasture, native or improved, but never cultivated  

5 Complete clearing; pasture, native or improved, cultivated at some stage  
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6 Cultivation; rainfed  

7 Cultivation; irrigated, past or present  

8 Highly disturbed (e.g. quarrying, road works, mining, landfill, urban) 

 

Table 4: Categories of Soil Disturbance (National Committee on Soil and Terrain 2009). 

 

9 Predictive Model 

The predictive model for the study area is described within the methodology. Refer to Appendix 

3. The Predictive Model is summarised as follows: 

For the development of the predictive model, Tocomwall has considered the trends 

identified by Kohen (1986), White and McDonald (2010), and Attenbrow (2002) as well as 

the information available from the literature review. Other information considered includes 

the landscape topography, proximity to water, geology, environment, site disturbance, 

previous studies from the broader Cumberland Plain, and studies within locality. The 

prediction for the study area is that it was likely to have been used for open campsites and it 

is predicted that medium density artefact concentrations and Aboriginal objects would be 

present in surviving subsurface soil profiles. The archaeological survey and the results of 

geotechnical investigations indicate that there are no surviving subsurface soil profiles or 

sediments within the development footprint. 

10 Research Questions 

Research questions that may be applied to the study area and the development footprint 

include: 

• Can the information shared by the Aboriginal knowledge holders and traditional 

owners contribute to our understanding of the cultural values of the study area 

and its importance to Aboriginal people both past and present? 

• Do the results of the archaeological investigations align with the predictive 

model? 

• If the results do not align with the predictive model, how can this difference 

inform us about the how people used the landscape and resources in this part of 

the Cumberland Plain? 

• How can the site and associated tangible and intangible values contribute to our 

cultural understanding of the place? 
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11 Archaeological Survey 

An archaeological survey was undertaken by Tocomwall archaeologists Will Moon and Dani 

Mitchell on 12th of August 2020 as a due diligence assessment carried out for School 

Infrastructure NSW, and another carried out on the 23rd of April 2021 for School Infrastructure 

NSW as a requirement of the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal 

Objects in New South Wales 2010. Two registered Aboriginal knowledge holders, Rodney 

Gunther from Waawaar Awaaa Aboriginal Corporation and Joeleen Smith from Didge Ngunawal 

Clan Aboriginal Corporation were engaged to participate in the archaeological survey. Details of 

the archaeological survey are described in the archaeological report in Appendix 4. The results 

of the survey were that no Aboriginal objects were identified within the development footprint. 

A search of the AHIMS system also found that there are no recorded Aboriginal sites within the 

development footprint or within the school grounds. The background research and 

archaeological survey has determined that the subject area is significantly disturbed and is 

considered unlikely to retain any of the original culturally bearing soils or Aboriginal objects. 

12 Aboriginal Community Consultation 

12.1 Stage 1 Notification of project proposal and registration of interest 

The purpose of the stage 1 notification is to identify, notify and register Aboriginal people who 

hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the cultural significance of Aboriginal objects 

and/or places in the area of the proposed project. 

12.1.1 Identification of relevant Aboriginal stakeholders 

An inquiry with the NNTT, determined the project area to be freehold and clear of any native 

title determinations. In accordance with step 4.1.2 in the Aboriginal cultural heritage 

consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Tocomwall contacted the following 

organisations for information on Aboriginal people who may hold cultural knowledge 

relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal objects and/or places in the project 

area: 

• Heritage NSW 

• Deerubbin Aboriginal Land Council 

• The Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 

• National Native Title Tribunal 

• Native Title Services Corporation (NTSCORP) 

• Blacktown City Council 

12.1.2 Public notice 

In accordance with the consultation guidelines (2010), a notice was placed in the local 

newspaper: 

• Daily Telegraph 25th February 2021 
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The advertisement invited the registration of interest from Aboriginal people who hold 

cultural knowledge relevant to determining the significance of Aboriginal object(s) and/or 

place(s) in the area of the proposed project. 

