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Re:  Aboriginal Heritage Advice for 4 18 Doncaster Avenue, Randwick, 

NSW

Dear Mr Hill

This letter provides Blue Sky with advice with respect to the project State 

Requirements (SEARs), notably Key Issue 7(3), the previously issued 

Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP), under Section 90 of the National 

Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NSW).

SEARs 

SEARs Key Issue 7(3) requires that an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment Report (ACHAR) be prepared for the project.  

In 2017, on behalf of Built Pty Ltd, GML Heritage Pty Ltd (GML) prepared an

ACHAR for the site and consequently applied to the NSW Office of Environment 

and Heritage (OEH) for an AHIP, which allowed direct harm to Aboriginal site 

45-6-3245 and indirect harm to Aboriginal site 45-6-3246, through a process of 

conservation.  

AHIP Requirements 

The OEH issued AHIP C0003723 on 22 June 2018. The AHIP has 33 conditions 

that must be followed during future works associated with the site. These works 

include a range of conservation requirements, archaeological management and 

mitigation measures. The land to which the AHIP applies is defined in AHIP 

conservation are defined in Attachment 2; Attachment 3 presents the full 

requirements for Aboriginal archaeological work.

Prior to any development commencing, the zone for conservation will need to 

be clearly established. This area should not be subject to any impact, other than 

conservation, during all works.  

The archaeological work specified under the AHIP (PDF pages 23 26) will need 

to be completed prior to any construction work commencing.  

Once issued, the new DA will need to be submitted to the OEH and the AHIP 

can be transferred to Blue Sky. The OEH

for this transfer.  
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OEH Consultation 

Consultation with the OEH was undertaken to confirm that the AHIP could be transferred to Blue Sky, with 

the alternative development plans. The OEH has confirmed the AHIP transfer will be processed without the 

need for a new AHIP application (Dr Sam Higgs [OEH] to Dr Tim Owen [GML], email 27 August 2018). This

advice is attached to this letter. 

Department of Planning Consultation 

Consultation with the Department of Planning was undertaken to confirm that the existing ACHAR was 

adequate to address the project SEARs. The Department of Planning has confirmed the ACHAR is 

adequate to address the SEARs, stating there is no requirement for a further or re-do of an ACHAR

(Bronwyn Smith [DPE] to Dr Tim Owen [GML], email 12 November 2018). This advice is attached to this 

letter.

Summary

On the basis of the OEH and Department of Planning advice, we understand the SEARs 7(3) have been 

met and no further assessment against this SEARs is required. 

I trust this provides sufficient advice as to the process and future management requirements for Aboriginal 

heritage under the SEARs at 4 18 Doncaster Avenue.  

Yours sincerely

GML Heritage Pty Ltd

Dr Tim Owen 

Principal 

Attachments:

20180823_4 18 Doncaster Ave_Floor Plans

OEH advice re: transfer of AHIP, 27 August 2018

DPE advice re: 4 18 Doncaster Ave SEARs archaeological items, 12 November 2018
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1.0 Introduction 

GML Heritage Pty Ltd (GML) was engaged by Built Pty Limited (Built) to prepare an Aboriginal cultural 
heritage assessment report (ACHAR) for the 4–18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington, project (the study 
area). This report forms part of the Environmental Assessment for the study area prepared under Part 
4 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW).   

The purpose of this report is to identify whether the study area possesses or has the potential to 
possess Aboriginal heritage archaeological sites, places, objects, landscapes and/or values, in 
accordance with the NSW Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) guidelines for Aboriginal heritage 
assessment (listed below).   

This report provides a significance assessment of the identified archaeological Aboriginal sites, places, 
landscapes and/or other values. An impact assessment and management recommendations are 
provided to assist Built with its future responsibilities for the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage 
inline with the statutory of the provisions of the National Parks and Wilidlife Act 1974 (NSW). 

1.1 The Study Area and Proposed Activity 
The study area is located within the Randwick local government area in the parish of Alexandria at 4–
18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington (Figure 1.1).  Built proposes to demolish existing dwellings at 4–8, 
14, and 16 Doncaster Avenue and the non-heritage rear portion of the existing terraces to 10 and 12 
Doncaster Avenue and construct a new three-storey residential flat building comprising of 48 dwellings 
and a basement carpark for 71 vehicles. The existing heritage front portion of terraces at 10 and 12 
Doncaster Avenue will be retained and refurbished. A small conservation area for an Aboriginal site 
(RSY 1) will also be located within the southeast of the study area.  

1.1.1 DA Approval DA/931/2015 

A development application for the proposed work has been approved by the Randwick Council 
(DA/931/2015).  The DA provides the layout and intended impacts of the project, and detailed the need 
for Aboriginal heritage assessment and management.  The DA is included with the Aboriginal Heritage 
Imapct Permit application for the project (Appendix D).   

1.2 Statutory Context  
In NSW, Aboriginal heritage is principally protected under two Acts: 

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

• the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act). 

1.2.1 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974  

The NPW Act provides statutory protection for all Aboriginal ‘objects’ (consisting of any material 
evidence of the Indigenous occupation of New South Wales) under Section 90 of the NPW Act, and for 
‘Aboriginal places’ (areas of cultural significance to the Aboriginal community) under Section 84 of the 
NPW Act. Aboriginal objects and places are afforded automatic statutory protection in New South 
Wales whereby it is an offence (without the Minister’s consent) to harm an Aboriginal object or 
declared Aboriginal Place. 

The NPW Act defines an Aboriginal object as: 
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Figure 1.1  Study area at 4–18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington, within its urban context. (Source: Open Street Maps with GML additions, 

2017)  
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any deposit, object or material evidence (not being a handicraft made for sale) relating to the Aboriginal habitation of 

the area that comprises New South Wales, being habitation before or concurrent with (or both) the occupation of that 

area by persons of non-Aboriginal extraction, and includes Aboriginal remains. 

The protection provided to Aboriginal objects and places applies irrespective of the level of their 
significance or issues of land tenure. Sites of traditional significance that do not necessarily contain 
material remains may be gazetted as ‘Aboriginal Places’ and thereby be protected under the NPW Act.  
However, areas are only gazetted if the Minister is satisfied that sufficient evidence exists to 
demonstrate that the location was and/or is of special significance to Aboriginal culture. 

A strict liability offence applies for harm to or desecration of an Aboriginal object or declared Aboriginal 
Place.1 The definition of ‘harm’ includes destroying, defacing, damaging or moving an Aboriginal object 
or declared Aboriginal Place. The strict liability offence of harming Aboriginal objects has a number of 
defences. The two defences relevant to the proposed development are the statutory defence of due 
diligence through complying with an adopted industry code or compliance with the conditions of an 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP). 

The potential for Aboriginal objects, sites, places and/or values within the study area, and the question 
of whether the proposed development may impact on such objects, has been assessed and the results 
presented in this report. 

1.2.2 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The EP&A Act provides a statutory framework for the determination of development proposals. It 
provides for the identification, protection and management of heritage items through inclusion in 
schedules to planning instruments such as Local Environmental Plans (LEPs) or Regional 
Environmental Plans (REPs). Heritage items in planning instruments are usually historic sites but can 
include Aboriginal objects and places. The EP&A Act requires that appropriate measures be taken for 
the management of the potential archaeological resource by means consistent with practices and 
standards adopted in meeting the requirements of the NPW Act. 

The study area is located within Randwick City Council and comes under the Randwick Local 
Environmental Plan, 2012. One Heritage Item is identified within the study area; formerly a component 
of a larger ‘Conservation Area’ (Figure 1.2). The conservation area is annotated ‘C13’, which is a part 
of the conservation area associated with the Randwick Racecourse.   

The heritage items named under the LEP are all historical items, managed under the Heritage Act 
1977 (NSW). There are no items of Aboriginal heritage (Schedule 5, Part 5 Aboriginal Heritage) listed 
in connection with the study area under the LEP.   

Table 1.1  Heritage Listing within the Study Area. 

Item Number Item Name Address Significance 

I122 Two-storey terraced pair 10–12 Doncaster Avenue 
Lot 1, DP 1033442; Lot 1, DP 981704; Lot 51, DP 2905 

Local 

C13 Racecourse conservation area  N/A Local  

 

1.2.3 Approach to Aboriginal Heritage Management 

In order to administer the NPW Act and EP&A Act, the OEH has issued a series of best practice 
guidelines and policies. The applicability of these depends upon the approval mechanism for a project.  
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The current project will be assessed and granted approval under Part 4 of the EP&A Act. Therefore the 
approach to the preparation of this document was based on the following current best practice 
guidelines:  

• Department of Environment and Climate Change (DECC), Guide to Determining and Issuing 
Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permits (2009);  

• DECC, Operational Policy: Protecting Aboriginal Cultural Heritage (February 2009);  

• Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW), Aboriginal cultural heritage 
consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Part 6, National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 
(April 2010);  

• DECCW, Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (13 
September 2010);  

 

Figure 1.2  Randwick City Council LEP Heritage Map. (Source: Randwick City Council, 2012) 



GML Heritage 

4–18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington—Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment, September 2017 5 

• DECCW, Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South 
Wales (24 September 2010);  

• OEH, Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW 
(April 2011); and  

• The Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter, 2013 (the Burra Charter).   

1.2.4 Due Diligence, Previous Assessment and Impact Statement  

The OEH adheres to the Due Diligence Code which defines a ‘due diligence’ approach to Aboriginal 
heritage.  The Due Diligence Code is designed to assist individuals and organisations to exercise due 
diligence when carrying out activities that may harm Aboriginal objects, and/or Aboriginal Places, and 
to determine whether they should apply for consent in the form of an AHIP.   

The Due Diligence Code sets out the reasonable and practicable steps which individuals and 
organisations need to take in order to:  

• identify whether or not Aboriginal objects are, or are likely to be, present in an area;  

• determine whether or not their activities are likely to harm Aboriginal objects (if present); and  

• determine whether an AHIP application is required.  

In 2016, GML conducted salvage excavation at RSY1 as part of the state significant Sydney Light Rail 
project. RSY1 is located east and immediately adjacent to the study area. RSY1 is therefore registered 
in AHIMS as extending partially into the study area, immediately requiring the application of an AHIP.  

Due diligence is a legal concept that describes a standard of care in considering the likely risks a 
proposed activity may have and any obligations that may apply. In the case of the NPW Act, the OEH 
has defined due diligence as  

taking reasonable and practical steps to determine whether a person’s actions will harm an Aboriginal object and, if so, 

what measures can be taken to avoid that harm.2 

The steps that are required to follow the due diligence process are: 

• searching the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS);  

• checking for landscape features which may indicate the presence of Aboriginal objects;  

• strategies to avoid harming Aboriginal objects; and  

• desktop assessment and visual inspection to confirm the presence of Aboriginal objects.3 

In preparing this report, GML complied with the guidelines set out in the Due Diligence Code. The 
extent of land covered by the due diligence process is described as the study area, see below.   

 Application to the Current Assessment  

In preparing this report, GML complied with the guidelines set out in the Due Diligence Code. The 
extent of land covered by the due diligence process is described as the study area.   

The scope of work included the following tasks: 
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• a review of historical and Aboriginal cultural and archaeological research within the vicinity of the 
study area since 2009; 

• collation of any additional existing information on the ethnohistory of the study area; 

• a search of the AHIMS for known Aboriginal objects and/or sites within the vicinity of the study 
area; 

• evaluation of the previous predictive model and significance assessment for the study area based 
on the background research; 

• examination of aerial photographs to identify any disturbances or changes to the study area since 
2009;  

• preparation of a report that complies with relevant OEH guidelines; and 

• updating recommendations for management of Aboriginal and historical heritage within the study 
area in the future.   

1.2.5 The Burra Charter Process  

The Burra Charter process (Article 6) defines a broad three-stage process—comprising seven smaller 
steps—for the management of heritage. The three stages involve: 

1. developing an understanding of significance;  

2. ensuring policy is developed appropriate to the significance; and  

3. ensuring management is undertaken in accordance with that policy.   

The definitions presented in the Burra Charter have provided the basis for definitions used in this 
report. The Burra Charter’s Indigenous Practice Note provides further guidance for application of the 
Burra Charter to Aboriginal heritage. Of relevance are the following definitions: 

Article 1.1—Place 

Place means a geographically defined area. It may include elements, objects, spaces and views. Place may have 

tangible and intangible dimensions.4 

‘Place’ includes locations that embody spiritual value (such as Dreaming places, sacred landscapes, and stone 

arrangements), social and historical value (such as massacre sites), as well as scientific value (such as archaeological 

sites). In fact, one place may be all of these things or may embody all of these values at the same time.5 

Article 1.2—Cultural Significance  

Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations.  

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

places and related objects. Places may have a range of values for different individuals or groups.6 

Article 1.10—Use  

Use means the functions of a place, including the activities and traditional and customary practices that may occur at 

the place or are dependent on the place.7 
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Article 1.11—Compatible Use  

Compatible use means a use which respects the cultural significance of a place. Such a use involves no, or minimal, 

impact on cultural significance. 

Article 8—Setting 

Conservation requires the retention of an appropriate setting. This includes retention of the visual and sensory setting, 

as well as the retention of spiritual and other cultural relationships that contribute to the cultural significance of the 

place.8 

Places of significance to Indigenous people require a holistic approach to ‘setting’. ‘Setting’ may encompass the 

broadest of experiential factors including a sense of ‘intrusion’ occasioned when people of the ‘wrong’ gender, age or 

level of initiation trespass on defined areas, as well as auditory and visual intrusion. 

For some Indigenous peoples, nature and culture are indivisible. The social significance and spiritual significance of a 

place for Indigenous people may be wholly or partly dependent on the natural environment that the place forms a part 

of, including aspects such as biodiversity, and totemic and resource species.9 

 Application to the Current Assessment  

Stages 1 and 2 of the Burra Charter Process have been applied during the current project. The 
following steps have thus been undertaken: 

Step 1—Understand the place 

This involved desk-based investigation into the environment, archaeology, history and 
literature relevant to the study area. Field survey was undertaken in collaboration with the 
Aboriginal community (in 2009). The outcome of the Step 1 investigations was the 
development of archaeological and landscape zoning plans, which show the known sites, 
places and values connected to the study area.  The approach followed the notion that the 
study area is part of an Aboriginal cultural landscape, and the study area represents a small 
zone within this landscape. 

