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Executive Summary 

Tocomwall Pty Ltd have been engaged by Midson Group Pty Ltd on behalf of Minarah College to 

undertake an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHAR) in accordance with the Code of 

Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 2010 (DECCW), 

and Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW 2011 

(DECCW), in consultation with registered Aboriginal stakeholders and knowledge holders in 

accordance with the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010 

(DECCW). The ACHAR is being prepared to address the requirements of the Planning Secretary’s 

Environmental Assessment Requirements for a State Significant Development Application for the 

proposed development. This document is the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report.  

A site inspection and archaeological survey was carried out on Wednesday the 22nd of September 

2021 as part of a due diligence assessment, undertaken in accordance with the Due Diligence Code 

of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (2010). Whilst no Aboriginal objects were 

identified on the surface during the survey, it was determined that there are locations within the 

subject area that have the potential to retain Aboriginal objects in undisturbed soil profiles. As a 

result the proposed development has the potential to impact Aboriginal objects. A test excavation 

program has been undertaken to determine if Aboriginal objects are present, to characterise the 

site, and determine if there is a need to apply for consent to move or impact upon Aboriginal 

heritage. The test excavation program is described within this report. Two objects were identified 

during the test excavation sampling that will be impacted by the proposed works. Consent should be 

obtained from Heritage NSW to move these objects to an agreed reburial site, or to be managed 

under an agreed care and control agreement before the works proceed. 
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1 Introduction 

This Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report has been prepared by Tocomwall Pty Ltd 

on behalf of the Minarah College (the Applicant). It accompanies an Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) in support of State Significant Development Application (SSD-30759158) for 

Minarah College at 268 and 278 Catherine Fields Road, Catherine Field (the site or study area).  

Minarah College will be a co-educational K-12 school accommodating 1,580 students, 840 in 

primary school and 660 in high school. There will also be an Early Learning Centre (ELC) for 60 

students and a School for Specific Purpose (SSP) for 20 students. The new school will be 

constructed in stages, growing in line with growth in the local population. 

The proposal seeks consent for:  

• Demolition of the existing dwellings and ancillary structures on-site;  

• The construction of the following: 

a) One-storey early learning centre with attached two-storey administration 

building to service the high school and early learning centre;  

b) Two-storey primary school building comprising of primary school classrooms, 

SPP classrooms, primary school hall which attached outside school hours care 

(OSHC);  

c) Two-storey high school building comprising high school classrooms;  

d) Two-storey high school hall;  

e) Shared one-storey canteen adjoining the high school building; and  

f) Shared library located on the second storey above administration building 

below. 

• Site access from Catherine Fields Road at two points with a bus zone, 30 kiss and drop 

car parking spaces, and car parking; 

• Consolidation of the allotments; 

• Associated site landscaping and public domain improvements;  

• An on-site car park for 138 parking spaces; and 

• Construction of ancillary infrastructure and utilities as required.   

The purpose of this Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report (ACHAR) is to address the 

SEARS requirements for an ACHAR. 

1.1 Response to SEARS 

The Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report is required by the Secretary’s 

Environmental Assessment Requirements (SEARs) for SSD-30759158. This table identifies the 

SEARs and relevant reference within this report.  
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SEARs Item Report Reference  

Provide an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report prepared in 
accordance with relevant guidelines, identifying, describing and 
assessing any impacts for any Aboriginal cultural heritage values on the 
site. 

This ACHAR 

 

Table 1: SEARs and Relevant Reference 

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) 12 years of experience in the 

heritage management, including 5 years as an archaeologist, with the assistance of Dani 

Mitchell, BSc, Grad Dip Archaeology and Heritage Management, 16 years of experience as an 

archaeologist.  

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. 

 

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). 
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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). 

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 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. 

• NSW Office of Environment and Heritage. 2011. Applying for an Aboriginal Heritage 

Impact Permit: Guide for applicants. 

2.5 Camden Local Environment Plan 2010 

Under Section 5.10 of the Camden Local Environment Plan 2010, the following requirements 

are listed: 

Heritage conservation 

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 Camden, 

(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 

http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/ha197786/
http://www.austlii.edu.au/au/legis/nsw/consol_act/ha197786/
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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. 

3 Objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 

The objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage assessment are to: 

 

• 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. 
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• 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, incorporating the 

results of the previous archaeological survey undertaken as part of the Due Diligence 

Assessment. 

• 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. 

• Undertake archaeological test excavations and record the presence and extent of 

Aboriginal objects that are present in the study area. 

• 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. 

4 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 Table 2. 

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 section 6.1 

3: Review the 

landscape context 

The review of the landscape context is defined in section 5 and completed 

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 

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

traces is described in section 6. An Archaeological Report will also be 
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Aboriginal land use 

and its material 

traces 

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 section 8 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 will be undertaken in January 

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.  

8: Document 

findings and 

interpretation of 

results in an 

Archaeological 

Report 

An archaeological report will be 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. 
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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 

 



 
 

19 
 

 

Figure 1: ACHA Methodology 
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4.1 Location and Proposed Development  

The study area is located at Lot 11 DP833983, and Lot 12 DP 833984 Catherine Fields Road, 

Catherine Fields, NSW (henceforth ‘the study area’).  

 

Figure 2: Shows the location for the proposed new Minarah College. Source Six Maps © 
Department Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW Government. 