12.1.3 Registration of Aboriginal parties 

In accordance with step 4.1.3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements 

for proponents 2010, an invitation was sent to the list of Aboriginal organisations and names 

provided in step 4.1.2, inviting Aboriginal people who hold cultural knowledge relevant to 

determining the significance of Aboriginal object(s) and/or places(s) in the project area, to 

register an interest (Appendix 2). There were 10 organisations/people that responded: 

A copy of the notification from 4.1.3 and a list of names of Aboriginal persons who 

registered an interest, was sent to Heritage NSW and Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land 

Council in accordance with step 4.1.6 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 

requirements for proponents 2010 (Appendix 2). 

12.2 Stage 2 presentation of information about the proposed project 

The purpose of stage 2 of the consultation process is to provide registered Aboriginal parties 

with information about the scope of the proposed project and the proposed cultural heritage 

assessment process. 

12.2.1 Presentation of Project Information Pack 

Tocomwall provided the information about the project in the project information pack, and 

the methodology that was sent to all registered parties in accordance with step 4.2 in the 

Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. The 

information pack included the project details, objectives of the Aboriginal heritage 

assessment, roles and responsibilities and a project schedule. The information pack can be 

found in Appendix 3. 

12.2.2 Stage 3 gathering information about cultural significance 

The purpose of stage 3 is to facilitate a process whereby registered Aboriginal parties can: 

• Contribute to culturally appropriate information gathering and the research 

methodology 

• Provide information that will enable the cultural significance of Aboriginal 

objects and/or places on the proposed project area to be determined 

• Have input into the development of any cultural  heritage management 

options 

 

12.2.3 Archaeological assessment methodology information pack 

As specified in stage 3 of the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for 

proponents 2010, an ACHA methodology was sent to the registered parties for feedback on 

the 11th of May 2021. Knowledge holders were given 28 days to provide feedback.  
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12.3 Stage 4 review of draft Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report 

The purpose of stage 4 is to prepare and finalise an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment 

report with input from registered Aboriginal parties. A copy of the correspondence is in 

Appendix 6 and the log of correspondence is in Appendix 1. 
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13 Aboriginal cultural significance assessment 

13.1 Introduction to the assessment process  

The Burra Charter defines cultural significance as meaning the ‘aesthetic, historic, scientific, 

social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations. Cultural significance is 

embodied in the place itself, its fabric, setting, use, associations, meanings, records, related 

places and related objects. Places may have a range of values for different individuals or 

groups (Australia ICOMOS 2013).’ 

The assessment process for this study is set out in the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010, the Guide to investigating, 

assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW 2011, and the Aboriginal 

cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010. 

The NSW Heritage Management System includes three steps that are required for the 

management of heritage items. These steps include: 

Investigate significance 

Assess significance 

Manage significance (NSW Heritage Office 2004). 

The first stage of this ACHA was to investigate significance. This investigation process is 

defined in the ACHA methodology for the project. The investigations carried out at the study 

area in accordance with this methodology, includes the review of existing sites information, 

review of studies carried within the locality, Aboriginal knowledge holder inputs, review of the 

landscape context and existing models, predictive model, and site survey.  

13.2 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 

value is how people express their connection with a place and the meaning that place has for 

them (OEH 2011).’ 

No Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places were identified within the study area. The original 

soils profiles at the site are now considered destroyed and it is unlikely that any cultural 

objects survive at the study area. The following cultural value was expressed by one of the 

registered Aboriginal parties following the review of the methodology:  

“KYWG hold cultural knowledge of the whole of Sydney area for over fifty years, we 

hold a deep spiritual connection to mother earth. We aim the look after her and 

conserve our land and cultural sites. These sacred sites are highly significant to us 

Aboriginal people.  Aboriginal places, sacred sites, burials, art and objects are being 
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destroyed all over Sydney, it is in our best interest the save these places and treat 

them with respect.  