Step 2—Assess cultural significance 

A preliminary indication of cultural significance considered aesthetic, historic, scientific and 
social aspects to the study area. This preliminary assessment of value should be used for 
future assessments, noting both that ‘cultural significance may change’10 and ‘tangible heritage 
should not be emphasised at the expense of intangible heritage’.11 

Step 3—Identify factors and issues  

The results from Steps 1 and 2 were used to identify obligations arising as key future 
management factors and/or issues. The issues and factors define future needs, opportunities 
and constraints connected with possible future compatible use.   

Step 4—Develop policy  

The outcome from Step 3 was applied to develop appropriate management policy, in 
consultation with the Aboriginal community and in accordance with relevant NSW statutory 
processes.   
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1.2.6 Reporting Approach  

This ACHAR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of OEH, Guide to investigating, 
assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW (April 2011).  

1.3 Objectives of this Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 
The objectives of this assessment were to:  

• undertake identification of Aboriginal community members who can speak for the Country within 
which the project is located;  

• involve the Aboriginal community in the cultural heritage assessment process;  

• consult with the Aboriginal community and determine their opinions with respect to the project 
and its potential ‘harm’ to their cultural heritage;  

• understand the range and type of Aboriginal heritage values and places within the study area;  

• determine whether the identified Aboriginal sites and places are a component of a wider 
Aboriginal cultural landscape;  

• understand how the physical Aboriginal sites relates to Aboriginal tradition within the wider area;  

• prepare a cultural heritage values assessment for all identified aspects of Aboriginal cultural 
heritage, as identified within this report;  

• determine how the proposed project may impact the identified Aboriginal cultural heritage;  

• aim to minimise impacts to Aboriginal cultural heritage through sensible and pragmatic site and 
land management;  

• determine where impacts are unavoidable and develop a series of impact mitigation strategies 
that benefit Aboriginal cultural heritage and the proponent; and  

• provide clear recommendations for the conservation of Aboriginal heritage values and mitigation 
of any potential impacts to these values. 

1.4 Exclusions 
The conclusions of this report are based on a review of recent publically available background 
information. No surface survey or excavation was undertaken as part of this work.   

1.5 Investigators, Contributors and Authorship 
This project has undertaken by the personnel listed in Table 1.1. Each person’s role, qualification and 
affiliations are detailed in the table below.  

Table 1.1  Investigators and Contributors  

Person (Qualification) Affiliation Role  

Dr Tim Owen (PhD, BA Hons) GML Project director, author and reviewer 

Sam Player (BSc Hons and BA) GML Project manager, primary author 

Jane McMahon (BA Hons) GML Senior Consultant, author 
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Person (Qualification) Affiliation Role  

Jodi Cameron (BA Hons) GML Consultant, author 

 

1.6 Endnotes 
 

1  DECCW, NPWS Act 1974, ‘Fact sheet 1’, September 2010.   
 

2  Department of Climate Change and Water (DECCW), 13 September 2010. Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of 

Aboriginal objects in NSW, DECCW, Sydney, p 18.   
3  DECCW, NPWS Act 1974, ‘Fact sheet 2’, September 2010.   
4  Australia ICOMOS Inc, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013, Australia ICOMOS 

Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, Article 1.1.  
5  Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burra Charter Practice Note 2013, Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, p 2. 
6  Australia ICOMOS Inc, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013, Australia ICOMOS 

Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, Article 1.2. 
7  Australia ICOMOS Inc, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013, Australia ICOMOS 

Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, Article 1.10. 
8  Australia ICOMOS Inc, The Burra Charter: The Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of Cultural Significance, 2013, Australia ICOMOS 

Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, Article 8. 
9  Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burra Charter Practice Note 2013, Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, p 5. 
10  Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burra Charter Practice Note 2013, Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013, p 4. 
11  Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burra Charter Practice Note 2013, Australia ICOMOS Inc, Burwood, VIC, 2013,  pp 2 and 4. 
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2.0 Description of the Project Area 

The precise location and cadastral boundaries of the study area were presented in Section 1. This 
section provides further details of the study area including the precise boundaries, the occurrence of 
Aboriginal objects and/or places proximal to it, its local and wider environmental setting, and its 
ethnohistorical background. 

2.1 The Study Area Boundaries 
The study area is located within the Randwick local government area in the parish of Alexandria at 4–
18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington. The boundaries of the study area are indicated in Figure 2.1 and 
are inclusive of the following lots:  

• Lots 2 and 3 DP 5549; 

• Lot 1 DP 1094702; 

• Lot 1 DP 981704; 

• Lot 1 DP 974821; 

• Lot 1 DP 1033442; 

• Lot 51 and 53 DP 2905; and 

• Lot 52A and 52B DP 400051. 

2.2 Aboriginal Objects and/or Places 
An assessment of known Aboriginal objects and places within and around the boundaries of the study 
area was undertaken. Sites registered in the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 
(AHIMS) within 3km of the study area were reviewed (Table 2.1 and Figure 2.2). A 3km limit was 
regarded as environmentally representative given that it takes in the approximate boundaries of the 
Botany Sands to the west, north, and east. The sites occurring within the 3km buffer include seven 
open sites with one midden and one rock engraving, and one closed site rock shelter with art. A 
literature review of Aboriginal heritage investigations that have occurred in the area was also 
conducted. 

Aboriginal sites RSY 1 and the Doncaster Ave PAD are associated with the study area and were 
registered on AHIMS as a consequence of this assessment and recent work on the adjacent site by 
GML.   These sites are further described in Sections 2.2.8 and 2.2.9.   

Table 2.1  Aboriginal Sites Occurring Within 3km of the Study Area. 

Site ID Site name Context Site types 

45-6-0647 Centennial Park Open site Rock Engraving 

45-6-0675 Randwick Queen's Park Waverley Closed site Shelter with Art 

45-6-2495 Prince of Wales Hospital Aboriginal Hearth; Open site Open Camp Site 

45-6-2597 Wynyard St Midden Open site Midden 

45-6-2896 Queens Park PADs Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit  



GML Heritage 

4–18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington—Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment, September 2017 11 

Site ID Site name Context Site types 

45-6-2897 Queens Park PAD (duplicate see 45-6-2896) Closed site Potential Archaeological Deposit  

45-6-3155 Moore Park AS1 Open site Stone artefact site 

45-6-3245 Doncaster Ave PAD Open site Potential Archaeological Deposit 

45-6-3246 RSY 1 Open site Stone artefact site  

 

2.2.1 Early Aboriginal Archaeological Investigations 

Archaeological investigations into the Aboriginal history in southeastern Sydney have been undertaken 
for over 100 years.  While often not investigated as scientifically as modern archaeological 
excavations, early records of their findings reveal important evidence of Aboriginal occupation of the 
area.  A small silcrete flake collected in 1902 from the Sydney Cricket Ground is kept at the Australian 
Museum.1   

The construction of the Alexandra Canal in the 1890s yielded some interesting evidence of Aboriginal 
occupation in the Botany Basin.  The excavation for the canal resulted in a 5 metre sediment section 
being exposed, which provided important evidence of the geomorphological and environmental 
changes in the local area.  The stratigraphy and archaeological features were recorded in detail by 
Robert Etheridge of the Australian Museum at the time of discovery.2  Three Aboriginal hatchets were 
discovered close to the Rickety Street Bridge.  Dugong bones, with evidence of Aboriginal butchering 
on them, were also discovered nearby in an estuarine deposit with abundant shell material.  The 
dugong bones were recently radiocarbon dated to 5520 ± 70 BP, and Etheridge’s report records that 
Aboriginal artefacts were present above and below the bones.  Tree stumps from a burnt and buried 
eucalypt forest were preserved in the lowest observed layer, and are evidence of an early terrestrial 
layer.  The presence of the dugong remains indicate that the Sydney region experienced warmer 
waters for a period during the Holocene, and provides further evidence about fluctuating sea levels.3 

An engraved rock art site was recorded on Darvall Street in 1899.  The site included figures such as 
two boomerangs, part of a kangaroo or wallaby, and a ‘stone tomahawk’. In the late nineteenth century 
the site was noted as being worn by cart traffic over the engraving.4  It was destroyed in the twentieth 
century by road works. 
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2.2.2 The Botany Wetlands 

David Crew prepared an assessment of Aboriginal archaeology within the Botany Wetlands in 1991.  
The report concluded that the Botany Wetlands area, which is within the Lachlan Swamps system that 
extends across the CSELR study area to Centennial Park, would have been: 

…an important fresh-water [sic] resource area in close proximity to the sheltered Botany Bay estuary.  The water areas 

are flanked by sand dunes that rise over 25m above sea level which would have provided suitable occupation areas.5 

Crew reports that Aboriginal skeletal remains were identified within the Botany Wetlands (at Eastlakes 
Golf Course) in 1982.  The report identifies that Aboriginal archaeological evidence—particularly 
previous occupation sites and burials—have the potential to survive in less disturbed dunes where 
large amounts of sand have not been removed in the historical period and are stabilised by vegetation. 
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Figure 2.1  Study area cadastral boundaries. (Source: Department of Land and Property Information, NSW with GML additions, 2017) 
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2.2.3 The Prince of Wales Hospital 

 The Destitute Children’s Asylum Cemetery (45-6-2495) 

Aboriginal archaeological evidence was identified during historical archaeological excavation at the 
Prince of Wales Hospital (PoW) 1995.6  Three hearths were identified during works. These were 
characterised by clusters of burnt sandstone manuports (stone moved by human activity) arranged in a 
roughly circular shape.  One of the hearths (Feature 203), dated using Carbon 14 dating and 
thermoluminscence, returned dates of 7860 ± 50 BP and 8400 ± 800 BP respectively.  Residue 
analysis on a hearth stone, also from Feature 203, suggests that an aquatic animal—probably a 
freshwater fish as indicated by high amounts of a particular fatty acid—was cooked at this hearth. 

A number of sandstone manuports not clearly associated with a defined hearth were also identified.  
These sandstone pieces are considered manuports and thus associated with the Aboriginal occupation 
of the area based on the ‘assumption that pieces of stone in an aeolian sand dune can have no 
method of transport other than human’.7 

A small number (10) of flaked stone artefacts were also identified at the PoW site.  All were of a white, 
banded indurated stone of unknown source.  The excavation report notes the absence of silcrete as 
unusual. 

Godden Mackay and Austral suggest that, given the very small amount of flaked stone at the PoW 
study area, the evidence represented a sporadic occupation of the dune margins where exploitation of 
the local resources occurred, particularly within the swamp or wetland areas. 

 

Figure 2.2  Aboriginal archaeological sites listed in the AHIMS and within 3km of the study area. (Source: SIX Maps and AHIMS, with 

GML overlays) 
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 A Conservation Management Plan  

A Conservation Management Plan (CMP) was undertaken to guide future development at the POW 
study area. This included built heritage and archaeological management policies and principles.  

The study predicted that open occupation site types and burial sites may occur in relatively 
undisturbed areas around Botany Bay and along the coast, as well as along the swamps of the Botany 
dune system. The assessment identified, in the absence of peaty stratigraphic layers, that it is unlikely 
to have been a focus area for Aboriginal occupation. Predicted remains include abandoned durable 
material cultural items or sporadic or single use campsites moving between resource zones. More 
substantial material was predicted to occur in areas closer to the resource rich swamp land.  

The methods involved included a site inspection with LPALC, a historical aerial review and modern 
disturbance analysis to identify areas of potential for Aboriginal archaeological remains. The northern 
portion of the site (in the Clinical Core and Heritage Precincts—including the Children’s Hospital (No. 
1A) and other buildings on High Street) was found to have little substantial subsurface deposits with 
shallow dune, with the foundation of the Edmund Blacket Building and the Royal Women’s Hospital 
excavated up to 20m to bedrock. A sandstone quarry in the Opportunity Precinct was also identified as 
an area where Aboriginal material would not occur. 

Two main areas of Aboriginal archaeological sensitivity were identified in the CMP. Beyond the 
disturbance of different phases, the methodology for identifying these two areas of potential was not 
captured within the CMP. 

 The Destitute Children’s Asylum Cottages 

An investigation of the Destitute Children’s Asylum Cottages was undertaken by Cultural Resources 
Management in 2011. Excavations were conducted for mitigation of a Neuroscience Research 
Precinct, located at the intersection of Barker and Easy Streets. In total, ten mechanical pits and four 
hand excavated pits were sampled, including beneath the historical archaeology. The sand dune 
profile was found to continue beneath the historical archaeology, however, no Aboriginal sites were 
identified. The soil profile indicated that the landform constituted a long gentle slope running from east 
to west. This was interpreted as the reason Aboriginal remains were not present, reflecting the 
dispersed and limited use of the lower dune by Aboriginal people. 

 The Comprehensive Cancer and Blood Disorder Clinic 

Aboriginal archaeological test excavations were undertaken by Mary Dallas Consulting Archaeologists 
(MDCA) for the construction of a Comprehensive Cancer and Blood Disorder Clinic. The investigations 
involved a combined program of historical archaeological and Aboriginal archaeological test 
excavations to determine whether Aboriginal or European heritage remains were present in areas 
proposed for the construction of the clinic.  

An area of low Aboriginal archaeological sensitivity was identified by a previous assessment and 
subjected to archaeological test excavation. A total of eight mechanical trenches and four manual pits 
were excavated during the investigations. Recent historical fill of variable type and depth were 
exposed across the site. This included previous asphalt surfaces, pipe trenches, introduced materials 
in mixed sands and other rubble. No evidence of an intact upper (A1) original soil profile was located. 
Instead, in most trenches a truncated A2 Horizon consisting of white/grey sands generally 10cm–25cm 
in thickness was found overlying a very friable white sandstone bedrock.  
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One trench (6b) contained a deeper dune profile due to its position downslope from many of the other 
trenches. This trench exhibited a profile typical in this area with an A2 white sand horizon overlying an 
indurated ‘coffee rock’ layer on yellow sand, on bedrock. This yellow sand (B Horizon) has been shown 
elsewhere to predate human occupation of the area. The A2 sands were sampled and no 
archaeological material was located. 