4.2 Proposed works 

The architectural design by Tonkin Zulaikha Greer Architects for the proposed development is 

shown in the following images.  



 
 

21 
 

 

Figure 3: Site plan (Source Midson Group). 

 

Figure 4: Ground floor plan (Source Midson Group). 
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Figure 5: First floor plan (Source Midson Group). 

 

Figure 6: Elevation view (Source Midson Group). 
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Figure 7: Elevation (Source Midson Group). 

 

5 The Environmental Context 

The study area is located at Catherine Field, part of the Cumberland Plain. The landscape of 

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

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

slopes and crests.  

5.1 Vegetation 

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

management practices. Spatial layers from OEH 2010 and based upon Tozer 2003 show 

remnant vegetation communities in the area consisting of Shale Hills Woodland, and Shale 

Plains Woodland. Remnants of these forest types are found within and around the subject 

area.  

Shale Hills Woodland consists of Eucalyptus moluccana and E. tereticornis as the dominant 

tree species. Eucalyptus crebra also occurs less frequently. The small tree layer includes Acacia 

implexa and Eucalyptus species. The shrub layer is dominated by Bursaria spinosa (Tozer 

2003:35). 

Shale Plains Woodland is dominated by Eucalyptus moluccana and E.tereticornis. Tree species 

that occur less frequently include Corymbia maculate, E. crebra and E. eugenioides. The small 

tree layer is often comprised of the same species and other species including Exocarpos 
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cupressiformis, Acacia parramattensis subsp. parramattensis and Acacia decurrens. The shrub 

layer is dominated by Bursaria spinosa (Tozer 2003:36). 

5.2 Geology 

The geology of the study area is Bringelly Shale, part of the Wianamatta Group forming part of 

the Middle-Triassic sequence (Jones and Clark 1991; NSW DPI 1991).  

 

Figure 8: Geology Map for study area (NSW DPI 1983). 

 

5.3 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 9: Soil landscape map showing location of the study area within the Blacktown 
Residual soil landscapes (Chapman and Murphy 1989). 

5.4 Site Description 

5.4.1 Terrain 

The topography of the study area is a flat to very gently sloping (1° to 6°). Lots 11 DP833784 

and Lot 12 DP833784 straddle a low spur descending to the west. A first order stream is on 

the northern margin of Lot 231 DP27602. Figure 10 shows an image of the terrain showing 2 

metre contours. 
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Figure 10: 3D terrain model with a view east across the study area with 2 metre contours. 
Derived from 1 metre DEM, source © Department Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW 

Government. 

 

6 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 

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), and possibly 20,000 years BP (Stockton 
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2009, 2019). At Cranebrook Terrace, human occupation has been dated at 47,000 ± 5,200 BP 

(Stockton and Holland 1974; Nanson 1987 et al; 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 (1986a: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 difference 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 

• 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 
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• 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. 

6.1 Previous Archaeological assessments 

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

search carried out for the study area. The following is a summary of the archaeological 

investigations undertaken: 

In 2008 Australian Museum Business Services completed an Aboriginal Heritage Assessment 

of the rezoning of El Caballo Blanco and Gledswood, NSW for Camden Council. The 

topography of the subject area was considered to be gently undulating, consisting of the 

Wianamatta shale geology and associated Blacktown and Luddenham Soil Landscapes. There 

were no permanent water sources and the hydrology consisted primarily of ephemeral first 

order streams and second order streams.  

The predictive model for the subject area was described as: 

‘To summarize, sites within the study area are most likely to be stone artefact 

scatters, which are predicted to occur: 

• within 50 m of creeks; 

• along ridge lines and spurs with flat or gently sloping crests; 

• in areas of gently undulating slopes despite distance to water, 

particularly in areas retaining intact native vegetation (which indicates 

little/no disturbance); and  

• in areas with moderate to high disturbance, such as cleared and 

ploughed fields, although it is unlikely that any archaeological deposit in 

these areas will remain intact (AMBS 2008).’ 

The results of the survey are considered to be, in accord with the predictive model. Two 

isolated artefacts, five low density artefact scatters, and four PAD were recorded during the 

archaeological survey of the study area. Sites were assessed as having low, moderate and 

moderate to high significance. 

In 2011, Australian Museum Business Services completed an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment for a proposed residential development at Camden Valley Way, Edmondson 

Park.  The topography of the subject area was considered to be gently undulating plains and 

hills, consisting of the Wianamatta shale geology and the associated Blacktown Soil 

Landscape. The nearest creek is 475 metres from the subject area. The predictive model 

described within the report is very unspecific and general in nature and is considered to be 

uninformative for the purpose of this study. One previously recorded artefact scatter was re 

identified during the survey. This site is recorded within a larger recorded open scatter. The 
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site is significant for the current study in terms of a significant artefact scatter being 

identified in similar terrain a significant distance from water. 

In 2017, Ecological undertook and salvage excavation and surface collection at lot 1201 

Camden Valley Way, Gledswood Hills. Five sites were subject to community collection of 

artefacts and two sites were also subjected to salvage excavation. The areas of greatest 

archaeological potential were found to be within 50 metres of Rileys Creek on the lower 

slope and creek flat. A total area of 30 square metres was excavated for salvage. One site 

yielded 639 artefacts while another yielded 140 artefacts. The predictive model for the 

subject area was that ‘Aboriginal sites are most likely to occur within proximity to water 

resources and creek likes, on crest formations and spur landforms (Ecological 2017:10)’. The 

results of the salvage supported this model. 