Aboriginal people pass on their knowledge through generation-to-generation, through 

word of mouth and story.  Aboriginal people followed a system of lore and have a 

kinship way of life; there is men’s and woman’s business. This way of life was about 

the land and spiritual connection to the land knowing how to find resources and 

surviving living a nomadic life style, having an understanding for the land and the 

wildlife around them.   

Fire played a big part in the nomadic life style as the flora needs to be burnt to 

rejuvenate, this was known by the Aboriginal people and was carried out seasonally. 

The Aboriginal people moved around seasonally and knew the land very well, in fact 

they could read the land navigating them around, like they used the skies to navigate 

around and to understand the weather from reading the skies. We Aboriginal people 

hold a connection to the skies and many of our dreaming stories are told through the 

stars and consolations along with the land and wildlife.   

The water ways are of high significant to our people, as they provide a source of fresh 

water and natural resources. We use water ways for birthing, bathing, stone tool 

manufacturing and many other actives, without water we would not be here. 

Aboriginal people would perform ceremonies and dance in hope of rain or water to be 

flowing regularly. Water ways are used to guide us, marking tribal boundaries, but 

was shared with all owned by none.  

In the Aboriginal culture each clan has a totem this was our spirit animal or plant, our 

totem is the dingo for instance and we must take care of our sacred totem. It was 

given to us by the lora and we have to follow this kingship. We must not eat our totem 

this is a way Aboriginal people achieved conservation. We continue to have this deep 

connection to the flora and fauna, and we continue to care for our mother earth.   

We Aboriginal people have a beautiful continuing culture, we practice dance, song, 

ceremonies and sacred men’s and women’s business. The study area is of high 

significant to our people it holds a large amount of our history, our cultural heritage. 

We as the first people of this land have not been heard for too long, something must 

change.  

Interpretation of the study area is the next step to a better future an educated future, 

we now need to promote and highlight Aboriginal culture and heritage as it has not 

been achieved in the past to its full potential. This can be done in many ways even 3D 

imagery of the sites that have been identified and or going to be impacted. If this 

project goes a head more of our sites will be destroyed, it is key to protect and 

preserve them it is our lora the first peoples lora. These sites are so important to us 

Aboriginal people it holds our history. Other interpretation ideas are native gardens, 

art work, digital displays and design withing in the development.   
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We Aboriginal people have a spiritual connection to the areas to the land and this 

needs to be recognised in the interpretation. We are one of the oldest continuing 

cultures in the world, now that’s impressive we must be doing something right. It is 

important to educate the wider community about our culture and our past history 

before and after colonisation and assimilation. It is important to acknowledge the 

wars or battles between the Aboriginal people and the European people and how that 

has affected us today. We need to recognise all the achievements Aboriginal people 

have made after colonisation as we continue to thrive and succeed as the minority.   

The study area is highly significant to us Aboriginal people, we hold a deep connection 

to the land, the sky, and the waterways. The study area is located in an area where 

there are water ways such as creeks and drainage area. This is important to us as daily 

activates would have taken place in and around the study area, the creeks would have 

been utilized for resources and fresh water” (email from Khan 2021). 

13.3 Historic Significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 describes Historic Significance: ‘A place may have 

historic value because it has influenced, or has been influenced by, an historic figure, event, 

phase or activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an important event. For any 

given place, the significance will be greater where evidence of the association or event survives 

in situ, or where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been changed or 

evidence does not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important that the 

place retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment.‘ 

No Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places were identified within the study area. No records of 

historically important events have been identified for the subject area, and no historical 

values have been expressed or communicated during the consultation process. 

13.4 Aesthetic Significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 describes Aesthetic value as including aspects of 

‘sensory perception for which criteria can and should be stated. Such criteria may include 

consideration of the form, scale, colour, texture and material of the fabric; the smells and 

sounds associated with the place and its use.’ 