2.2.4 The Eastern Distributor 

Godden Mackay (in association with Brayshaw Heritage Consultants) undertook archaeological 
monitoring of trial construction pits prior to the construction of the Eastern Distributor along the western 
edge of Moore Park in 1997.8  Some of the test pits were located in areas close to the Moore Park 
precinct.  The investigations yielded no evidence of Aboriginal occupation, and indicated that this 
section of Moore Park had been generally highly disturbed.  Test pits indicated that between 0.4 and 
1.5 metres of introduced fill was spread across the western edge of Moore Park.  All test pits were 
excavated only to a maximum depth of 2.2 metres.  The pH of natural soils encountered stood close to 
neutral, which increases the possibility that organic materials could be preserved. 

The report also detailed the results of geotechnical investigations undertaken in the vicinity of the 
Moore Park precinct for the construction of the Eastern Distributor.  Fill was indicated to extend in 
some parts along Moore Park’s western end between 1 and 4.7 metres deep.  Dune sands were found 
to be 15 to 20 metres thick south of the Moore Park precinct (south of Charles Street, Redfern).  
Freshwater swamp peat and lake deposits are particularly noted in the A horizon soil which is 1–3 
metres thick. The A horizon is 13 to 17 metres below the current ground level close to Charles Street, 
rising to 5 metres below the current ground level close to Maddison Street. 

2.2.5 Centennial, Moore and Queens Parks 

Australian Museum Business Services (AMBS) prepared an assessment of historical and 
archaeological evidence for Aboriginal land and resource use in Centennial, Moore and Queens Parks 
to inform the preparation of the Centennial Parklands Conservation Management Plan in 2002.9 

A number of previously identified Aboriginal sites within the parklands were discussed, including (now 
destroyed) rock engravings at Darvall Street, and a rock shelter in Queens Park with 27 white human 
hand stencils.  One artefact is held in the Australian Museum collection from the Sydney Cricket 
Ground.  No new sites were identified during the course of the project. 

AMBS suggest it is possible that Aboriginal archaeological evidence survives at depth beneath areas 
that are presently ponds, landfill, buildings and other structures.  Areas of sandstone outcropping at 
elevation are prone to periodic exposure/covering.  Currently covered outcrops may have been 
engraved in the past during periods of exposure.10 Moore Park Tennis Centre (45-6-3155) 

A program of archaeological test excavation was carried out in the Moore Park Tennis Centre carpark 
area in September 2014 on site Moore Park AS1. Five pits were machine excavated to a depth of 1.2 
metres. Aboriginal objects were retrieved from a distinct darker grey sand profile—from a depth of 0.9 
to 1 metre in Test Pit 4. The darker grey sand overlaid a much lighter bleached sand profile. It was 
concluded that the Aboriginal objects were retrieved from an intact A1 sand profile overlying a sterile 
A2 sand profile. Salvage excavation was carried out, but the post-excavation report is not currently 
available.  
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2.2.6 Randwick Racecourse 

Dominic Steele Consulting Archaeology prepared an assessment of Aboriginal heritage values of 
Randwick Racecourse to inform a conservation management plan for the site.11  The site has 
undergone widespread environmental and landscape modification.  However, a high sand dune rises 
over 20 metres above the rest of the racecourse in the southeast corner of the site (corner of Wansey 
Road and High Street).  Given the high levels of disturbance experienced across most of the 
racecourse, it was assessed that it would be unlikely that surface or immediately subsurface Aboriginal 
archaeological evidence would be present across most of Randwick Racecourse.  Archaeological 
evidence may survive in deeper sand dune contexts, which may be several thousands of years old.  
The remnant dune in the southeast corner was identified as having high Aboriginal archaeological 
sensitivity. 

2.2.7 Aboriginal Burials in the Sydney Basin 

The nature and distribution of Aboriginal burials across the coast and coastal hinterland was identified 
and discussed by Donlon in 1995. Using information on burials from museums, the National Parks and 
Wildlife Service and the Glebe Morgue, general trends were identified. It was found that sand bodies, 
including beach sand, dunes and estuarine sands, have a high potential for containing burials—with a 
large percentage of remains found on the foreshores of bays and harbours.12 The recorded graves 
supported historical information which suggests that graves were generally between 0.5 and 2 metres 
below the surface.13 

2.2.8 RSY 1 

RSY 1 (45-6-3246) was located immediately adjacent to the southeast edge of the study area and 
extends into it (mapping of the site extent in AHIMS describes the extent of RSY 1 within the current 
study area). Aboriginal archaeological excavations in the development area in and around RSY 1 were 
undertaken as part of the development for the Sydney Light Rail Project. Initial test excavations found 
that the southern half of the development area was highly disturbed; being composed of deeply 
stratified deposits derived from locally derived fill materials, but which had been historically displaced. 
However, the northern half of the development area, beneath a unit of historical fill, was found to be 
composed of in-tact sand dune profiles with a partially truncated surface horizon, characteristically 
dark as a result of the presence of decomposed organic materials.  RSY 1 was identified within the 
truncated but in-tact dune surface horizon. 

The sand substrate at RSY 1 was found to be very fragile and prone to collapse. Standard manual 
archaeological methods could not be used at the substantial depths because of safety concerns, RSY 
1 having a substantial depth of stratified deposit exceeding 4m in places. Staged excavations were 
found to be problematic for maintaining the integrity of the unexcavated portion of the site and the 
exposed excavation was susceptible to harm between stages. The best management solutions 
implemented to protect the integrity of the exposed excavation between stages were still found to be 
somewhat disruptive to the sands. The fragility of the substrate would therefore have benefitted from a 
single-stage excavation approach. 

From the field investigations and reference to the available geological literature, a geomorphological 
model was developed for the RSY 1 site. Aeolian sands had accreted through the Pleistocene and into 
the Holocene forming longitudinal dunes with local topographic peaks and troughs. After cessation of 
aeolian accretion sometime in the Holocene, Aboriginal objects became concentrated at the surface of 
the dune landform. During subsequent development of the area by British colonists the dune 
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topography was levelled by displacement of dune peaks into the troughs. Some pre-European ground-
surfaces would therefore have been preserved by this procedure including some lower dune peaks.  

At RSY 1, Aboriginal objects were identified in a sandy topsoil that represented the ground-surface 
after cessation of aeolian accretion and prior to topographic modification by European activity. 
Because the soil profile of the in-tact dune was so characteristic, borehole survey was able to trace the 
profile across the north of the site. The newly identified locations of in-tact dune profile were 
recognised as viable archaeological targets for further archaeological test excavation (which involved 
mechanical removal of fill, followed by 1m2 test pits to sample the upper dune layers).   

No Aboriginal objects were found during the subsequent testing, although a swamp deposit was 
identified during borehole survey at the northern extent of the survey and was subsequently sampled 
for palaeoenvironmental evidence. The program of geomorphological and archaeological work 
accurately described the extent and nature of the site RSY 1, which is clearly shown on the RSY 1 
AHIMS card.   

Given the connected nature of the sand dunes and the proximity between the RSY and Doncaster 
Avenue sites (abutting), the methodology developed and applied to the investigation of the intact dune 
profiles surrounding RSY 1 have been applied to the Doncaster Avenue PAD.   

2.2.9 Doncaster Ave PAD 

The Doncaster Ave PAD was registered to encompass the study area, beyond the boundary of site 
RSY 1.  The upper surface and subsurface units of the Doncaster Ave PAD are developed and 
composed of a layer of historical fill, with a depth 0.2m to ~1m.  Therefore, no Aboriginal objects are 
visible at the surface level.   

Below the layers of historical fill, it was deduced that the intact subsurface dune stratigraphy should be 
largely equivalent to that at in and around RSY 1.  The area with PAD is therefore depth dependent 
and could potentially contain Aboriginal objects in an undisturbed context, beneath the surface unit of 
historical fill. Similar to RSY 1, some of the overlying lower units of fill could contain displaced 
Aboriginal objects.   

The boundary of RSY 1 has been characterised through extensive geomorphological and 
archaeological work, and extrapolated into the Doncaster study area.  RSY 1 is characterised as a 
discrete deposit, which does not spread across the wider landscape.  As such, any further Aboriginal 
objects, identified within the Doncaster PAD, are likely to be representative of separate deposition 
events to that which resulted in the formation of RSY 1.    

2.3 Environmental Setting 
2.3.1 Geology and Geomorphology 

The study area is situated within the Botany Basin which was a prior river valley formed from the flow 
of the contemporary Georges River.14 The basement of the basin is composed of Ashfield Shale (Rwa), 
which outcrops to the west and northwest of the study area, and Hawkesbury Sandstone (Rh), 
outcropping to the east and northeast  (Figure 2.3 and Table 2.2). The Botany Basin is filled with a 
thick sequence of sediments and so the basement rock is unlikely to form any part of an 
archaeological context that might occur within the study area. The sediments are formally defined as 
the Botany Sands and are composed of medium to fine-grained sand of marine origin and Quaternary 
age (Qhd) (Figure 2.3 and Table 2.2).15 
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Table 2.2  Units Codes and Lithological Description of Substrate under and around the Study Area.16 

Unit Lithology 

Jv Volcanic breccia, varying amounts of sedimentary breccia, and basalt. 

mf/Qha Man-made fill (dredged estuarine sand and mud, demolition rubble, industrial and household waste) overlying silty 
to peaty quartz sand, silt and clay with ferruginous and humic cementation in places and common shell layers. 

Qd Medium to fine-grained marine sand with podzols. 

Qha Silty to peaty quartz sand, silt, and clay. Ferruginous and humic cementation in places. Common shell layers. 

Qhb Coarse quartz sand, varying amounts of shell fragment. 

Qhd Medium to fine-grained marine sand with podzols. 

Qhf Medium to fine ‘marine’ sand. 

Qhs Peat, sandy peat, and mud. 

Rh Medium to coarse grained quartz sandstone, very minor shale and laminate lenses. 

Rwa Black to dark grey shale and laminate. 

The sequence of sediments composing the Botany Sands reaches thicknesses of up to 80m. The 
lower units are composed primarily of fluvial sands and gravels overlain by silts and plant organic-rich 
muds suggesting deposition under within-channel fluvial environments, followed by estuarine habitats. 
Overlying the lower units are up to 30m of well-sorted aeolian sands with discontinuous interbeds of 
plant organic-rich muds in the upper profile. The upper unit is composed of less than 10m of largely 
aeolian sands but also estuarine sands, beach ridges and terrestrial swamps.17 

 

Figure 2.3  Geology of the area below and around the study area. (Source: Geological Survey of NSW with GML overlay) 
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The lower units of the Botany Sands represent environments that are unlikely to be frequented 
habitually by past human groups whereas the upper units not only represent habitable environments, 
but are also depositional and likely to preserve cultural materials stratigraphically. It is also known that 
the upper aeolian materials were deposited within the timeframe of the human occupation of Sydney.  18 
Radiocarbon analysis of a single sample from the plant organic-rich interbeds of the 30m unit (within 
the upper portion) exceeded 35,000BP19 and the terrestrial swamps of the upper 10m unit have yielded 
radiocarbon dates of 8880±200BP20 and 5450±40BP.21  

The upper aeolian units of the Botany Sands are all viable contexts for the preservation of 
archaeological materials and may occur to depths of at least 10m. From geotechnical investigations by 
Douglass Partners in 201522 it is known that the immediate study area is composed of up to 1m to 2m 
of historical surface fill at the south of the site; sand and silty sand (Unified Soil Classification 
nomenclature) extend to depths of at least 15m depth over the entire site. It can be inferred from the 
above that at least 10m of the upper profile should be regarded as a viable archaeological context. 

The study area is located physiographically within the Cumberland Lowland region of the Macquarie 
Uplands Province23 which is characterised by undulating to low hilly country. The local subcatchment 
has a centripetal drainage pattern southwest towards Botany Bay, bounded to the north and east by 
ridges associated with Hawkesbury Sandstone (Rh) and exceeding 75m (AHD) (Figure 2.4). Elongate 
topographic highs bearing in the same direction as the local streetscape also occur to the west of the 
study area. These are unlikely to be outcrops of the Hawkesbury Sandstone for the reasons outlined 
above but instead may be local remnants of north–south bearing longitudinal dunes that are known to 
have existed at the surface of the Botany Sands prior to European activity.24  

The landscape around the study area is otherwise heavily urbanised and there are few opportunities to 
examine the pre-European micro-topography, even where clearings exist such as at Centennial Park, 
because of substantial displacements of the surface materials since European colonisation.  

 

Figure 2.4  Topography surrounding the study area. (Source: Geoscience Australia; GML overlay) 
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2.3.2 Soils 

The study area is situated on the Tuggerah soil landscape (Figure 2.5), which largely conforms 
spatially to the boundary of the Botany Sands (Figure 2.3). Alternative geological parent materials 
have been inferred to not occur at the site (Section 2.3.1) and are therefore not considered here. The 
Tuggerah soil landscape was formed on aeolian dunes with deep (>200cm) Podzols occurring on dune 
slopes and crests and Podzols/Humus Podzol intergrades on swales. Details of the physical 
characteristics of the dominant soil materials are presented in Table 2.3 and might be used to interpret 
the original topographic configuration where found in an undisturbed substrate. 

Podzols (podosols in the Australian Soil Classification25) are commonly developed on sandy coastal 
areas of NSW. They formally consist of soils that: 

possess either a Bs horizon (visible dominance of iron compounds), a Bhs horizon (organic-aluminium and iron 

compounds), or a Bh horizon (organic-aluminium compounds). These horizons may occur singly in a profile or in 

combination.26 

An example podosol is shown in Figure 2.5, which consists of a dark grey humic topsoil (A1 horizon), a 
pale grey eluvial horizon (A2 horizon), and a strong brown subsoil which may include variably 
cemented coffee rock.27 Divergence from this ideal may be indicative of profile disturbance. For 
example, absence of the A1 and A2 horizons would indicate either truncation of a profile or deposition 
of very young sediments that have not had sufficient time for horizon formation. Both cases are 
essential evidence for interpretation of coastal archaeological contexts in NSW.  

 

Figure 2.5  Soil landscapes occurring below and around the study area. (Source: Office of Environment and Heritage, NSW, with GML 
overlay). 
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Table 2.3  Dominant Soil Materials Composing the Tuggerah Soil Landscape.28 

Unit 
Code 

Texture and 
Colour 

Description 

tg1 Loose 
speckled grey-
brown loamy 
sand 

Grey-brown speckled sand to loamy sand with apedal single-grained structure and porous sandy 
fabric. It generally occurs as topsoil (A1 horizon). 