In 2014, Archaeological and Heritage Management Solutions (AHMS) completed 

archaeological excavation at Emerald Hills Estate Leppington. The Archaeological Technical 

Report available from AHIMS was reviewed.  The AHMS predictive model was that for the 

study area, that was comprised of Blacktown Soils Landscape over Wianamatta shales, which 

has been subject to clearing, was that the most likely objects to be found would be lithic 

artefacts. AHMS adopted the model widely accepted for Cumberland Plain that sites would 

increase in density and complexity in association with distance to higher order streams. Low 

order ephemeral streams and areas away from permanent water sources would have a low 

density background scatter of artefacts, while areas approaching larger permanent water 

sources would exhibit greater density and complexity. From 273 test pits excavated, 102 

artefacts were recovered. Whilst artefact densities were generally low, the density was 

greater along the margins of the second order creek. The second order stream was 

considered to have potentially held permanent water (AHMS 2014:47). 

In 2017, Biosis undertook an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment consisting of an 

archaeological survey and test excavations for the proposed subdivision at 55 Byron Road, 

Leppington NSW. The study area consists of gently sloping landform of the Wianamatta 

shale geology and the associated Blacktown Soil Landscape. The subject area is not located 

near any creeks or watercourses. Eight test pits were excavated with one artefact recovered. 

In 2020, Biosis undertook archaeological investigation at the Macarthur Memorial Park, 

Varroville, New South Wales. The ACHA report addendum was reviewed. The addendum 

does not discuss the predictive model, however the trends generally follow the results of 

other investigations throughout the Cumberland Plain with proximity to water a factor in 

determining the presence of sites. 88 archaeological test pits were excavated, and ten 

artefacts were recovered from eight of the test pits. This included one complete flake, eight 

flake fragments and one grinding stone fragment. Eight previously unrecorded Aboriginal 

cultural heritage sites were validated during the study. ‘The artefacts identified were 

confined to the creek flat landform unit and mid-slope landform unit within the study area 

(Biosis 2020).’ 
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6.2 AHIMS Search 

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

study area identified 88 recorded sites. The sites are shown in Table 3 and Figure 11. 

Site ID Site name Context Site features 

45-5-4139 TNRU3 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4035 PAD 2038-6 Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-3543 Northern Road 5 Open site Artefact : 1, Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-5204 LCM IF 6 Open site Artefact   

45-5-4046 PAD 2049-6 Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-3367 OPR-9 Open site Artefact : 7 

45-5-3371 OPR-16 Open site Artefact : 5 

45-5-4042 Isolated Object 
2045-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3930 CFPP-06 Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) : 
1, Artefact   

52-2-4260 Gledswood 8 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-4259 Gledswood 4 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-4257 Gledswood 6 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3309 CH7 Open site Artefact : 2 

52-2-3546 OPR13 Open site Artefact : 5 

45-5-3767 OP2 Open site Artefact : 415 

45-5-4931 Lowes Creek PAD Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-4058 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2065-6 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

52-2-3929 CFPP-05 Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) : 
1, Artefact   

45-5-4039 Artefact Scatter 
2042-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3549 OPR-18 Open site Artefact : 3 

52-2-3848 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2053-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

52-2-3816 CF-2 Open site Artefact : 7 

52-2-3312 CH 2 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4380 LP4AS Open site Artefact   

45-5-3368 OPR10 Open site Artefact : 2 

45-5-3366 OPR8 Open site Artefact : 2 

45-5-4950 OPR-15 North Open site Artefact   

52-2-4175 CFPP-16 Open site Artefact   

45-5-3771 OP Transect C Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-4176 Gledswood 1 Open site Artefact   

45-5-5309 CVW Rileys Creek IF 
1 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3541 OPR-4 Open site Modified Tree (Carved or Scarred) : 1 
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45-5-4958 Pondicherry AFT 2 Open site Artefact   

45-5-3770 OP Transect B Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-3768 OP3 Open site Artefact : 66 

52-2-4258 Gledswood 3 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-3945 CF-1 Open site Artefact : 2 

45-5-3542 Northern Road 4 
(NR4) 

Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-3365 OPR3 Open site Artefact : 3 

52-2-3644 DM 20 Closed site Art (Pigment or Engraved)  , Potential 
Archaeological Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-3369 OPR-11 Open site Modified Tree (Carved or Scarred)   

45-5-3370 OPR-15 Open site Artefact : 193 

52-2-3927 CFPP-03 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3763 OPW2 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3550 OPR-19 Open site Artefact : 3 

45-5-4040 Isolated Object 
2043-5 

Open site Artefact   

45-5-5222 CF-IA1-19 Open site Artefact   

52-2-3750 CG-TRE-O3 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4388 LP9IF Open site Artefact   

52-2-3301 CH4 IF2 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4959 Pondicherry AFT 1 Open site Artefact   

45-5-3769 OP Transect A Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3547 OPR14 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3543 OPR6 Open site Artefact : 5 

52-2-3545 OPR12 Open site Artefact   

45-5-4037 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2040-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-4909 MSC 2 Open site Artefact   