The study area has been significantly modified from its original state including the removal of 

all vegetation associated with early agricultural activity and by the extensive modification of 

the landscape associated with the construction of the John Palmer Primary School and the 

associated playing areas. The study area is now considered to be of low aesthetic significance. 

No specific aesthetic values have been expressed or communicated for the subject area during 

the consultation process. 
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13.5 Scientific Significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 describes scientific significance as follows: ‘The 

scientific value of any given location will depend on the importance of the data that can be 

obtained from any archaeological material located, on its rarity, quality and on the degree to 

which this may contribute further substantial information to a scientific research process.’ 

 

The study area is considered to be of low scientific significance. There were no Aboriginal 

objects, sites, PAD or places identified within the study area. The original soil profiles at the 

site are now considered destroyed and it is unlikely that any cultural objects survive at the 

study area.  

 

13.6 Educational Significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 describes educational significance: ‘The educational 

value of any given location will depend on the importance of any archaeological material 

located, on its rarity, quality and the contribution this material can have on any educational 

process.’ 

 

There were no Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places identified within the study area and the 

original soil profiles at the site are now considered destroyed. No tangible values have been 

identified for the study area and it is considered to be of low educational significance. 

13.7 Representative significance 

The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter 1999 describes representative significance: ‘The 

representative value of any given location will depend on rarity and quality of any 

archaeological material located and on the degree to which this representativeness may 

contribute further substantial information to an educational or scientific research process.’ 

 

The study area is considered to be of low representative significance. There were no 

Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places identified within the study area and the original soil 

profiles at the site are now considered destroyed. No Representative significance values have 

been identified as part of this assessment. 

13.8 Rarity 

There were no Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places identified within the study area and the 

original soil profiles at the site are now considered destroyed. No rarity values have been 

identified as part of this assessment. 
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13.9 Statement of Significance 

The subject area has been assessed as having low significance. The cultural importance of the 

study area has been expressed by one of the registered Aboriginal parties, refer to section 

13.2. These values are expressed as intangible values for the locality and refer to the 

importance of the spiritual connection to the land, connection to flora and fauna, resources, 

creeks, lore and ways of life. Whilst the sense of loss expressed in the communication is 

acknowledged, the values expressed are not associated with tragic or warmly remembered 

experiences, or periods or events associated with the subject area. The values are expressed 

in a general sense for the area rather than specific to the subject area or site. The fabric of the 

subject area has been significantly modified from historical land use resulting from land 

clearing, farming and urban development associated with the construction of the John Palmer 

Public School. The original flora and fauna are lost, the creeks and waterways have been 

modified to address the hydrological engineering requirements associated with the urban 

development of the area, and the original sediments of the study area have been significantly 

modified. The study area is no longer considered to have scientific or aesthetic values, and 

there are no historical values. The study area is no longer considered to have the potential to 

yield information that would contribute to an understanding of the cultural history or values 

of the area. There is not strong association of the specific study area for social, cultural, or 

spiritual reasons.  

14 Proposed Activity and Impact Assessment 

The development is described within section 4. A summary of the history of the study area is 

described in Section 8. The objectives of the development are defined in Section 4.2. The 

proposed development will be assessed for approval during 2021 and site works are expected 

to commence in 2021. 

14.1 Assessing Harm 

The proposed development includes the construction of a new school buildings with all 

associated services, access and parking. There were no Aboriginal objects, sites, PAD or places 

identified within the study area and the original soil profiles at the site are now considered 

destroyed. There is no tangible Aboriginal cultural heritage that has been identified for the 

study area that would be harmed by the proposed development. 

14.2 Avoiding harm to Aboriginal heritage 

There is no Aboriginal cultural heritage that has been identified for the study area, and 

proposed development footprint, that would be harmed by the proposed development. 
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14.3 Management and mitigation of measures 

There is no Aboriginal cultural heritage that has been identified for the study area that would 

be harmed by the proposed development. No management or mitigation measures are 

considered necessary. 