This material ranges from brownish-grey (10YR 4/1) to brownish-black (10YR 2/3) or black (10YR 2/1) 
with increasing organic matter. It is characteristically water repellent. The pH is slightly acid (pH 6.0) 
to neutral (pH 7.0). Roots are abundant and charcoal fragments are often present. Stones are absent. 

tg2 Bleached loose 
sand 

Bleached sand with apedal single-grained structure and porous sandy fabric. It occurs as an A2 
horizon. 

The surface condition is loose and the material is non-cohesive when dry and weakly coherent when 
moist. Dry colours are commonly bleached and moist colour ranges from light grey (7.5YR 8/1) and 
greyish-yellow (2.5Y 7/2) to dull yellow-orange (10YR 7/4). The pH ranges from moderately acid (pH 
5.5) to neutral (pH 7.0). Charcoal and stones are absent and roots are rare. 

tg3 Grey-brown 
mottled sand 

Mottled sand or loamy sand with apedal single-grained structure and loose sandy fabric. It occurs as 
subsoil in areas of poor drainage.  

It is weakly coherent when moist and non-cohesive when either dry or saturated. Colours range from 
brownish-grey (10YR 6/1) to greyish-brown (7.5YR 4/2). Faint grey mottles become increasingly 
common with depth. This material is seasonally waterlogged. The pH ranges from moderately acid 
(pH 5.5) to neutral (pH 7.0). Charcoal and stones are absent and roots are rare. 

tg4 Black soft 
sandy organic 
pan 

Black, soft, organic stained sand to loamy sand with apedal massive structure and sandy or, less 
commonly, earthy fabric. It often occurs as subsoil pan (B horizon) associated with tg5.  

This material consists of quartz sand grains coated and weakly cemented with black organic 
compounds. Colour is commonly black (10YR 1.7/1) or brownish-black (10YR 3/1). The pH ranges 
from moderately acid (pH 5.5) to neutral (pH 7.0). This material requires up to a moderate force to 
disrupt and is often hardsetting on exposure. Stone, charcoal and roots are absent. 

tg5 Brown soft 
sandy iron pan 

This is brown soft iron stained sand to loamy sand with apedal massive structure and sandy or, less 
commonly, earthy fabric. It generally occurs as subsoil (B horizon) and is commonly known as coffee 
rock.  

This material consists of quartz sand grains coated and weakly cemented with yellow and red 
sesquioxides. Colour varies from bright yellowish-brown (10YR 7/6) to brown (10YR 4/6). Dark brown 
and orange mottles are common. This material requires a moderate force to disrupt and is often 
hardsetting on exposure. The pH ranges from moderately acid (pH 5.5) to neutral (pH 7.0). Roots are 
rare, and stones and charcoal are absent. 

tg6 Yellow massive 
sand 

This is yellow–orange sand to clayey sand with apedal single-grained or apedal massive structure 
and sandy or earthy fabric. It usually occurs as deep subsoil (B horizon). 

This material consists of clay-coated quartz sand grains that are compacted, but not cemented. 
Colour varies from light yellow (2.5Y 7/4) to dull yellow-orange (10YR 7/3). The pH ranges from 
strongly acid (pH 4.5) to neutral (pH 7.0). Stones, charcoal and roots are absent. 
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Figure 2.6  Schematic cross-section of Tuggerah soil landscape illustrating the occurrence and relationship of the dominant soil 
materials.1 (Source: Chapman, GA, and Murphy, CL 1989, ‘Soil Landscapes of the Sydney 1:100,000 Sheet report’) 

 

Figure 2.7  Parapanic, Humosesquic, Semiaquic Podosol from Bald Hills area, South Gippsland, Victoria. (Source: Department of Natural 
Resources and Environment, Victoria) 
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2.3.3 Hydrology 

The high permeability of the sandy substrate of the study area has caused a low drainage density. It 
can therefore be inferred that the frequency of surface stream channels prior to European settlement 
would also have been low.29 Contemporary stream channels are also few and include Sheas Creek 
(the Alexandria Canal) and Botany Swamps (Bridge Mill Pond and Bird’s Gully) (Figure 2.6). The 
sandy substrate acts as an extensive aquifer and water is predominantly expressed at the surface 
where the groundwater intersects it, usually in the swales of the original dunes. Consequently, surface 
hydrology was largely composed of swamps which persist today predominantly as formalised ponds 
within Centennial Park. Free-running surface water is only likely to have occurred during storm events.  

The hydrology that existed around the study area in 1953 is represented in Figure 2.6. The study area 
can be seen to flank the southern shore of Lachlan Swamp. It is likely that as a consequence of the 
lack of surface water flow local human activity would have necessarily been focussed around such 
swamp environments when inhabiting the Botany Sands substrate.  

2.3.4 Fauna and Flora 

Prior to European colonisation the swamp environments immediately north of the study area were 
dominated by the woody heath plant Epacris and the she-oak Casuarina. The ecological community 
was most likely a sedge-swamp heathland mosaic which is likely to have persisted until at least 1885 
despite palynological evidence of European disturbance to the area prior to that time.30  

 

Figure 2.6  Contemporary streams and former swamp systems relative to the contemporary elevations and study area. (Source: 
Geoscience Australia, Land and Property Information, NSW, Water Board Journal 1953, with GML overlays) 
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Currently, Eastern Banksia Scrub communities occur on sand substrates, and freshwater sedge 
swamp communities occur within the wetlands. The Eastern Banksia Scrub is comprised of varied 
heath, scrub and low-forest communities dominated by shrubs such as Banksia aemula, Xanthorrhoea 
resinosa, Monotoca elliptica, Eristemon australasius and Ricinicarpos pinifolius.31 The freshwater 
sedge swamp was characterised by ‘patches of tall emergent sedges, fringed with zones of shorter 
sedges and occasional shrubs’.32 

Plant species likely to have been present in the vicinity of the study area that would have been used by 
local Aboriginal people include Melaleuca spp., Banksia spp. and Xanthorhoea spp. (particularly 
Xanthorrhoea resinifera). Other local food plants in the wider area include the lilly pilly (Acmena 
smithii), various roots and tubers (such as Blechnum catilagineum, B. indicum, Eleocharis sphacelata, 
Phragmites autralis, Triglochin microtuberosum, T. rheophilum, and Typha orientalis), native cherry 
(Exocarpus cupressiformis) and the native currant (Leptomeria acida).33 

The Eastern Banksia Scrub is likely to have been populated by kangaroos, wallabies, possums, 
bandicoots, fruit bats (grey-headed flying foxes), and a range of birds, snakes and lizards. The 
freshwater wetlands would have been inhabited by a diverse range of animals that would have been 
used by Aboriginal people, including waterbirds, eels, tortoises, freshwater mussels, shellfish and 
fish.34 

2.3.5 Historical Land Use  

A history of the study area, recent land use and associated development has been prepared by GBA 
(2015).35  Relevant portions have been summarised in relation to the Aboriginal history of the area.   

Prior to the 1830s there is no recorded use or occupation within or connected with the study area, or 
indeed the lands surrounding the study area.  The first historical activities connected with this area was 
the establishment of a racecourse (the nearby Sandy Course at Randwick racecourse) in 1833.  The 
racecourse was short lived and in 1838 racing was moved to Homebush.  In 1860 racing returned to 
Randwick, and has continued to this day.   

Despite the nearby racing activities, no development or other known activity occurred in association 
with the study area, until subdivision of the Kensington Estate in 1887.  Lots associated with 10-18 
Doncaster Avenue were registered and sold in 1893; Lots covering 4-10 Doncaster were registered 
and sold in 1904.  Development within these lots occurred in a single phase with the construction of 
housing.  The history of land use demonstrates a single phase of construction, without demolition or 
redevelopment.  The 1943 aerial (Figure 2.7) shows the pattern of development across the study area, 
which predominates today. The following development has occurred:  

• 4-8 Doncaster Avenue.  A single storey house erected in 1914.  Out buildings were constructed 
to the east of the house.   

• 10-12 Doncaster Avenue.  A two storey semi detached terrace constructed c.1896.  Stables 
were constructed within the lot across the eastern portion of the yards.  Sheds and a 
conservatory were also constructed at number 12.   

• 14-16 Doncaster Avenue.  Initial development of a corrugated iron cottage at 14 Doncaster 
Avenue c.1896-1904; which was demolished c.1910 for the construction of a semi-detached 
cottage at number 16.  Out buildings and stables were present to the east of the house.   
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• 18 Doncaster Avenue.  A large single storey brick and weather board house c.1895-1904.  This 
building was demolished after 1943, and the land used for access to the racecourse.   

• Services are shown connecting all houses to water and sewers.  The service trenches connect 
on the western side of the study area and sewer connections to the eastern side. 

The construction of these houses, out buildings and stables is likely to have required some initial 
modification to the dune surface and profile, potentially involving flattening and filling any areas with 
elevations or depressions.  Fill is likely to have been brought in, so that a flat and secure platform was 
formed allowing foundations and/or a slab be built for the various houses. Geotechnical information36 
indicates some shallow fill (~0.5m) located in the south of the study area.   

The mode of construction may have impacted intact dune profiles associated with the location and 
yard of each house, or could have buried and compressed the original upper dune surface.  The out 
buildings and yard surfaces surrounding each house could have required less significant work in terms 
of compression, cutting or filling. Service trenches will have involved deeper excavations trough a 
narrow corridor along the length of each service.  This would have impacted the upper dune profile, in 
an area local to the service.   

In summary, the extent of impacts resultant from construction could range from very minimal (if fill 
were imported and used to flatten the study area, ready for construction) to relatively high, if dune 
profiles were remodelled and flattened.  These impacts are comparable with those in the RSY site 
adjacent; to confirm the extent of impacts and dune modification geomorphological field investigation 
and analysis is required.  
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Figure 2.7  Study area boundary with 1943 aerial. (Source: Six Maps with GML overlays) 
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2.4 Ethnohistorical Background  
Most of the available ethnohistorical information available for the Aboriginal people who lived around 
Sydney’s CBD comes from the writings of officials who travelled to New South Wales with the First 
Fleet, including Governor Arthur Phillip, Judge Advocate David Collins, Captain Lieutenant Watkin 
Tench and Lieutenant William Dawes. Dawes also recorded a large amount of vocabulary of Aboriginal 
people around Port Jackson, and included notes on pronunciation and grammar. Paintings and 
sketches were also produced by various artists. These depicted Aboriginal people, camps, tools and 
weapons.37 A wealth of information is contained in such documents, despite the European bias 
inherent in the recording of this data. 

Much of the information presented below has been extrapolated from Val Attenbrow’s 2002 (updated 
2010) seminal work on Aboriginal ethnohistory and archaeology at Sydney—Sydney’s Aboriginal Past: 
Investigating the archaeological and historical records.38 It has been supplemented with some further 
research of primary and secondary sources. One key recent record is Paul Irish’s Hidden in Plain 
View,39 which details some of the local post-contact history and connections between Aboriginal people 
and the British settlers.   

The account below focuses on the aspects of Aboriginal life that would have left physical evidence in 
order to develop an understanding of the likelihood of Aboriginal objects to be present at the study 
area, along with their potential social, aesthetic and historical values. 

Accounts of Governor Arthur Phillip and Philip Gidley King identified the Gadigal (also spelt Cadigal) 
people as the inhabitants of the area between South Head and Darling Harbour. The Wangal were 
said to have occupied the land from Darling Harbour west to Rose Hill (Parramatta).40  

This indicates that Kensington was part of the traditional lands occupied by the Gadigal people. 

The Gadigal, and other nearby clan groups of the Darug people, would have been among the first 
Aboriginal people to experience the effects of physical and social dislocation as a result of the arrival 
and settlement of the First Fleet at Sydney Cove. Furthermore, epidemics of smallpox dramatically 
affected the Aboriginal population in Sydney. In 1790, Bennelong estimated to Governor Phillip that 
over half of Sydney’s original Aboriginal population had died as a result of the smallpox epidemic that 
broke out in 1789.41 Other effects of European colonisation on local Aboriginal populations included 
loss of access to traditional lands and resources, intertribal conflict, starvation, and the breakdown of 
traditional cultural practices. The effects of such severe social dislocation may have dramatically 
altered some aspects of the lives of local Aboriginal people recorded by early European observers. 

Following the great losses suffered by local clans with the introduction of European diseases, only very 
small groups or individual Aboriginal people were recorded as living in the local area surrounding the 
current study area. Mahroot was an Aboriginal man who described himself as belonging to the ‘Botany 
Bay Tribe’ and, in the 1840s, was recorded living around the northern shore of Botany Bay with around 
50 other Aboriginal people. Only three were recorded as speaking the same language as Mahroot, 
suggesting that the group was a merged party of survivors from the Sydney region.42 Elders within the 
La Perouse community have also provided personal accounts of camping and collecting food in 
Centennial Park in the 1930s. The permanent freshwater supply of the Lachlan Swamps was a focus 
of this activity.43 

Oral history provides a reference to an Aboriginal man known as King Billy Timbery who lived at La 
Perouse and operated the Randwick toll gate in the 1860s.44 This toll gate was located at the northern 
end of what is now Tay Reserve—also known as Old Toll Bar Reserve until the 1960s. King Billy 
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Timbery was reportedly the first Aboriginal man employed in the area, but little information is 
historically recorded about him or his employment. The toll house appears to have been constructed in 
1847 and the collection of tolls ceased in 1890. The toll house continued to be used as a residence 
until its demolition in 1909.45 There were two toll gates on Anzac Parade, the other being the extant 
Moore Park Toll Gate at the corner of Anzac Parade and Cleveland Street.46  

There is a known historical connection between the La Perouse and Illawarra Aboriginal communities, 
with historical records indicating many Aboriginal families would move seasonally between the two 
regions. The Timbery family in particular are commonly referred to in historical and contemporary 
sources regarding Aboriginal history for both areas, with contemporary descendants, such as Rita 
Timbery-Bennet who has participated in the Aboriginal Women’s Heritage project.47  

2.4.1 Subsistence Activities 

The people that inhabited the coastal regions of Sydney had access to a wide range of natural 
resources, including terrestrial and marine flora and fauna. For coastal Aboriginal people, marine 
resources are most likely to have been a vital part of their diet. Watkin Tench, a military officer on the 
First Fleet, suggests fishing was their primary subsistence activity: 

… [they] wholly depend for food on the few fruits they gather, the roots they dig up in the swamps, and the fish they pick 

up along shore or contrive to strike from their canoes with spears.  Fishing, indeed, seems to engross nearly the whole 

of their time, probably from its forming the chief part of a subsistence …48 

Other marine resources such as shellfish and crustaceans were likely to have been frequently 
collected and eaten. 