45-5-4036 Isolated Object 
2039-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3760 OPW_P1 Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-4048 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2052-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

52-2-3307 CH10 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3315 CH 8 Open site Artefact : 2 

52-2-4261 Gledswood 10 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4057 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2064-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-4044 Isolated Object 
2047-5 

Open site Artefact   

45-5-4045 Isolated Object 
2048-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3553 OPR-23 Open site Artefact : 1 

52-2-3548 OPR-17 Open site Artefact : 2 

45-5-3372 OPR-25 Open site Artefact : 12 
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45-5-3772 OP Transect D Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4043 Isolated Object 
2046-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3551 OPR20 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4041 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2044-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

45-5-3766 OP1 Open site Artefact : 103, Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

52-2-4174 CFPP-17 Open site Artefact   

52-2-3297 ch11 Open site Artefact   

52-2-3308 CH9 Open site Artefact : 5 

52-2-4264 Gledswood 5 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-3258 CH3IF1;CVW-7 Open site Artefact   

52-2-3544 OPR7 Open site Artefact : 2 

52-2-3555 OPR26 Open site Artefact : 1 

45-5-4038 Isolated Object 
2041-5 

Open site Artefact   

52-2-3554 OPR24 Open site Artefact : 2 

45-5-4047 Artefact Scatter PAD 
2051-46 

Open site Artefact  , Potential Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD)   

52-2-3818 CF-4 Open site Artefact : 2 

52-2-3817 CF-3 Open site Artefact : 8 

52-2-4177 Gledswood 2 Open site Artefact   

52-2-4262 Gledswood 7 Open site Artefact : 1 

 

Table 3: List of site records obtained from AHIMS database from a 2 km search radius. 
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Figure 11: Image showing the location of recorded Aboriginal sites from the AHIMS search 
using a 2km radius search area. The study area is shown in blue at the centre of the image. 

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

 

6.3 History 

The study area is likely to have been occupied by the people of the Dharug language group 

(Attenbrow 2002:32) at the time of European contact. Nearby Camden has been described as 

a tribal boundary of three different language groups including Dharug, Gundungurra and 

Tharawal (NSW Government 2013, Godden Mackay Logan 2007). Following colonisation, the 

land of the study area was granted to George Molle in 1817 as part of a 550 acre grant. The 

land was used for grazing. An advertisement appears in the Sydney Gazette on the 17th of June 

1824, to lease the property by public auction, noting that the property included stock yards 

and fencing. Government and General orders made on the 1st of September 1824 in the 

Sydney Gazette of Thursday 9 September 1824 required local magistrates being required to 

check the accurate registration of the brands used by the stock owners, including those on the 

Molle properties. The grazier Edward Luminds Moore bought the land in February 1868 (NSW 

HLVR - Application 1746, Vol 61 Fol 229). After 1950 the land began to be divided into smaller 

properties. The test excavation in the study area revealed shallow soils on the crests of the 

spur suggesting that the early clearing and grazing of the landscape may have led to the 

significant loss of topsoils through erosion. 
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7 Archaeological Site Survey Inspection 

An archaeological survey was carried out on the Wednesday the 22nd of September 2021 by 

William Moon (Tocomwall Senior Archaeologists). The fieldwork involved undertaking an 

inspection of the site of the proposed new school. This included Lot 11 DP833983, Lot 12 

DP833784, Lot 231 DP27602. Lot 231 DP27602 was surveyed as shown in the survey coverage 

(Figure 12) however this lot was later removed from the proposed development. 

The aims of the survey were to: 

 

• Complete the survey in accordance with the requirements of Sections 2.2, 2.4, 2.5, 2.6, 

and 2.7 in the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage in New South Wales (OEH 2011). 

• Determine if there are any significant landforms within the study area that indicate the 

likely presence of Aboriginal objects.  

• Identify any Aboriginal objects present on the surface of the study area. 

• Determine if any landforms of the survey area are likely to retain extant soil profiles 

that may contain Aboriginal objects and if there is a need to undertake archaeological 

test excavation. 

 

 

Figure 12: Image showing the boundary of the study area in red and the yellow hatched area 
showing the archaeological survey coverage. Aerial image source Six Maps © Department 

Finance, Services and Innovation, NSW Government. 
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7.1 Results of the archaeological survey 

A visual pedestrian survey of the subject land was undertaken on the 22nd of September 2021. 

It commenced with a survey of  Lot 11 DP833983. Dense grass cover was present throughout 

most of the lot (refer to Figure 18). One area of exposed clay soils was observed. A neighbour 

indicated that this was the result of a dam on the site having recently been filled in. The dam 

was still present in the aerial imagery on Six Maps at the time of the visit. Old building ruins 

were observed towards the back of the property with a concrete slab, bricks and building 

debris piled up on one area (refer to Figure 16 and Figure 17). The very rear eastern end of the 

lot was observed to have intact soils. At the front of the lot there is a relatively level area near 

the road the has been used for horse agistment (pers comm. neighbour). No artefacts were 

observed on the ground surface due to high grass and no visibility, however there is potential 

for subsurface artefacts within this area. It is within 200 metres of the South Creek floodplain 

channel (refer to Figure 15). 