15 Recommendations 

These recommendations are provided on the basis of the recognition of the legal requirements 

and automatic statutory protection provided to Aboriginal ‘objects’ and ‘places’ under the 

terms of the National Parks and Wildlife Act of 1974 (as amended), and as outlined in the Due 

Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 

2010).  

 
The recommendations are: 

 

There are no Aboriginal cultural heritage constraints for the proposed development; 

 

If any unanticipated Aboriginal archaeological objects, sites or PAD are identified during 

the construction program within the impact footprint, works should cease immediately, 

and notify Heritage NSW; 

 

If any human remains are identified during the earthworks within the impact footprint, 

works should cease immediately and the Police and NSW Heritage should be contacted; 

 

As part of the Connection with Country process being undertaken for the project, there 

is an opportunity to integrate some of the intangible cultural significance values 

expressed by the registered Aboriginal party for the locality. Further consultation with 

the registered Aboriginal parties is encouraged as part of this process. 
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APPENDIXES 
 

17 Appendix 1 – Consultation Log 

Stage 1 – Notification of Project Proposal and Registration of Interest 

Identify Aboriginal people who may have an interest for the proposed project area 

Organisation Date sent Date received 

Heritage NSW Email 11/2/21 Email 18/2/21 

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council Email 11/2/21  

Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights 

Act 1983 

Email 11/2/21 Email 15/2/21 

National Native Title Tribunal Email 11/2/21  

Native Title Services Corporation Limited Email 11/2/21  

Blacktown City Council Email 11/2/21 Email 2/3/21 

 

Registration of Interest 

Organisation Date sent Date received 

A1 Indigenous Services 26/2/21  

Amanda Hickey Cultural Services 26/2/21  

Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site 

Assessments 

26/2/21 12/3/21 

B.H. Heritage Consultants 26/2/21  

Badu 26/2/21  

Barking Owl Corporation 26/2/21  

Biamanga 26/2/21  

Bidjawong 26/2/21  

Bilinga 26/2/21  

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 26/2/21 12/3/21 
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Corroborree 26/2/21  

Callendulla 26/2/21  

Darug Boorooberongal Elders Aboriginal 

Corporation 

26/2/21  

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 26/2/21 8/3/21 

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council 26/2/21  

Dharug 26/2/21  

Dharug Ngurra 26/2/21  

Didge Ngunawal Clan 26/2/21 26/2/21 

DJMD Consultancy 26/2/21  

Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd 26/2/21 26/2/21 

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation 26/2/21 26/2/21 

Goobah 26/2/21 5/3/21 

Goodradigbee Cultural & Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

26/2/21  

Gulaga 26/2/21  

Gunyuu 26/2/21  

Jerringong 26/2/21  

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 26/2/21 2/3/21 

Minnamunnung 26/2/21 26/2/21 

Munyunga 26/2/21  

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 26/2/21  

Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal 

Corporation 

26/2/21  

Murramarang 26/2/21  

Murrumbul 26/2/21  

Ngambaa Cultural Connections 26/2/21 27/2/21 

Nundagurri 26/2/21  
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Paul Gale 26/2/21  

Pemulwuy CHTS 26/2/21  

Thauaira 26/2/21  

Thoorga Nura 26/2/21  

Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation 26/2/21 2/3/21 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group 26/2/21  

Walbunja 26/2/21  

Walgalu 26/2/21  

Wingikara 26/2/21  

Yerramurra 26/2/21  

Yulay Cultural Services 26/2/21 2/3/21 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services 26/2/21  

Wullung 26/2/21  

 

 