Although marine animals formed a substantial part of the diet of Aboriginal people who lived in and 
around Sydney, terrestrial animals such as kangaroos, possums, and various birds were also hunted 
and eaten regularly. The landscape was also manipulated by Aboriginal people through periodic 
burning of the undergrowth to encourage terrestrial animals such as kangaroos to graze, and thus 
facilitate hunting. Evidence of this is recorded in the vicinity of Sydney Cove and, despite the close 
proximity to marine resources, indicates that terrestrial animals were commonly consumed as a food 
resource. 

Written accounts describe the use of a variety of edible plants in the Sydney region, including seeds, 
fruits and roots. While there are over 200 edible native plant species known in the Sydney region, it is 
difficult to reconstruct how important each was to the subsistence diet of coastal Aboriginal people. 
This is largely a result of the discrepancies in recording this information, including the widely different 
names and descriptions given to different native plant species in the late-eighteenth and early-
nineteenth centuries. 

2.4.2 Material Culture 

The material culture of local Aboriginal groups is also recorded to some extent in early historical 
accounts, and is reinforced by the archaeological record. Many of the tools were multi-purpose and 
portable, allowing groups to practice subsistence activities and cultural traditions across the landscape. 
Aboriginal people made and used a suite of stone tools, and this is one of the most ubiquitous forms of 
archaeological evidence across Australia. Following contact there are examples of glass, and 
sometimes ceramic, being knapped in the same way as stone to form tools. 

Many other types of tools would have been made of organic materials and most, such as string bags 
or bark canoes, have not been preserved archaeologically (although some examples are found in 
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museum and private collections). Some organic materials, such as shell and bone, survive better than 
others, and are well represented in the historical and archaeological records. 

Fish hooks were the most common shell implement in the Sydney area. However, they are unique in 
Australia to the area between Port Stephens and the NSW/Victorian border, and all date within the last 
1000 years. Historical accounts indicate that in the Port Jackson area fish hooks were only used by 
women and spears were only used by men—although both genders engaged in fishing.  

The study area was located in the region of earliest contact between Aboriginal peoples and British 
colonists, who first landed at Botany Bay to the south and then established a colony at Sydney Cove to 
the north. Aboriginal peoples were prominent in accounts of early colonial Sydney and are known to 
have repurposed materials sourced from the colonists. In particular these materials included imported 
stone material such as ships ballast, bottle glass, and metals.49 Because the study area is locate near 
to some of the earliest interactions between Aboriginal peoples and British settlers, there is greater 
probability that these ‘contact’ period items will be preserved in the archaeological context. 

2.4.3 Patterns of Land Use 

Many written European accounts and drawings record Aboriginal people who occupied the Sydney 
region—including the Gadigal—as camping, cooking, and fishing on the open shoreline, estuarine river 
banks and rockshelters near water. Attenbrow’s analysis of ethnohistorical evidence regarding 
landscape use indicates a focus of Aboriginal activity on valley bottoms and shorelines.50 Attenbrow’s 
Port Jackson Archaeological Project demonstrated that archaeological sites were similarly patterned in 
a way that supports this focus.51 She does, however, caution reliance on these patterns as they are 
skewed by archaeological preservation factors, as well as biases in what has been portrayed in the 
historical record.52 

A series of pathways crossed the region between Port Jackson and Botany Bay, connecting different 
parts of Gadigal lands, as well as to areas beyond, for hunting, resource collection, trade, social and 
ceremonial visits. Aboriginal people moved regularly through Country between permanent settlements, 
as recorded by colonial writers into the 1800s.53 The dune fields and wetlands of the Botany Basin may 
have provided a diverse range of significant resources that was likely to have been exploited by the 
local population. Ethnographic sources provide little specific information regarding how the dune and 
wetland areas such as those found around the Botany Basin were used by Aboriginal people.  

2.4.4 Aesthetic and Regional Character  

This section provides a context for the aesthetic values associated with the study area.  The Burra 
Charter defines aesthetic value as: 

…aspects of sensory perception for which criteria may include consideration of the form, scale, colour, texture and 

material of the fabric [interpreted as evidence of Aboriginal occupation]; the smells and sounds associated with the 

place and its use.   

The region around the study area is densely urbanised and there has been substantial modification to 
the original topographic character. The most persistent features of the pre-European environment are 
the ponds existing within Centennial Park, which are formalised surface expressions of the 
groundwater that would have previously existed as a sedge-swamp heathland mosaic. These features 
are likely to have been foci for past Aboriginal cultural and may hold value in terms of representing an 
‘unchanged’ character of the area. 
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3.0 Aboriginal Community Consultation 

3.1 Introduction  
Aboriginal community consultation is required for any assessment of Aboriginal heritage in order to 
make a valid assessment of Aboriginal (heritage) ‘values’, especially those Aboriginal memories, 
stories and associations between the Aboriginal people and their traditional lands or Country. 
Aboriginal people frequently express an enduring connection to their Country, a connection that 
transcends generations, both past and present. The connection is frequently expressed as a sense of 
belonging, which may manifest through physical objects or place; alternatively, it may be presented as 
an intangible idea, where an appreciation of an unseen quality or non-materialistic value connects a 
place in the landscape, tradition, observance, custom, lore, belief and/or history to the person or group 
describing the item, event or value. The notion of intangible, social, or community values is essential to 
Aboriginal people as ‘the effective protection and conservation of this heritage is important in 
maintaining the identity, health and wellbeing of Aboriginal people’.1 

In order to gather social and community views and opinions with respect to Aboriginal heritage and 
identify and address Aboriginal heritage values, the OEH requires proponents to adhere to the 
guideline document Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010.2 In 
addition to providing a mechanism for engaging the Aboriginal community, the directives in the 
guidelines must be followed for any study that might eventually be used to support an application for 
an AHIP under Part 6 of the NPW Act.   

GML recognises and acknowledges the continuing Indigenous ownership of the traditional knowledge, 
cultural expressions, practices, innovations and intellectual property rights in the materials provided by 
RAPs, on which research and assessments in our reports may be based, and endeavours to protect 
the privacy, integrity and wellbeing of participants in this research. 

3.2 The Process of Consultation  
These consultation guidelines set out a process involving identification, registration, engagement and 
consultation with Aboriginal peoples who may hold cultural knowledge relevant to determining the 
significance of an Aboriginal object and/or place.   

Adherence with guidelines involves following a number of stages, which includes: 

1. Informing Aboriginal people about the nature and scope of the proposal. 

2. Understanding what might be present in the landscape and its cultural significance.  

3. Determining the potential impacts and the proposed strategies to deal with them. 

4. Reviewing the report.3 

Aboriginal groups are invited to register interest as a party to consultation (including the placing of local 
press advertisement[s]), responses are sought from the Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) on the 
proposed assessment methodology, and an opportunity to comment on the assessment reports and 
recommendations is provided to the RAPs. The guidelines specify timeframes for each stage of the 
consultation process. Further details pertaining to these stages are described below.  
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The Aboriginal community consultation for this project has been carried out in accordance with the 
OEH guideline. This chapter contains specific details of Aboriginal community consultation with regard 
to the heritage assessment of the study area. 

The complete log of all communications between GML and RAPs and all letters, responses and details 
pertaining to this consultation are provided in Appendix A.  

3.2.1 Stage 1: Notification of Project 

The aim of Stage 1 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’.4 The identification process involves:  

• initial letters sent to select government agencies to determine relevant Aboriginal stakeholder 
groups to contact; and  

• placement of a notice in local press, inviting Aboriginal people who hold relevant cultural 
knowledge to register in the process of community consultation. 

A letter notifying all Aboriginal people and the Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) about the 
proposed project must be sent to each individual and group identified through the above stages.  
Aboriginal people have a minimum of 14 days after the letter was sent or the notice was published in 
the newspaper to register an interest in the project.   

The outcome of Stage 1 is a list of Aboriginal people who have registered for being involved in 
consultation—the ‘Registered Aboriginal Parties’ (RAPs). The RAP is to be involved for the remainder 
of the project; no Aboriginal consultation outside of the RAP is required.   

Letters requesting contact details of Aboriginal people or organisations who may hold cultural 
knowledge relevant to the study area, and any known heritage issues to be taken into consideration in 
the area (Step 1 notifications), were sent via email on 10 April 2017 to: 

• the NSW OEH (Fran Scully, Sam Higgs and Samantha Gibbins);   

• Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 (NSW);  

• the National Native Title Tribunal; 

• Native Title Services Corporation (NTSCorp);  

• Randwick City Council; 

• Greater Sydney Catchment Management Authority;  

• La Perouse Local Area Land Council (LALC); and 

• Metropolitan Local Area Land Council (LALC).  

Responses were received from the following groups: 

• the NSW OEH (Fran Scully, Sam Higgs and Samantha Gibbins);   

• Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 (NSW);  
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• the National Native Title Tribunal; 

• Randwick City Council; and 

• Greater Sydney Catchment Management Authority. 

Subsequently, those Aboriginal people who were identified during the Step 1 notifications were 
contacted via letter on 28 April 2017, providing information regarding the project and inviting them to 
register an interest (Step 2 notifications). A notification was also placed in the Southern Courier on 18 
April 2017, inviting registrations of interest by Aboriginal people with cultural knowledge relevant to the 
project area. The following 15 Aboriginal groups/people registered an interest (in alphabetical order): 

• A1 Indigenous Services; 

• Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc (AAS); 

• Biamanga; 

• Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation; 

• Cullendulla; 

• Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments; 

• Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC); 

• Darug Land Observations (DLO); 

• Didge Ngunawal Clan; 

• Gulaga; 

• La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council; 

• Murramarang; 

• Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants; 

• Tocomwall; and 

• Widescope Indigenous Group. 

A copy of the notification and the details of registered Aboriginal parties was provided to OEH and the 
LALC on 29 May 2017. 

 Registered Aboriginal Parties  

In line with the outcomes of Stage 1 following OEH 2010, Appendix B,5 there are 15 Registered 
Aboriginal Parties (RAPs), who have been consulted during the preparation of this report: 

• A1 Indigenous Services; 

• Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc (AAS); 

• Biamanga; 
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• Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation; 

• Cullendulla; 

• Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments; 

• Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC); 

• Darug Land Observations (DLO); 

• Didge Ngunawal Clan; 

• Gulaga; 

• La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council; 

• Murramarang; 

• Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants; 

• Tocomwall; and 

• Widescope Indigenous Group.  

3.2.2 Stage 2 and Stage 3: Presentation of Information and Gathering Information 
About Cultural Significance  

On 22 May 2017, a letter was sent to all RAPs informing them of the project outline, project impacts, 
the timeline and milestones of the project. Included was a methodology for undertaking the 
archaeological and geomorphological assessment and a request for any information on culturally 
sensitive areas of local traditional knowledge relating to the study area. A period of 28 days was 
allowed for the RAPs to respond (19 June 2017).   

All stakeholders agreed to the proposed methodology.  Table 3.1 is a summary of all RAP submissions 
made during the consultation period in relation to the project and Aboriginal cultural heritage values.  

Table 3.1  RAP Comments with Respect to the Proposed Methodology and Cultural Heritage Values Within or Associated with the 
Study Area. 

# RAP  Date of Sent Date of 
Reply  

Comment  

1 Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessments  

22 May 2017 29 May 
2017 

Celestine Everingham advised by phone that 
she accepts our methodology. 

2 A1 Indigenous Services  22 May 2017 22 May 
2017 

A1, AHCS and Widescope agree with the 
methodology for 4–18 Doncaster Avenue 
Provision Project created by GML Heritage. 

3 Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc 
(AAS) 

22 May 2017 23 May 
2017 

Aboriginal Archaeology Service agrees with the 
above proposed assessment methodology. 

4 Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 22 May 2017 1 June 
2017 

We see no issues with methodology provided 
to Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation. 

5 Darug Custodian Aboriginal 
Corporation (DCAC) 

22 May 2017 23 May 
2017 

We support the recommendations set out in 
this report.   
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# RAP  Date of Sent Date of 
Reply  

Comment  

6 Darug Land Observations (DLO) 22 May 2017 2 June 
2017 

Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd has reviewed 
the archaeological and cultural heritage 
assessment and supports the methodology for 
the proposed demolishment of the existing 
building and construction of a new three-storey 
residential flat building at 4–18 Doncaster 
Avenue, in Kensington. 

In relation to the long-term storage of 
recovered artefacts, if any, Darug Land 
Observations Pty Ltd strongly believes that the 
recovered artefacts should be re-buried on 
Country (the study area). 

7 La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 

22 May 2017 19 June 
2017 

The La Perouse LALC generally supports the 
proposed methodology outlined in the 
document, Reference 17-0058pb1, compiled 
by GML Heritage and dated 22 May 2017. 

8 Widescope Indigenous Group 22 May 2017 26 May 
2017 

I have been sent information Re: 4–18 
Doncaster Avenue project. I agree and seek to 
endorse the project methodology. 

9 Didge Ngunawal Clan 22 May 2017 24 May 
2017 

DNC would just like to know what is going to 
happen to the artefacts once they are found, if 
they’re being reburied, for educational use or in 
a museum. DNC agrees on the methodology at 
4–18 Doncaster Avenue. 

 

3.2.3 Stage 4: Review of Draft ACHA Report 

The draft ACHAR (this report) was provided to the RAPS on 25 July 2017.  A period of 28 days was 
allowed for their comments (18 August 2017).  Following 18 August 2017, until the production of this 
ACHAR, no further comments were received.  