Lot 12 DP833784 was 90% mowed with short grass. Some soil was exposed where trail bikes 

had been used on the block. The dominant landscape feature on this lot it the crest of the low 

spur descending to the west (refer to Figure 20 and Figure 21). The crest overlooks the South 

Creek flood plain and still appears to retain close to the original surface contour. The crest has 

the potential to have been used as a high camp. No artefacts were observed on the ground 

surface, however there is potential for subsurface artefacts in this area. Asbestos sheet 

fragments were observed towards the rear of the property (refer to Figure 19). Figure 13 

shows areas considered to have potentially intact soils on landscape features that may 

indicate the presence of Aboriginal objects. Figure 14 shows areas considered likely to have 

disturbed soils. 

Lot 231 DP27602 was also surveyed however this lot was later removed from the proposed 

development. Survey coverage for lots 11 and 12 is shown in Table 4. 
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Figure 13: Areas of potentially undisturbed soils with potential to include subsurface objects. 

 

Figure 14: Areas where soils are considered likely to have been disturbed. 
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Figure 15: Lot 11 DP833983 site of potential deposit at the front, west end of the lot. 
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Figure 16: Lot 11 DP833983 Building remains 

 

Figure 17: Lot 11 DP833983 Building remains and long grass 

 

 

Figure 18: Lot 11 DP833983 long grass throughout the lot prevented ground visibility. 
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Figure 19: Lot 12 DP833784 exposed asbestos sheet fragments on the ground. 

 

 

Figure 20: Lot 12 DP833784 view east along spur crest. 
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Figure 21: Lot 12 DP833784 view west along spur crest. 

 

Survey Unit Landform Survey Unit 

Area m² 

Visibility Exposure Effective 

coverage 

area (sq m) 

(= survey 

unit area x 

visibility % x 

exposure %) 

Effective 

coverage % 

(= effective 

coverage 

area/survey 

unit area x 

100) 

Lot 11 

DP833983 

Lower, mid 

and upper 

slope 

18350 10% 10% 1835 1% 

Lot 12 

DP833784 

Lower, mid 

and upper 

slope 

19244 10% 10% 1924 1% 

Table 4: Survey coverage 

 

8 Predictive Model 

The predictive model for the archaeological investigation is defined in the ACHA Methodology 

(see Appendix 3). In summary, based upon 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 site is that it is likely to have a disperse low 
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density subsurface artefact distribution. The study area is considered to have a moderate 

potential to retain Aboriginal objects in extant soil profiles. 

9 Research Questions 

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

include: 

• How 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 future predictive modelling?  

• How can the results of the archaeological investigations contribute to our 

understanding of the heritage and values of the place? 

• How can the results of the archaeological investigations contribute to our 

understanding of how people used the landscape and resources in this part of the 

Cumberland Plain? 

 

10 Archaeological Investigation Methodology 

The Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment of the study area was undertaken in accordance 

with the Code of Practice for the Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (Code 

of Practice; DECCW 2010b).  

10.1 Determining the Archaeological Potential and the Need for Further Investigation 

The Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South 

Wales (DECCW 2010) requires that ‘archaeological test excavation will be necessary when it 

can be demonstrated that sub-surface Aboriginal objects with potential conservation value 

have a high probability of being present in an area’. The desktop assessment of the study area 

has concluded that there are landscape features that are likely to indicate the presence of 

Aboriginal objects, as defined in the Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 

Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010), including locations within 200 metres 

of waters, and landscape features comparable to other locations in the area that have yielded 

artefacts during archaeological investigations. Whilst land clearing will have disturbed the 

surface of the A Horizon, it is expected that there will be intact sediments and soil profiles 

beneath the disturbed soils that have a probability of containing Aboriginal objects.  
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10.2 Archaeological Test Excavation 

The objective of undertaking the archaeological test excavations was to comply with the Code 

of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 

2010) which describes the purpose of test excavation as collecting ‘information about the 

nature and extent of sub-surface Aboriginal objects, based on a sample derived from sub-

surface investigations. Test excavations contribute to the understanding of site characteristics 

and local and regional prehistory and they can be used to inform conservation goals and harm 

mitigation measures for the proposed activity’. 

10.2.1 Test Excavation Strategy 

A preliminary test excavation strategy was developed in accordance with the Code of 

Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 

2010) to sample the landscape features within the study area. The test excavation strategy 

was further informed by the results of the RAP review of this methodology. A review of the 

landscape features and archaeological trends evident in the locality indicated that there is 

likely to be Aboriginal objects present within the surviving soil profiles of landscape features 

that may indicate the presence of objects. Due to the statutory protection of Aboriginal 

objects, Tocomwall recommend test pit sampling of the ridge/spur crest on lot 11 and 12, 

and the lower slope area of lot 11. Sample locations were selected to avoid the areas with 

building waste, asbestos and significant soil disturbance. Test pit sampling was to determine 

the presence of Aboriginal objects and the need for an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit 

(AHIP). 

Test pits were placed on a grid and spaced at 10 metres. Test pits were carried out in 

accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 

in New South Wales employing 50 x 50cm square pits excavated down to the culturally 

sterile layer. Excavated material was wet sieved through 5mm aperture stainless steel mesh 

sieves. 

10.2.2 Test Excavations 

A test pit excavation program was undertaken on the 24th, 25th and 28th of January 2022 in 

accordance with the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects 

in NSW (2010) and the project archaeological investigation methodology.  