Stage 2 – Presentation of information about the proposed project 

Provide registered Aboriginal parties with project information pack 

Organisation Date 

sent 

Date 

received 

Response 

Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site 

Assessments  

23/4/21   

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 23/4/21   

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 23/4/21   

Didge Ngunawal Clan 23/4/21   

Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd 23/4/21   

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation 23/4/21   

Goobah Developments 23/4/21   
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Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 23/4/21 23/4/21 Acknowledged 

receipt 

Minnamunnung 23/4/21   

Ngambaa Cultural Connections 23/4/21 29/4/21 Acknowledged 

receipt 

Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation 23/4/21   

Yulay Cultural Services 23/4/21 7/5/21 Acknowledged 

receipt 

 

Stage 3 – Gathering information about cultural significance 

Step 1 - Project methodology 

Organisation Date 

sent 

Date 

received 

Response 

Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site 

Assessments  

11/5/21   

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 11/5/21   

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 11/5/21   

Didge Ngunawal Clan 11/5/21   

Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd 11/5/21   

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation 11/5/21   

Goobah Developments 11/5/21   

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 11/5/21 24/5/21 Does not agree with 

methodology. Refer 

to the review 

correspondence and 

responses in 

Appendix 3. 

Minnamunnung 11/5/21   
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Ngambaa Cultural Connections 11/5/21 20/5/21 Agree with 

methodology 

Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation 11/5/21   

Yulay Cultural Services 11/5/21   

 

Stage 4 – Review of draft report 

Organisation Date 

sent 

Date 

received 

Response 

Aragung Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Site 

Assessments  

   

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation    

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation    

Didge Ngunawal Clan    

Freeman & Marx Pty Ltd    

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation    

Goobah Developments    

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group 6/8/21 18/8/21 Dear Will, 

Thank you for your ACHA 

for John Palmer Public 

School, Lot 1 DP 1131340, 

85 The Ponds Blvd The 

Ponds. Here at KYWG 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 
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with mother earth, and we 

are guided by the skies. 

Aboriginal people would 

camp, hunt, gather, 

practice lore and followed 

customs across mother 

earth, we protect our 

sacred sites such as men’s 

and woman’s sites. Is 

there interpretation plan 

in place, some ways to 

achieve interpretation is 

through art, native 

gardens, digital display, 

app etc.   

We believe the whole 

study area is highly 

significant to us Aboriginal 

people and for this reason 

we agree to your 

recommendations, and we 

support your ACHA, we 

look forward to working 

with you on the project.   

 

Kind Regards  

Kadibulla Khan 

Minnamunnung    

Ngambaa Cultural Connections    

Waawaar Awaa Aboriginal Corporation    

Yulay Cultural Services    
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18 Appendix 2 – Correspondence 

Identify Aboriginal knowledge holders from suitable sources 
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Example letter format and email sent to all Aboriginal people who may have an 
interest for the proposed project area. 
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Advertisement placed in the local Newspaper 
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Registration of Interest from Aboriginal Knowledge Holders 
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Registered Aboriginal Stakeholder Details Sent to DLALC and NSW Heritage 
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19 Appendix 3 – Information Pack, Methodology and Review 

Correspondence 

Information Pack 
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Methodology 
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Methodology Review Correspondence 
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150 
 

 

 

 

 



 
 

151 
 

Methodology Review Response from 

RAP 

Archaeologists Response Project Recommendation 

Dear Danielle,  

Thank you for your methodology for 

John Palmer Public School, Lot 1 DP 

1131340, 85 The Ponds Blvd The Ponds. 

. KYWG hold cultural knowledge of the 

whole of Sydney area for over fifty 

years, we hold a deep spiritual 

connection to mother earth. We aim 

the look after her and conserve our land 

and cultural sites. These sacred sites are 

highly significant to us Aboriginal 

people.  Aboriginal places, sacred sites, 

burials, art and objects are being 

destroyed all over Sydney, it is in our 

best interest the save these places and 

treat them with respect.  

Aboriginal people pass on their 

knowledge through generation-to-

generation, through word of mouth and 

story.  Aboriginal people followed a 

system of lore and have a kinship way 

of life; there is men’s and woman’s 

business. This way of life was about the 

land and spiritual connection to the 

land knowing how to find resources and 

surviving living a nomadic life style, 

having an understanding for the land 

and the wildlife around them.   