Table 3.2  RAP Comments with Respect to the Draft Cultural Heritage Assessment Report  

RAP Date Sent Date Reply Comments and/or cultural values identified 

Darug 
Aboriginal 
Cultural 
Heritage 
Assessments  

25/07/2017 11/08/2017 Agree with the ACHAR 

 

 

A1 Indigenous 
Services  

25/07/2017 21/08/2017 A1 and AHCS support the Methodology and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment Report created by GML Heritage 

Aboriginal 
Archaeology 
Service Inc 
(AAS) 

25/07/2017 27/07/2017 Aboriginal Archaeology Service agree with the above proposed Assessment 
Methodology. 

Darug 
Custodian 
Aboriginal 
Corporation 
(DCAC) 

25/07/2017 30/07/2017 Aboriginal Archaeology Service agree with the above proposed Assessment 
Methodology. 

 

Gulaga 25/07/2017 01/08/2017 Gulaga agrees with/accepts the report for Doncaster Ave, Kensington 
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RAP Date Sent Date Reply Comments and/or cultural values identified 

La Perouse 
Local 
Aboriginal 
Land Council 

25/07/2017 18/08/2017 The La Perouse LALC is very concerned about the close proximity of the 
proposed development at 4-18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington, to the recorded 
Aboriginal site at the Randwick Stabling Yards, and the potential impacts upon 
the site arising from the development. The La Perouse LALC is also concerned 
that the Randwick Stabling Yards site may extend into the proposed 
development area, or that there is potential for other Aboriginal objects to be 
found during excavation of the proposed development. 

The La Perouse LALC is generally supportive of the report’s conclusions and 
recommendations, and of the measures that are outlined in the Archaeological 
Technical Report (Appendix E). 

 

All RAPs agreed with the proposed project methodology.  The LALC provided further comments; in 
response, GML note that the portion of site RSY 1 will be conserved during the development work.  As 
far as GML is aware, the Light Rail stabling yards will not encroach into the Doncaster site study area.  
There is a potential for further Aboriginal objects to be located within the Doncaster PAD area; this has 
been the subject of this report and its intended management.   

3.3 Summary of Aboriginal Cultural Values Identified 
Beyond the values associated with the previously identified Aboriginal site RSY1, the study area has 
not been identified to hold further Aboriginal values.  The study area has been identified by some 
RAPs to hold potential for further Aboriginal objects, which, if present, may hold scientific and social 
value.  This is recognised through the AHIMS listing of the Doncaster PAD.   

3.4 Endnotes 
 

1  DECCW, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Sydney.   
2  DECCW, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Sydney.   
3  List taken from DECCW, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Sydney, p 10.   
4  DECCW, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Sydney, p 10.  
5  DECCW, Aboriginal cultural heritage consultation requirements for proponents 2010, Sydney.   
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4.0 Synthesis of Background Information 

This background assessment compiles, analyses and synthesises previous information and relevant 
contextual information to gain an initial understanding of the cultural landscape within its environmental 
context. 

4.1 The Physical Setting and Landscape Description  
Details of the past and present environments in and around the study area are provided in Section 2.2 
and the following analysis follows from it. The study area was found to be situated on a deep sequence 
of sandy sediments, with approximately the upper 10m having been deposited within the timeframe of 
human occupation of Sydney region. The local topography is a subcatchment that drains centripetally 
southwest towards Botany Bay, although the high permeability of the substrate has caused a low 
drainage density and surface flow would have been rare excepting during storm events. Instead, the 
sandy substrate has acted as an aquifer with surface expressions of water occurring where 
groundwater intersects the surface, usually in the swales between dunes.  

Because of a lack of surface flow around the study area, local human activity would have focused on 
the swamp environments developed in the swales of dunes. The most recent configuration of swamp 
areas largely conforms to the formalised ponds of Centennial Park and the dammed Botany Swamps 
(Figure 2.8). The aeolian formation of the deep stratigraphy indicates that the contemporary 
configuration of surface hydrology may have varied substantially in the past. Because surface water 
was expressed where prior dune swales intersected the groundwater, lateral shifting of dunes cause a 
proportional shift of those intersections. The sediments accumulated in swamps may also act as 
aquitards in an increasingly complex aquifer architecture and hence change subsurface water 
potential, causing independent alterations to where groundwater might intersect the surface.  

From the above it can be inferred that the focus of human activity around the local swamp resources is 
likely to have shifted laterally over time, maybe substantially. Locations close to the current surface 
water sources, including the study area, can be more confidently regarded to have higher 
archaeological potential in the younger upper units of the aeolian deposits of the Botany Sands (eg 
nearer to the surface). It is less certain whether the deeper deposits would have similar potential 
because it is not known whether those locations were similarly close to a water source.  

The natural environment has been substantially altered since European colonisation. Although the 
broader terrain is unlikely to have changed substantially, the microtopography of the original dune 
topography has been substantially altered to accommodate the dense urban environment that has 
developed. This process is likely to have included truncation of dune crests and filling of dune swales; 
however, while truncation of dune crests would have removed the recent archaeological context at 
those locations, the archaeological context continues up to 10m in depth and so filling of swales would 
simply preserve that context.  

4.2 History of the Peoples Living on the Land 
Much of the history of Aboriginal land use prior to British colonisation has been deduced over time 
from archaeological excavations. The fragmented record affords only a small view of durable material 
culture and hence only of sequences of material change and the spatial locations in which they occur. 
However, that record becomes richer and less fragmented as more sites are investigated and as more 
subtle features of those sites are recognised as cultural remains. Nevertheless, the archaeological 
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record as it stands provides definitive evidence of the antiquity of Aboriginal presence and culture far 
beyond the historical and anthropological evidence. 

The Gadigal people were identified by historical accounts as occupying the traditional lands within the 
study area, now Kensington. It is very likely that the Gadigal experienced social dislocation from this 
place with the arrival of the European colonisers, disease, and other hardships. However, there are 
accounts of a return to the wider region by Aboriginal figures such as King Billy Timbery in the 1860s, 
and by Aboriginal people camping and collecting food in Centennial Park in the 1930s.  

As such there is a layered history of Aboriginal people within the area, which captures the early 
subsistence, social dislocation, and resilience of these groups. No specific cultural value related to 
these themes of Aboriginal ethnohistory has been identified within the study area. 

4.3 Material Evidence of Aboriginal Land Use 
A number of archaeological sites are registered across the Botany Sands substrate environment. A 
search of the OEH Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) in June 2017 
identified eight sites within 3km of the study area, and one more site restricted in the AHIMS database 
but known to GML through previous investigations. The registered sites included seven open sites 
including one midden and one rock engraving, and one closed site rockshelter with art. The distribution 
of those sites is predominantly concentrated around the Centennial Park area apparently supporting 
the model presented in Section 2.3.3 that local human foci would necessarily occur around swamp 
resources. However, few overall sites are listed overall and alternatively it might be that the distribution 
is simply chance; one speculation may be that more intensive investigations have occurred in the 
areas around Centennial Park because it is a public resource and potentially subject to greater public 
scrutiny. 

The type of evidence likely to be excavated from an undisturbed archaeological context may include 
stone objects, middens and burials, but also potentially European stone materials, bottle glass and 
modified metal objects in the case of ‘contact’ period materials. Stone objects would invariably have 
been imported into the area as there is no direct source of suitable stone available within the Botany 
Sands. Indeed, the occurrence of gravel-sized objects within an otherwise undisturbed sand context is 
likely to have been a manuport in situations where modifications cannot be identified. Table 4.1 lists 
the objects and sites most likely to occur within the Botany Sands substrate. 

Table 4.1  Types of Aboriginal Sites that may be Located within the Study Area.  

Feature Description and Potential Location  

Stone objects Stone artefact concentrations are collections of stone, frequently brought from other areas, which 
demonstrate evidence for Aboriginal working, use and/or discard of the stone at a single location.  
Stone artefact concentrations may be associated with any of the below site types.  

Where such sites are buried by sediment they may not be noticeable unless exposed by erosion or 
disturbed by modern activities.   

Stone artefacts may occur stratified up to approximately 10m in depth within the Botany Sands. 

Stone is likely to comprise the typical Sydney assemblages, linked to the Eastern regional sequence.  
There is possibility for time-depth stratigraphy within the dunes at Doncaster Avenue.  Further, stone 
items (such as iron stone or sandstone) which appear to be manuports (and not Aboriginal objects), 
may, if archaeological associated with a verified Aboriginal deposit, be connected with Aboriginal use 
of the place.   
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Feature Description and Potential Location  

Contact period 
objects 

Contact period objects are objects that were evidently originally of non-Australian origin, manufacture 
or utility, that have subsequently been evidently modified or utilised by an Aboriginal person. 

In Sydney this regularly comprises glass, ceramic and metal items.  Such items are often difficult to 
attribute to Aboriginal use, but post excavation analysis of the material, its archaeological context and 
possible use wear analysis can provide insight.   

These sites are likely to occur in the upper stratigraphic units of the Botany Sands.   

Shell middens  Middens predominantly consist of accumulations of shell that represent the exploitation and 
consumption of shellfish by Aboriginal people. Shell species may be marine, estuarine or freshwater 
depending on the environmental context. Middens frequently also include faunal remains, stone 
artefacts, hearths and charcoal.   

These sites may occur stratified up to approximately 10m in depth within the Botany Sands. 

Burial sites Burials may be of isolated individuals, or they may form complex burial grounds. Often associated with 
other site types such as middens, or mounds.   

These sites may occur stratified up to approximately 10m in depth within the Botany Sands.  Whilst 
not expected, these sites could occur.  If identified, burials would require assessment and 
management further to that under the AHIP sought by this project.   

Resource area  Resource gathering areas represent landforms that contain a high number of fauna and flora species, 
which were known Aboriginal resources. Resource areas are frequently associated with permanent 
water resources, often swamps or marshes, and frequently have recorded sites such as middens 
nearby. Landforms associated with these sites are often flats with a favourable outlook.   

These features may occur stratified up to approximately 10m depth within the Botany Sands. 

 

4.4 Limitations of the Background Analysis 
The background analysis presented in Section 2 was limited by its current physical setting in an 
urbanised environment. The original topography is likely to have been substantially altered and there 
are no existing natural incisions into the substrate that provide a direct view of its architecture. It was 
also limited by the fragmented character of the local archaeological record which was similarly in part a 
result of the local urbanised landscape. Limitations also exist in the historical records which have often 
failed to account for the more domestic activities of Aboriginal life during the period of colonisation. 
Lastly, knowledge imparted by the RAPs may also have been restricted for cultural reasons. 
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5.0 Cultural Heritage Value and Statement of Significance 

The primary guide to the assessment of heritage value and significance is the Burra Charter. The 
Burra Charter defines cultural significance as: 

Cultural significance means aesthetic, historic, scientific, social or spiritual value for past, present or future generations.  

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

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

In line with the Burra Charter’s four principal values (social, historical, scientific and aesthetic) and the 
NSW Heritage’s Office’s publication Assessing Heritage Significance,1 four assessment criteria can be 
used to assess the Aboriginal heritage values of the study area.2   

The four criteria are: 

• Social value3—‘an item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural 
group in NSW (or the local area) for social, cultural or spiritual reasons’;   

• Historic value4—‘an item is important in the course, or patterning, of NSW’s cultural or natural 
history (or cultural or natural history of the local area)’;   

• Scientific value5—‘an item has potential to yield information that will contribute to an 
understanding of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local 
area); and 

• Aesthetic value6—‘an item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high 
degree of creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area)’. 

Consultation with the RAPs and investigation into the background history of the study area and local 
region has allowed for an understanding of the key values associated with social, historic and scientific 
value.   

Ongoing Aboriginal community consultation will be required to identify social and aesthetic values 
associated with the project area, and any values connected with the wider landscape identified 
throughout the investigation. The Aboriginal community will be given an opportunity to provide 
feedback on the final draft of the ACHAR once physical investigation of the study area is completed 
and reported in an accompanying Aboriginal Technical Report (ATR). The feedback from the 
Aboriginal community would then be included in the significance assessment.  

5.1.1 Grading of Significance  

Following the OEH 2011 Guide,7 heritage values will be graded in accordance with a basic ranking of 
high, moderate or low. The ranking is based on the research potential, representativeness, rarity and 
educational potential of each value. The grading is stated at the end of each value assessment.  

5.2 Significance Assessment 
5.2.1 Social Value 

The study area holds social value to the Aboriginal community as a place associated with long-term 
Aboriginal occupation, and as a component of their wider Country. The study area meets this criterion 
at a high level. The significance manifests through: 
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• the potential archaeological deposits, which the community views as holding a high level of 
research potential; 

• the potential for stratification of archaeological deposits, which increases the research potential 
by providing a means to assess material change over time;  

• the potential to accurately date stratified archaeological deposits by means of optically 
stimulated luminescence and thereby provide tangible evidence of the antiquity of their presence 
and cultural connection in this area; 

• the potential for material evidence of the contact period given the location of the study area 
within the region of earliest British colonisation; and 

• a level of community social value for the site’s potential to provide educational and interpretive 
outcomes, which may provide new understanding to the general public. 

5.2.2 Historical Value 

The study area holds moderate historical value because the local Aboriginal community has identified 
a contemporary social and historical connection. While there is no known direct connection between 
identified Aboriginal people and/or historical records and the study area, the Aboriginal community 
holds the opinion that the landscape of the wider region is associated with early interactions between 
Europeans and Aboriginal people.  

5.2.3 Scientific Value 

The study area contains two distinctly different areas: one with an archaeological deposit—the 
remnant portion of the RSY 1 site (which contains an archaeologically proven deposit); and another 
with archaeological potential, covering the remainder of the study area—described as Doncaster 
Avenue PAD (which has archaeological sensitivity). Each area needs to be described on its own 
merits, on the basis of the known and/or likely ability to further inform the archaeological and 
environmental record.  A brief statement relating to each of the two distinct areas is provided.  

 Research Potential 

The Doncaster Avenue PAD hold the potential to address questions relating to both the archaeological 
and environmental record of the Randwick region. Archaeologically, the area with PAD could contain 
deposits associated with Aboriginal habitation (most likely stone artefacts, manuported stone, hearths 
and possibly shell). Investigations of these deposits could provide further information on long term 
Aboriginal habitation, patterns of economic use—particularly in respect to changing regimes of stone 
use, and access to the ecological resources of the Lachlan Swamps.   