The excavation team included Tocomwall management and staff including senior 

Archaeologists Dani Mitchell and Will Moon, assistant archaeologist Sue Morrison, and 

registered Aboriginal stakeholders Robert and Pam Young, Adam Gunther, Ralph Hampton 

and Ralph Hampton Jnr. 

The test excavation results are described in the archaeological report in Appendix 4.Two 

artefacts were identified during the test excavation program.  
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11 Test excavation artefacts  

Two silcrete artefacts were identified during the test excavation. Both consisted of small 

fragments with limited diagnostic features. One flake piece from test pit L12-1 is a potential 

fragment of a broken flake. One flake piece from test pit L11-5 is potentially a flake with a 

crushed platform (refer to Table 5). 

Test Excavation Artefacts 

  

Flake piece from test pit L12-1 (Dorsal surface) Flake piece from test pit L12-1 (Ventral surface) 

  

Flake piece (Distal end) from test pit L11-5 

(Dorsal surface) 

Flake piece from test pit L11-5 (Ventral surface) 

 

Table 5: Artefact images. 

11.1 Discussion 
The results of the test excavation sampling of the subject landforms indicates that artefacts 

are present in the landscape as disperse low density isolated occurrences. The sample results 

do not suggest the presence of archaeological deposits (PAD) within the area and do not 

support the need for further investigation. The results suggest that people living in the 
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traditional ways during the prehistory of occupation of the subject lands are likely to have 

transited the area, during travel, foraging, or resource gathering, rather than utilising the 

landscape features as ‘persistent places’ (Schlanger 2013:92-97) that created a focus for 

repeated habitation. This is probably due to the distance from the main South Creek channel, 

which is the only permanent water source in the area. Sites used for repeated camps exhibit 

complex, and larger accumulations of artefacts (Binford 1980:10-19; Nelson 1991:82-83). 

Waste raw material from lithic reduction and flaking associated with tool manufacture and 

maintenance is more likely to be present at repeated use campsites (Binford 1983:363-368; 

McDonald and Veth 2006:99), whilst sites subject to a more limited use  are likely to have 

broken tools fragments (Kohen 1986:303-307).  

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 (refer Appendix 2): 

• Heritage NSW 

• Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council 

• The Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 

• National Native Title Tribunal 

• Native Title Services Corporation (NTSCORP) 

• Camden Council 

12.1.2 Public notice 

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

newspaper (refer Appendix 2): 

• Camden-Narellan Advertiser on December 1, 2021 

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.  
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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 15 organisations/people that responded (refer 

to Appendix 1): 

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 Tharawal 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 (refer to Appendix 3). 

12.2.1 Presentation of Project Information Pack 

Tocomwall provided a project information pack on the 9th of December 2021 to all 

registered parties in accordance with step 4.2 in the Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation 

requirements for proponents 2010. The project information pack included project details, 

objectives of the Aboriginal heritage assessment, roles and responsibilities and a project 

schedule. The cover letter and information pack can be found in Appendix 3. 

12.3 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 

12.3.1 Archaeological assessment methodology information pack 

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

proponents 2010, an ACHA methodology, accompanied with a survey report, were sent to 

the registered parties for feedback on the 9th of December 2021. Knowledge holders were 

given 28 days to provide feedback. Responses can be found in Appendix 3. 

12.3.2 Test excavation notification 
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In accordance with section 3, requirement 15c of the Code of Practice for Archaeological 

Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales, notification for the test excavation 

was sent to Heritage NSW on the 17th of December 2021 (Refer Appendix 2).  

12.4 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 draft of this ACHAR was sent to the 

registered Aboriginal parties for review and comment on the 17th of February 2022. Responses 

to this review are included in 23 Appendix 6 - ACHAR Review Correspondence. 

13 Aboriginal cultural significance assessment 

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, site survey, and test excavation program and 

results. 

13.1 Social or Cultural Value 

‘Social or cultural value refers to the spiritual, traditional, historical or contemporary 

associations and attachments the place or area has for Aboriginal people. Social or cultural 

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

them’ (OEH 2011). 
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Registered Aboriginal stakeholder Wendy Morgan communicated the following traditional 

association with the place, ‘My Great Grand Father and Grand Father would pass through this 

area as they walked over the land hunting and in search of suitable partners to marry into our 

families’. 

13.2 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.‘ 

Registered Aboriginal stakeholder Wendy Morgan communicated the following historical 

association with the place, ‘My Great Grand Father and Grand Father would pass through this 

area as they walked over the land hunting and in search of suitable partners to marry into our 

families’. 

13.3 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 aesthetics of the study area have been impacted upon by the early land clearing and then 

the urban development that has occurred within the area, including the construction of 

housing, sheds, and dams. The study area would have little resemblance to the original 

aesthetics that the site had before the colonisation of the landscape. 

13.4 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. The test excavation has 

provided very little scientific information. The raw material of the identified artefacts is 

common to the locality. Both artefacts retain minimal features and are unable to contribute to 

meaningful analysis. 
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There is no visible evidence that the flakes have been used. To determine if they had been 

used, microscopic edge wear analysis would need to be undertaken however due to the small 

number of artefacts it would not provide sufficient data to contribute to the scientific 

significance of the archaeology, nor would it provide substantial information to the scientific 

research process. No datable material was found in association with the artefacts, so it is not 

possible to place the artefacts into an age context. The study area is considered to be of low 

scientific significance. 