Fire played a big part in the nomadic life 

style as the flora needs to be burnt to 

rejuvenate, this was known by the 

Aboriginal people and was carried out 

seasonally. The Aboriginal people 

moved around seasonally and knew the 

land very well, in fact they could read 

the land navigating them around, like 

they used the skies to navigate around 

and to understand the weather from 

Dear Kadibulla 

Thankyou for your 

response to the proposed 

methodology for the 

Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessment 

being undertaken for the 

proposed development to 

upgrade John Palmer 

Public School, Lot 1 DP 

1131340, 85 The Ponds 

Blvd, The Ponds. 

Tocomwall have been 

requested to undertake 

an Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage assessment in 

accordance with the Code 

of Practice for 

Archaeological 

Investigations of 

Aboriginal Objects in 

NSW (OEH, 2010). 

Tocomwall have 

undertaken the relevant 

background research and 

conducted an 

archaeological survey of 

the site. We have 

considered the results of 

the survey and research 

and concluded that the 

soils and sediments at the 

site are significantly 

disturbed. The land is 

considered to fall under 

the definition described 

within the Due Diligence 

Code of Practice for the 

Protection of Aboriginal 

Objects in New South 

We understand from the 

feedback provided from 

the registered Aboriginal 

party that the values are 

expressed in a general 

sense for the area rather 

than specific to a site or 

object. Given that our 

understanding of the soils 

within the subject area are 

disturbed and are unlikely 

to retain any cultural 

deposits, the 

recommendation is that 

the expressed cultural 

values are integrated and 

incorporated into the 

Connection with Country 

process, as far as it is 

practical, and the 

registered Aboriginal party 

be consulted as part of this 

process.  

 

Dear Kadibulla 

Since my last email we 

have reviewed and 

discussed your feedback 

from the 24th of May with 

the proponent, SINSW. 

Taking into consideration 

your values which are 

expressed as all 

encompassing values for 

the area, rather than 

values specific to a site or 

object, and taking into 

consideration that the site 
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reading the skies. We Aboriginal people 

hold a connection to the skies and many 

of our dreaming stories are told through 

the stars and consolations along with 

the land and wildlife.   

The water ways are of high significant 

to our people, as they provide a source 

of fresh water and natural resources. 

We use water ways for birthing, 

bathing, stone tool manufacturing and 

many other actives, without water we 

would not be here. Aboriginal people 

would perform ceremonies and dance 

in hope of rain or water to be flowing 

regularly. Water ways are used to guide 

us, marking tribal boundaries, but was 

shared with all owned by none.  

In the Aboriginal culture each clan has a 

totem this was our spirit animal or 

plant, our totem is the dingo for 

instance and we must take care of our 

sacred totem. It was given to us by the 

lora and we have to follow this kingship. 

We must not eat our totem this is a way 

Aboriginal people achieved 

conservation. We continue to have this 

deep connection to the flora and fauna, 

and we continue to care for our mother 

earth.   

We Aboriginal people have a beautiful 

continuing culture, we practice dance, 

song, ceremonies and sacred men’s and 

women’s business. The study area is of 

high significant to our people it holds a 

large amount of our history, our cultural 

heritage. We as the first people of this 

land have not been heard for too long, 

something must change.  

Interpretation of the study area is the 

next step to a better future an educated 

future, we now need to promote and 

Wales 2010 as ‘land is 

disturbed if it has been 

the subject of human 

activity that has changed 

the land’s surface, being 

changes that remain clear 

and observable’. In 

addition to the 

observable changes, 

geotechnical 

investigations undertaken 

across the development 

footprint have concluded 

that fill exists down to the 

sterile clay layer on the 

site. As a result the 

subject area does not 

meet the requirements of 

the Due Diligence Code of 

Practice to go to step 5, 

where further 

archaeological 

investigation is required. 