The RSY 1 site contains an archaeological deposit which has previously been characterised through 
excavations. The remnant deposit is unlikely to contain information divergent from that previously 
excavated. As such, the research potential of the extant portion of RSY 1 does not extend beyond that 
already recognised or realised.   

 Integrity and Condition 

The integrity of the Doncaster Avenue PAD cannot be determined until geomorphological and/or 
archaeological investigations are undertaken.   
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The RSY 1 site exhibits varying levels of disturbance, which have resulted in some lifting and mixing of 
archaeological deposits into overlying layers of fill. However, the topsoils of the upper dune profile 
retain a portion with good integrity and condition. The depth of the intact layer varies between 50mm 
and 300mm.   

 Complexity 

The Doncaster Avenue PAD has the potential ability to yield a complex assemblage (of stone and/or 
shell) and/or features (hearths, fire pits, activity areas), from stratified archaeological deposits.  
Further, it has the potential to yield complex geomorphological and ecological deposits if the swamp 
deposits present within the adjacent RSY site extend into the north of the PAD area.  

The RSY 1 site is predominantly composed of a single archaeological deposit contained within a sand 
dune topsoil and is not archaeologically complex.  

 Archaeological Potential 

The Doncaster Ave PAD has potential to yield stratified archaeological deposits that could address 
complex research questions relating to both changing ecological regimes and the Aboriginal 
adaptation to these changes. Analysis of archaeological materials could provide new insight into 
changing resource availability (eg the availability of different stone resources), changing local 
technologies (changes in style of stone or shell manufacture), altered patterns of food resources (new 
species of shellfish or other foods being introduced), and changing environmental conditions (through 
analysis of the sediment and pollen record).  

The RSY 1 site holds archaeological potential for intact deposits of stone objects, which would be a 
continuation of those already excavated. The archaeological potential for the remnant extant portion of 
the RSY 1 site is high, namely in terms of conservation of the remnant portion of the site.   

 Connectedness 

The connectedness of the Doncaster Avenue PAD cannot be described until an archaeological deposit 
is identified.  

The RSY 1 site is unusual in that its content cannot be linked to other regional site types, notably in 
terms of the material type present or its frequency.   

 Representativeness 

The representativeness of the Doncaster Avenue PAD cannot be described until an archaeological 
deposit is identified.  

The RSY 1 site is low in that it is not reflective of other archaeological sites in the local or wider region.   

 Rarity 

The rarity of the Doncaster Avenue PAD cannot be described until an archaeological deposit is 
identified.  

The RSY 1 site can be described as locally and regionally rare, in that the combination of 
archaeological content, material type and landscape connection has not been previously identified.  
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 Education Potential 

Both the Doncaster Avenue PAD (if it contains an archaeological and/or ecological signature) and the 
RSY 1 site have teaching potential to demonstrate past Aboriginal material culture and environments, 
and their concomitant change over time.   

 Archaeological Landscapes 

Both the Doncaster Avenue PAD (if it contains archaeological and/or environmental evidence) and the 
RSY 1 site are a component of the wider Aboriginal cultural landscape, which extends in connection 
with the coastal territory of the local Aboriginal population. The archaeological and sediment deposits 
are reflective of the local dune system, positioned on the margins of an extensive wetlands system, 
distinctly different to locations to the immediate west. The presence of archaeological sites within this 
landscape may be able to provide new insight into long term patterns of Aboriginal habitation, their 
economy and perhaps changing social regimes. Whilst this social and cultural landscape changed at 
the point of colonisation, it was maintained by Aboriginal people and remains active today.  

5.2.4 Aesthetic Value 

There has been substantial modification to the original topographic character of the study area and its 
surrounds, excepting the persistence of pre-European swamps as formalised ponds located in 
Centennial Park. The ponds cannot be viewed from the study area and vice versa; the aesthetic value 
of the study area is therefore regarded as low. To date there is no known aesthetic value of the study 
area held by the Aboriginal community, although this may come from ongoing consultation with RAPs. 
There is also the potential for the identification of objects with aesthetic value from physical 
investigation of the study area.  

5.3 Statement of Significance  
The study area holds value to the Aboriginal and archaeological communities because of its 
importance as a component of the social, historical and scientific landscape of the Botany Sands 
environment. This value manifests itself through the site’s substantially high research potential for the 
tangible evidence of the antiquity of Aboriginal presence and cultural connection in this area, and the 
contemporary social connection and community appreciation of the site as part of the wider landscape. 

The study area contains a potential archaeological deposit (the Doncaster Ave PAD) that, if 
investigated, would be likely to greatly further scientific understanding and knowledge of long-term 
Aboriginal occupation of the Botany Sands. The scientific significance of the Doncaster Ave PAD is 
high because of its known and potential archaeological, geomorphological and ecological deposits. 
The Doncaster Ave PAD has the potential to yield deeply stratified Aboriginal sites which, if 
archaeologically excavated and assessed, may provide new and further insight into changing stone 
material and technological use, as well as the advent of shellfish hook use by the coastal population.   

The study area is located on the margins of an extensive wetland system, which would have been 
used by Aboriginal people for fresh water, food and other resources. Analysis of environmental 
evidence potentially existing within the study area may provide insight into shifting ecological 
resources, that were known to have altered through the late Quaternary. The extant portion of site 
RSY 1 is scientifically important as a conservation resource due to its regional rarity and education 
potential, and the realised research value through previous archaeological excavation.   

An overview of how cultural values are manifest within the study area is presented in Table 5.1. 
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Table 5.1  Summary of Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Values.  

Value Summary  Grade of 
Significance  

Social  The social values are manifest through: 

• the Aboriginal community’s appreciation of the social values of the wider area 
surrounding the study area as an area that was occupied by their ancestors; 

• the site’s connection with contact-period Sydney and the wider social landscape of 
the area; and 

• the value placed by the Aboriginal community on the potentially high scientific value 
of the study area.  

High 

Historic The historic values are manifest through: 

• a few direct connections between specific historical events and this land; and 

• early interactions between Europeans and Aboriginal people. 

Moderate 

Scientific  The scientific values are manifest through: 

• the deep stratigraphy of the study area that may capture the entire period of 
Aboriginal occupation of the study area; 

• the ability to accurately date stratified deposits by optically stimulated luminescence 
(OSL); and 

• the potential for stratified environmental evidence such as a pollen record that may 
enable reconstruction of the vegetated environment. 

Potentially high 

Aesthetic  The aesthetic values are manifest through: 

• the urban streetscape with substantial topographic modifications.   

Low 

 

5.4 Endnotes 
 

1  NSW Heritage Office 2001, Assessing Heritage Significance. 
2  OEH 2011, Guide to investigating, assessing and reporting on Aboriginal cultural heritage in NSW, provides a background to 

undertaking an Aboriginal cultural heritage values assessment in accordance with the Burra Charter and NSW Heritage Office’s 

Assessing Heritage Significance 2001. The approach recommended by OEH has been adhered to for this report.   
3  NSW Heritage Office 2001, Assessing Heritage Significance, Criteria D. 
4  NSW Heritage Office 2001, Assessing Heritage Significance, Criteria A. 
5  NSW Heritage Office 2001, Assessing Heritage Significance, Criteria E. 
6  NSW Heritage Office 2001, Assessing Heritage Significance, Criteria C. 
7  OEH 2011, Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW, Sydney, Office of Environment 

and Heritage. 
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6.0 The Proposed Activity  

This section provides a description of the proposed activity, timing for the activity, Aboriginal values 
that may be harmed (directly or indirectly) by the activity, and the objectives of the proposed activity.  

This report has been prepared for an AHIP application that will allow geophysical, geological and 
archaeological field investigations leading to salvage excavation of the PAD. It is known that 
archaeological deposits occur within the substrate of part of the study area (site RSY 1) and potentially 
across the extent of the Doncaster PAD.  The proposed activity will potentially disturb the PAD area, 
and conservation measures for RSY 1 are deemed an impact under the NPW Act 1974.  

For the development to proceed a program of investigation leading to salvage excavation is required to 
identify, recover and document the possible cultural materials and environmental evidences associated 
with the Doncaster PAD. The proposed development will be referred to as the ‘activity’, which would 
eventually result in an impact to the Aboriginal archaeological deposits. 

6.1 Summary of the History of the Area 
A history of the study area, recent land use and associated development has been presented in 
Section 2.3.5. In summary, there was no recorded use of the lands surrounding the study area prior to 
the 1830s. The first historical activity connected with this area was the establishment of a racecourse 
(the nearby Sandy Course at Randwick Racecourse) in 1833 for a short time. Racing returned to 
Randwick in 1860 and has continued to this day.   

Despite the nearby racing activities, no development or other known activity occurred in association 
with the study area until subdivision of the Kensington Estate in 1887. Lots associated with 10–18 
Doncaster Avenue were registered and sold in 1893; lots covering 4–10 Doncaster were registered 
and sold in 1904. Development within these lots occurred in a single phase with the construction of 
housing.   

The construction of these houses, outbuildings and stables is likely to have required some initial 
modification to the dune surface and profile, potentially involving flattening and filling any areas with 
elevations or depressions. Fill is likely to have been brought in, so that a flat and secure platform was 
formed allowing foundations and/or a slab be built for the various houses. Geotechnical information1 
indicates some shallow fill (~0.5m) located in the south of the study area. The mode of construction 
may also have impacted intact dune profiles associated with the location and yard of each house, or 
could have buried and compressed the original upper dune surface.  

6.2 Impact Assessment  
6.2.1 Description of Proposed Development 

The study area is located within the Randwick local government area in the parish of Alexandria at 4–
18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington. The boundaries of the study area are indicated in Figure 6.1 and 
are inclusive of the following lots:  

• Lots 2 and 3, DP 5549; 

• Lot 1 DP 1094702; 

• Lot 1 DP 981704; 
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• Lot 1 DP 974821; 

• Lot 1 DP 1033442; 

 

Figure 6.1  Study area cadastral boundaries. (Source: Department of Land and Property Information, NSW, with GML additions, 2017) 
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• Lot 51 and 53, DP 2905; and 

• Lot 52A and 52B, DP 400051. 

Built proposes to demolish existing dwellings at 4–8, 14, and 16 Doncaster Avenue and the non-
heritage rear portion of the existing terraces to 10 and 12 Doncaster Avenue and construct a new 
three-storey residential flat building comprising 48 dwellings and a basement carpark for 71 vehicles. 
The existing heritage front portion of terraces at 10 and 12 Doncaster Avenue will be retained and 
refurbished. Drawings associated with the approved development application (DA) are supplied in 
Appendix C.  

6.2.2 Identification of Impacts 

The approved development will impact the entire Doncaster Ave PAD to varying degrees. The site 
RSY 1 will be conserved, however this requires construction of a retaining ‘box’ around the identified 
extent of the site.  This is detailed in Section 7.1.1; the engineering diagrams detailing the works are in 
Appendix D.   

For the Doncaster Ave PAD, impacts will arise from excavation of a basement carpark to 
accommodate residents’ vehicles, and the foundations for the proposed structures. Connection of 
services will also impact the subsurface. Landscaping the ground surface surrounding the residential 
structures is likely to only impact historical fills known to occur at the surface in the southern portion of 
the study area. The northern area is known to be sand at the surface, although the integrity of that 
sand is uncertain (Section 2.4.1) and must be presumed to be archaeologically sensitive until shown 
otherwise.  

6.3 Harm to Aboriginal Objects and Values  
The study area has been shown to include one site, one area with PAD, no Aboriginal places and part 
of a wider Aboriginal cultural landscape. Site RSY 1 (45-6-3246) is located immediately adjacent to the 
southeast of the study area, overlapping it slightly (Figure 6.1). The Doncaster Avenue PAD (45-6-
3245) (Figure 6.1) precisely covers the boundaries of the study area. The values associated with the 
sites identified in and around the study area were presented in Section 5.2. Table 6.1 presents the 
Aboriginal sites that will be harmed by the proposed activity, and the type, degree and consequence of 
that harm. 

Table 6.1  Impact to Known Aboriginal Heritage.  

Site  Type of Harm  Degree of Harm  Consequence of Harm  

RSY 1  Indirect  Partial  Partial loss of value 

Doncaster Avenue PAD Direct  Total  Total loss of value 

Wider cultural landscape  Indirect  Partial to none  Partial loss of value 

 

6.3.1 Project Justification 

The proposed activity is likely to harm Aboriginal objects as defined by the NPW Act. This harm cannot 
be limited because of the nature of the development, although provisions have been made to conserve 
a known archaeological site (RSY 1) at the southeast of the study area. Approval under Section 90 of 
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the NPW Act in the form of an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) is required to allow impact to 
this evidence for the project to proceed. 

Table 6.2  Overview of Impacts to Values, if Unmitigated  

Value Summary  Degree of 
Harm  

Consequence of 
Harm  

Social  The social values are manifest through: 

• the Aboriginal community’s appreciation of the social values of the wider 
area surrounding the study area as an area that was occupied by their 
ancestors; 

• the site’s connection with contact-period Sydney and the wider social 
landscape of the area; and 

• the value placed by the Aboriginal community on the potentially high 
scientific value of the study area. 

Partial Partial loss of 
value 

Historic The historic values are manifest through: 

• a few indirect connections between specific historical people and the 
surrounding landscape; and 

• early interactions between Europeans and Aboriginal people. 

None None 

Scientific  The scientific values may be manifest through: 

• the deep stratigraphy of the study area that may capture the entire period 
of Aboriginal occupation of the study area; 

• the ability to accurately date stratified deposits by optically stimulated 
luminescence (OSL); and 

• the potential for stratified environmental evidence such as a pollen record 
that may enable reconstruction of the vegetated environment. 

Total Total loss of value 

Aesthetic  The aesthetic values are manifest through: 

• the urban streetscape with substantial topographic modifications.   