13.5 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.’ 

The study area is considered to be of low educational significance. The test excavation has 

provided very little information to contribute to the sites educational significance. The raw 

material of the identified artefacts is common to the locality. The artefacts retain minimal 

features and do not enable meaningful analysis. There is no visible evidence that the artefacts 

have been used. No datable material was found in association with the artefacts, so it is not 

possible to place the artefacts into an age context. The archaeology has low educational 

significance. 

13.6 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. The artefacts recorded 

during the test excavation are representative of artefacts in the region and do not display any 

unique attributes. The representativeness and the small amount of information gained from 

the test excavation program does not contribute further substantial information to the 

education or scientific research processes. 

13.7 Rarity 

The study area is considered to be of low rarity significance. The results affirm the present 

understanding of the archaeology of the Cumberland Plain, including that artefact 

distributions and sites may be found anywhere within the landscape but will generally be 

small and consist of low numbers of artefacts when significantly distant from permanent 

water sources. There is insufficient information and knowledge gained from the results of the 

test excavation to contribute to a further understanding of the way of life, custom, process, 
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land-use, function, or design no longer practised. The results align with our present 

understanding of the way of life, and land-use, on the Cumberland Plain. 

14 Statement of Significance 

The study identified two isolated Aboriginal objects that were present as part of a disperse low 

density presence in the A horizon soils. There was no evidence that broader archaeological 

deposits exist within the study area, apart from the isolated disperse presence of artefacts. The 

artefact raw materials and types are a common occurrence within the locality. From the 

scientific, educational, representational and rarity assessment, the site is of low significance. 

Due to the small amount of information that can be gained from the site, it contributes very 

little additional information to our understanding of the site, locality, and region. The aesthetic 

values of the site are of low significance due to the impacts to the area following the vegetation 

clearing and development of the area, which initially began during colonisation with the 

clearing and grazing of the lands, followed by the gradual urban development of the landscape.  

Traditional and historical associations were communicated by one of the registered Aboriginal 

knowledge holders. The subject area has been impacted by development and the setting is no 

longer substantially intact, also there is no direct evidence surviving for the association or 

event. The overall significance of the study area, taking into account each of the values, is 

evaluated to be low. 

15 Impact Assessment 

A summary of the history of the area of the study area is described in section 6.3. The proposed 

development and objectives are defined in Section 4.1 Location and Proposed Development. 

The proposed development will be assessed for approval during the early part of 2022 and site 

works will commence in 2022. 

15.1 Assessing Harm 

The development will involve earthworks associated with the building construction, the 

provision of services, parking and pathways, and includes cut and fill and the grading of the 

site. The draft grading plan for the development is shown in Figure 23. The site works will 

disturb the remaining A horizon soils in the area. This will also destroy the test pit locations 

from which the two artefacts were identified (refer Figure 22). Table 6 shows the harm to 

known sites. 
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Figure 22: Location of Aboriginal objects (red) relative to the development. 

 

Figure 23: Concept Grading Plan (Source Midson Group). 
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Site number Location Type of harm Degree of 
harm 

Consequence of harm 

Pit L11-5 E293035 
N6237164 

Direct Total Total loss of value 

Pit L12-1 E293138 
N6237266 

Direct Total Total loss of value 

 

Table 6: Harm to known sites. 

15.2 Management and mitigation measures 

The impacts to the Aboriginal objects recorded during this investigation have been discussed 

with the proponents representative to determine if there are management or mitigation 

measures that could be applied. The proponents response included: “As discussed, please find 

attached the concept grading plan which illustrates the proposed extent of cut and fill across 

the site. As you’ll see, there is extensive regarding works that is to occur across the site, so to 

keep the artefacts in place and protect them without disturbance would be very difficult. I’m 

also conscious that as the works will be staged over many years, it may become difficult to 

track these locations” (T. James, Midsons 2/2/2022). In order to protect the Aboriginal 

objects, it has been deemed that the objects should be reburied in an agreed safe location on 

the site, or managed under an agreed care and control procedure. 

16 Recommendations 

The following 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: 

The two Aboriginal objects and associated site location identified during the test 

excavation will be destroyed under the proposed development. Consent must be 

obtained from Heritage NSW to move the objects and bury them in a safe location 

on the site, in agreement with the registered Aboriginal parties, or obtain consent to 

manage the objects under and agreed care and control agreement; 

If any unanticipated Aboriginal archaeological objects, sites or PAD are identified 

during the construction program within impact footprints, works should cease 

immediately, and notify Heritage NSW; 

If any human remains are identified during the earthworks within the impact 

footprints works should cease immediately and the Police and NSW Heritage should 

be contacted. 
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18 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 10/11/21 Email 12/11/21 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council Email 10/11/21  

Office of the Registrar, Aboriginal Land 

Rights Act 1983 

Email 10/11/21  

National Native Title Tribunal Email 10/11/21 Email 12/11/21 

Native Title Services Corporation Limited Email 10/11/21  

Camden Council Email 10/11/21 Email 16/11/21 

 

Registration of Interest 
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Organisation/Person Date sent Date received 

Gilay Consultants - Carolyn Slater 18/11/2021 18/11/2021 

A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd - Carolyn Hickey 18/11/2021 24/11/2021 