Additionally, the Code of 

Practice for 

Archaeological 

Investigations of 

Aboriginal Objects in 

NSW, clause 3.1 

Archaeological Test 

Excavation includes the 

requirement, 

‘Archaeological test 

excavation will be 

necessary when 

(regardless of whether or 

not there are objects 

present on the ground 

surface) it can be 

demonstrated through 

Requirements 1, 2, 3, 4, 

and 5 that sub-surface 

Aboriginal objects with 

is in a disturbed context, 

we are recommending 

that as part of the 

Connection with Country 

process that the registered 

Aboriginal parties, 

including yourself, will be 

consulted to determine 

how these values may be 

integrated and 

incorporated into the 

design and construction 

process for the school. I 

hope that this process will 

go some way towards 

showing the value and 

respect for Aboriginal 

culture at the site. 

Regards 

Will Moon 
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highlight Aboriginal culture and heritage 

as it has not been achieved in the past 

to its full potential. This can be done in 

many ways even 3D imagery of the sites 

that have been identified and or going 

to be impacted. If this project goes a 

head more of our sites will be 

destroyed, it is key to protect and 

preserve them it is our lora the first 

peoples lora. These sites are so 

important to us Aboriginal people it 

holds our history. Other interpretation 

ideas are native gardens, art work, 

digital displays and design withing in the 

development.   

We Aboriginal people have a spiritual 

connection to the areas to the land and 

this needs to be recognised in the 

interpretation. We are one of the oldest 

continuing cultures in the world, now 

that’s impressive we must be doing 

something right. It is important to 

educate the wider community about 

our culture and our past history before 

and after colonisation and assimilation. 

It is important to acknowledge the wars 

or battles between the Aboriginal 

people and the European people and 

how that has affected us today. We 

need to recognise all the achievements 

Aboriginal people have made after 

colonisation as we continue to thrive 

and succeed as the minority.   

The study area is highly significant to us 

Aboriginal people, we hold a deep 

connection to the land, the sky, and the 

waterways. The study area is located in 

an area where there are water ways 

such as creeks and drainage area. This is 

important to us as daily activates would 

have taken place in and around the 

potential conservation 

value have a high 

probability of being 

present in an area, and 

the area cannot be 

substantially avoided by 

the proposed activity’. 

Due to the amount of 

disturbance to the soils 

and sediments that has 

occurred at the subject 

area and within the 

development footprint, 

and the unknown origin 

of the fill material, 

Tocomwall has concluded 

that it is unlikely that 

‘sub-surface Aboriginal 

objects with potential 

conservation value have a 

high probability of being 

present in an area’. 

 

Tocomwall is constrained 

by our contractual 

obligations to comply 

with the relevant codes 

of practice for 

archaeological 

assessment and 

investigations. Therefore 

in this instance we are 

not able to make 

recommendations for a 

test excavation which 

would be contrary to the 

results of our 

investigation and would 

not be in compliance with 

the codes of practice. 

Your comments will be 

passed onto the 
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study area, the creeks would have been 

utilized for resources and fresh water.  

“The recommendation is that no 

physical investigation be undertaken 

within the development footprint as the 

original context and soil profile has 

been lost” we do not believe or agree 

with this recommendation as there are 

known sits withing the surrounding 

area. Your report shows that there are 

77 recorded sites within a 2k radius of 

the study area, this suggest there is 

room for Aboriginal finds with in the 

study area despite the highly disturbed 

soils. It has been proven time and time 

again that yes out of context but 

artefacts are recovered in these highly 

disturbed areas. This is our last chance 

to investigate the study area before it is 

completely lost, we recommend further 

investigation on this project in the form 

of test excavation, with Aboriginal 

people’s full involvement.  

Kind Regards  

Kadibulla Khan 

proponent for their 

consideration and 

opportunity for further 

comment. 

 

 

Regards 

 

Will Moon 
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20 Appendix 4 – Archaeological Report 
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