Cubbitch Barta - Glenda Chalker 18/11/2021 18/11/2021 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation - 

Justine Coplin 

18/11/2021 22/11/2021 

Goobah Developments - Basil Smith 18/11/2021 25/11/2021 

Didge Ngunawal Clan - Lilly Carroll 18/11/2021 18/11/2021 

Gungeewong Cultural Heritage AC - Shayne 

Dickson 

18/11/2021 18/11/2021 

Freeman & Marx - Clive Freeman 18/11/2021 19/11/2021 

Guntawang Aboriginal Resources Inc - Wendy 

Morgan 

18/11/2021 19/11/2021 

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation - Krystle 

Carroll-Elliott 

18/11/2021 25/11/2021 

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group - Phil 

Khan 

18/11/2021 23/11/2021 

Thoorga Nura - John Carriage 18/11/2021 18/11/2021 

Waawaar Awaa - Rodney Gunther 18/11/2021 24/11/2021 

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal Corporation - 

Dean Delponte 

18/11/2021 2/12/2021 

Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Services – 

Robert Young 

 2/12/2021 

 

Stage 2 – Presentation of Information and Methodology &  

Stage 3 – Gathering information about cultural significance 

Provide registered Aboriginal parties with Project Information Pack and ACHA 

Methodology 

Organisation Date sent Date 

received 

Response 
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Gilay Consultants - Carolyn Slater 9/12/2021   

A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd - Carolyn 

Hickey 

9/12/2021   

Cubbitch Barta - Glenda Chalker 9/12/2021   

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation - 

Justine Coplin 

9/12/2021 15/1/2022 See detailed letter in 

appendix 3. Supports 

methodology. 

Goobah Developments - Basil Smith 9/12/2021 15/12/2021 This is confirmation 

that we support the 

information package 

and methodology for 

Lot 12 DP 833784 and 

Lot 11 DP 833983, 

268-278 

Catherine Fields Rd, 

Catherine Fields, 

within the Camden 

Local Government 

Area (LGA). 

Didge Ngunawal Clan - Lilly Carroll 9/12/2021   

Gungeewong Cultural Heritage AC - 

Shayne Dickson 

9/12/2021 17/12/2021 Gunjeewong agrees 

with the proposed 

methodology for 268-

278 Catherine Fields 

Road, Catherine 

Fields. 

Freeman & Marx - Clive Freeman 9/12/2021 15/12/2021 Thank you for the 

update and 

information. I have 

read over it. 

Guntawang Aboriginal Resources Inc - 

Wendy Morgan 

9/12/2021   

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation - 

Krystle Carroll-Elliott 

9/12/2021   

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group - 

Phil Khan 

9/12/2021 25/12/2021 We would like to 

agree to your 

recommendations and 



 
 

59 
 

agree to your 

methodology, we look 

forward to working 

along side you on this 

project. 

Thoorga Nura - John Carriage 9/12/2021   

Waawaar Awaa - Rodney Gunther 9/12/2021   

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation - Dean Delponte 

9/12/2021 3/01/2022 Thank you for 

providing us with a 

copy of the Minarah 

ACHA Methodology. 

We agree with the 

recommendation of 

implementing a 

sampling test 

excavation program 

and the test 

excavation strategy. 

Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Services – Robert Young 

9/12/2021 10/12/2021 See detailed response 

in appendix 3. This is 

the best report I have 

seen; they have 

identified all the 

relevant processes 

and various Acts from 

various departments 

and references from 

well-known 

archaeologist. 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council 9/12/2021   

 

Stage 4 – Review of draft report 

Organisation Date sent Date 

received 

Response 

Gilay Consultants - Carolyn Slater 17/2/2022 22/2/2022 Acknowledged 

receipt. 
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A1 Indigenous Services Pty Ltd - Carolyn 

Hickey 

17/2/2022   

Cubbitch Barta - Glenda Chalker 17/2/2022   

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation - 

Justine Coplin 

17/2/2022 4/3/2022 Refer to appendix 6. 

Goobah Developments - Basil Smith 17/2/2022   

Didge Ngunawal Clan - Lilly Carroll 17/2/2022   

Gungeewong Cultural Heritage AC - Shayne 

Dickson 

17/2/2022   

Freeman & Marx - Clive Freeman 17/2/2022   

Guntawang Aboriginal Resources Inc - 

Wendy Morgan 

17/2/2022 28/2/2022 Refer to appendix 6. 

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation - 

Krystle Carroll-Elliott 

17/2/2022   

Kamilaroi Yankuntjatjara Working Group - 

Phil Khan 

17/2/2022   

Thoorga Nura - John Carriage 17/2/2022   

Waawaar Awaa - Rodney Gunther 17/2/2022   

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 

- Dean Delponte 

17/2/2022   

Konanggo Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Services – Robert Young 

17/2/2022   

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council 17/2/2022   

 

19 Appendix 2 – Registration Correspondence 

Identify Aboriginal knowledge holders from suitable sources 
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Request Responses 
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Example letter format and email sent to all Aboriginal people who may have an 
interest for the proposed project area. 

 

 



 
 

79 
 

 

 



 
 

80 
 

 

Advertisement placed in the local Newspaper 
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Registration of Interest from Aboriginal Knowledge Holders 
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Letter of notification of test excavation 
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Methodology Review Correspondence 
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