None None  
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7.0 Avoiding and Minimising Harm  

One Aboriginal heritage item (Doncaster Ave PAD) could be directly impacted by the proposed activity. 
Site RSY 1 will be indirectly impacted, but conserved during the works. The following management and 
mitigation statements are based on consideration of: 

• legal requirements under the terms of the NPW Act, as amended—which states that it is illegal 
to harm or desecrate an Aboriginal object without first obtaining an AHIP from the Director-
General, OEH, NSW; 

• the OEH Code of Practice, which was adopted by the National Parks and Wildlife Regulation 
2009 (NSW) (NPW Regulation) made under the NPW Act, and which came into force on 1 
October 2010; 

• the assessment of the Aboriginal cultural heritage values in the subject area; 

• the interests of the local Aboriginal community members who participated in this project; and  

• the size of the study area, the size of the remaining areas with archaeological sensitivity, and 
likely impacts posed by the project proposal. 

7.1 Strategy—Avoidance 
Avoidance of heritage sites represents the best heritage outcome as it means no impact to the 
identified heritage features. Avoidance of direct impact to RSY 1 is to occur by designating it into a 
conservation management zone (Section 7.1.1), which will preserve the intact dune layers with 
archaeological deposits and Aboriginal objects. Impacts to the Doncaster Ave PAD will be total and will 
require mitigation by alternative strategies. 

7.1.1 Conservation Management Area 

The portion of archaeological site RSY 1 that intersects the study area is to be avoided and conserved 
as a ‘conservation management area.’ The precise location of the conservation management area is 
shown in Figure 7.1. The location of the conservation management area requires installation of a 
drainage culvert because of the prevailing hydrological circumstances of the local topography. The 
drainage culvert cannot be diverted from its intended location and consequently has been designed in 
collaboration with GML Heritage in a manner that preserves the underlying archaeological site.  

The design of the culvert has taken a non-invasive approach including at the end-of-life of the 
structure, which can be easily removed without impact to the subsurface (and thus the archaeological 
deposit). Detailed design plans can be viewed in Appendix C. A schematic cross-section of the culvert 
design is presented in Figure 7.2 and includes: 

• geofabric covering the current ground surface inclusive of the conservation management area; 

• an imported fill covering the geofabric and acting as structural support to the culvert; and 

• placement of the culvert on top of the imported fill in a non-invasive ‘floating’ design. 
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Figure 7.1  Conservation management area within the study area. (Source: Land and Property Information, NSW, with GML overlays) 

The only physical impact to the conservation management area as a result of the placement of the 
culvert will include a distributed overburden (which is fill and not archaeological) and desiccation of the 
substrate (which will not impact/harm the extant Aboriginal objects). A distributed overburden is likely 
to have less impact than more direct and pervasive surface forces such as grazing livestock.1 
Desiccation of the substrate is arguably beneficial as chemical soil forming processes are largely 
driven by water; the absence of water will therefore act to preserve the current soil environment.2 
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Figure 7.2  Schematic cross-section for the design of a culvert to be installed on top of the conservation management area. (Source: Built) 

7.2 Strategy—Scientific Field Investigations 
It is understood that Aboriginal objects may be disturbed by the proposed activity within the Doncaster 
Avenue PAD. The stratigraphic architecture of the substrate of the study area is also well understood 
because of excavations of RSY 1 in the adjacent property by GML Heritage in 2016. For those 
reasons, an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) under Section 90 of the NPW Act is sought to 
undertake all investigation works and any consequential archaeological salvage excavation. The AHIP 
would cover the whole development site, including the Doncaster Avenue PAD and RSY 1. The AHIP 
will allow for all archaeological and geomorphological works, the conservation works above RSY 1 and 
the ensuing development, as approved by Randwick City Council.  

The methodology to be employed leading to and inclusive of salvage excavation is set out in the 
accompanying Archaeological Research Design (ARD) (Appendix E). Reference should be made to 
the ARD for all details regarding the scientific investigations conducted as part of the physical analysis 
of the study area.  

The proposed activity will have the following staged procedure: 

• Stage 1: Demolition and Monitoring; 

• Stage 2: Geophysical and Geological Survey, and Archaeological Salvage Excavation; and 

• Stage 3: Development (which includes conservation of RSY 1).  

A synopsis of the stages is provided below.   
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7.2.1 Stage 1: Demolition and Monitoring 

Complete demolition of the existing infrastructure at the study area may cause disturbance to the 
underlying intact sediment deposits. It is known that at the adjacent property to the southeast, which 
contained the larger portion of the archaeological site RSY 1, a layer of fill covered the intact sediment 
deposits beneath. It may be that the foundations of buildings only intersect that historical fill but this is 
as yet uncertain. During demolition of the existing infrastructure by Built, a representative from GML 
and from the Aboriginal community will monitor the proceedings. If the intact subsurface looks likely to 
be disturbed by any demolition it will immediately be stopped.  

7.2.2 Stage 2: Geophysical and Geological Survey, and Archaeological Salvage  
         Excavation 

After demolition works are as complete as is possible without causing disturbance to the intact 
substrate, geophysical survey will be conducted over the study area wherever is accessible. A model 
of the subsurface stratigraphic architecture will be developed from the geophysical data. The 
stratigraphic model will be used to inform the placement of hand-operated borehole samples for 
confirmation and calibration of the stratigraphic model. The calibrated stratigraphic model will be used 
to inform the placement of exploratory excavation squares in areas where the substrate is interpreted 
as being intact. Recovery of cultural materials from the excavation squares will trigger immediate 
expansion of the square to salvage the cultural materials. Expansion will continue until an agreed 
threshold frequency value.  The detailed methodology for the work is described in Appendix E.   

7.2.3 Stage 3: Development 

Following archaeological salvage, Built will construct a new three-storey residential building comprising 
48 dwellings and a basement carpark for 71 vehicles. The existing heritage front portion of terraces at 
10 and 12 Doncaster Avenue will be retained and refurbished. The site RSY 1 will be conserved in line 
with the details in Appendix D.   

7.3 Strategy—Ongoing Community Consultation 
Following the salvage excavation, the RAPs would continue to be consulted. Ongoing Aboriginal 
community consultation would also be required to identify and refine social and aesthetic values 
associated with the project area, and any values connected with the wider landscape identified through 
excavation. Those values would be integrated into the post-excavation report.  

7.4 Strategy— Education and Interpretive Outcomes 
The excavation process may yield further social value to the Aboriginal community for its potential to 
produce an educational and interpretive resource and may also be of interest to the general public.  

Discussions with Built prior to excavation commencing should include the following:  

• opportunities to interpret any evidence discovered during Aboriginal archaeological 
investigations at the site should be considered as part of a holistic approach to interpreting the 
site and may include public access to the archaeological program and development of an 
education program; and  

• specific opportunities for, and methods of, interpretation of the Aboriginal heritage of the study 
area should be developed in consultation with the RAPs. 
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7.5 Endnotes 
 

1  Betteridge, K, Mackay, AD, Shepherd, TG, Barker, DJ, Budding, PJ, Devantier, BP et al. 1999, ‘Effect of cattle and sheep treading on 

surface configuration of a sedimentary hill soil’ in Soil Research, 37, pp 743–760. 
2  Sparks, DL 2003, Environmental Soil Chemistry, 2nd edition, Academic Press, Amsterdam. 
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8.0 Conclusions and Recommendations  

8.1 Conclusions 
Based upon the finding of this report, the following heritage management recommendations are made:  

• Archaeological investigations have identified that the study area contains one PAD, one 
registered site, and occurs within a much wider Aboriginal cultural landscape, which 
encompasses the local suburb and Centennial Park. 

• The proposed activity at the study area will cause impact to the existing sites and under NSW 
legislation will require the issue of an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit (AHIP) for the activity to 
proceed. 

• The registered artefact site (RSY1) will be conserved during and following work.  The mode of 
conservation will require indirect impact to the site and thus requires an AHIP.   

• The study area has the potential to contain Aboriginal objects within the area of PAD (Doncaster 
PAD).  Identification of any objects and consequent harm requires an AHIP.   

• The study area holds social value to the Aboriginal community because of its importance as a 
component of the Botany Sands ecology.  

• The complex stratigraphic architecture of overlying historical fills and underlying dune system is 
not simple and will require inter-disciplinary methods for appropriate investigation. 

• Extant development and overlying historical fills prevent the observation of Aboriginal objects at 
the current ground surface. Assessment of the potential archaeological deposits can only 
proceed using an appropriate program of invasive methods. 

• The site is demonstrated to flood to a depth of 0.2m above current surface levels (observed 
during archaeological work within the RSY site in the Randwick Stabling Yards).  The dune 
sands are unstable and prone to collapse once excavated below 0.2m (observed during all work 
within the RSY site in the Randwick Stabling Yards).   

• The nature of the currently developed site, the potentially deep stratigraphy, the instability of the 
dune system and possibility for flooding, and some potential for contact period objects means 
that the OEH Code of Practice cannot be implemented at the study area.   

• The combination of unstable dunes and potential for flooding means that once ground 
disturbance work commences, any excavation work must be completed in as short a period as 
possible.   

• On this basis a single AHIP is sought for all works (demolition, geomorphological, archaeological 
and development) associated with the Doncaster PAD and RSY 1 site.   
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8.2 Recommendations 
From the conclusions above it is recommended that: 

• An intensive program of geophysical, geological, and archaeological procedures as outlined in 
the Archaeological Research Design (Appendix E) be implemented at the study area for the 
recovery and documentation of a representative sample of cultural materials and environmental 
evidences. 

• Avoidance of harm to the conservation management area by appropriate design of an overlying 
culvert and cordoning-off the area during all construction works, excepting the placement of the 
culvert (Appendix D).  

• An Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan is prepared in consultation with the RAPs, for the 
continuing protection of the conservation management area.  This should contain details of the 
work undertaken (following the ARD in Appendix E), develop management requirements for any 
Aboriginal objects recovered and provide means for the public interpretation/dissemination of 
the work’s outcomes and findings.  The Aboriginal HMP can form a component of the post 
excavation analysis and reporting.   

• This final report be provided to the RAPs within 14 days of the AHIP application being made to 
the OEH.   
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9.0 Appendices 

 Appendix A 
 Aboriginal Community Consultation Log 

 Appendix B 
 New AHIMS Site Cards 

 Appendix C 
 DA Application Drawings 

 Appendix D 
 Conservation Management Area Design Plans 

 Appendix E 
 Archaeological Research Design 
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Appendix A 

Details of Aboriginal Consultation 
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 Aboriginal Consultation Log—Doncaster Ave, Kensington ACHAR+ATR—17-0058+A 

 Stage 1—Notification of project proposal and registration of interest  
 Stage 1, Step 1—Compilation of a list of Aboriginal stakeholders  

Body/Group  Contact Date Sent Date Reply  Comment Reference 

OEH region office  Ms Fran Scully  
Archaeologist  
Aboriginal Heritage and 
Planning 
Office of Environment and 
Heritage 
PO Box 668 
PARRAMATTA NSW 2124 

10/04/2017 24/04/2017 Fran on secondment, forwarded to the request to Sam 
Higgs and Samantha Gibbins. Sam Higgs replied via 
letter the list of stakeholders known to OEH that may 
have an interest in the project.  

17-0058A-oeh-1a-2 

17-0058A-oeh-1b-1 

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council (LPLALC) Mr Chris Ingrey  
CEO  
La Perouse Local Aboriginal 
Land Council 
PO Box 365 
MATRAVILLE NSW 2036 

10/04/2017 NA No response 17-0058A-lplalc-1a-1 

Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council (MLALC) PO Box 1103 

STRAWBERRY HILLS NSW 
2012 

10/04/2017 NA No response 17-0058A-mplalc-1a-1 

The Registrar, Aboriginal Lands Right Act 1983 The Registrar, Aboriginal 
Land Rights Act PO Box 112 
GLEBE NSW 2037 

Att: Ms Megan Mebberson 

10/04/2017 13/04/2017 Suggested contacting La Perouse Aboriginal Land 
Council 

 

17-0058A-rc-1a-1 

17-0058A-rc-1b-1 

National Native Title Tribunal (NNTT)  National Native Title Tribunal 
GPO Box 9973  
SYDNEY 2000  

Attention: Ms Kimberley 
Wilson 

10/04/2017 10/04/2017 No groups identified 17-0058A-nntt-1a-1 

17-0058A-nntt-1b-1 
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Body/Group  Contact Date Sent Date Reply  Comment Reference 

Native Title Services Corporation (NTSCORP Limited) Native Title Services 
Corporation 
PO Box 2105 
STRAWBERRY HILLS NSW 
2012 

Attention: Mr Warren Mundine 

10/04/2017 NA No response 17-0058A-ntsc-1a-1 

Randwick Local Council  Randwick City Council 

Administration Building & 
Customer Service Centre 
30 Frances Street 
Randwick NSW 2031. 

council@randwick.nsw.gov.au 

10/04/2017 12/04/2017 Suggested contacting La Perouse Aboriginal Land 
Council 

17-0058A-rcc-1a-1 

17-0058A-rcc-1b-1 

Catchment Management Authority (CMA)  Greater Sydney Catchment 
Management Authority 

Parramatta Local Land 
Services Office 

PO Box W274, Parramatta 
Westfield NSW 2150 

10/04/2017 13/04/2017 Suggested contacting the Office of Environment and 
Heritage (OEH) 

17-0058A-cma-1a-1 

17-0058A-cma-1b-1 

 

 Stage 1, Step 2—Newspaper Advert  

Newspaper Date Sent Date Printed Reference  

Southern Courier 12/04/2017 18/04/2017 NewspaperNotice 

 

On 12 April 2017, a printed newspaper advertisement was placed in the local press inviting Aboriginal groups to register for consultation.  A period of 28 days was 
allowed for registration.   

 List of Aboriginal groups/people from Step 1 and Step 2.  

Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal 
Land Council  

Steve Randall (OEH says Kevin 
Cavanagh) 
(02) 4724 5600 
PO Box 40 
PENRITH BC, NSW  2751 
srandall@deerubbin.org.au 
staff@deerubbin.org.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-dlalc-3a-1 

Kevin Cavanagh  
(02) 4724 5600 
2/9 Tindale St,  
PENRITH, NSW 2750  

 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 
Land Council 

Denise Ezzy 
(02) 4681 0059 
PO Box 168 
PICTON, NSW 2571 
ceo@tharawal.com.au 
reception@tharawal.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-tlalc-3a-1 

Metropolitan Local 
Aboriginal Land Council  

Nathan Moran  
(02) 8394 9666 
PO Box 1103  
STRAWBERRY HILLS, NSW 2016 
nmoran@metrolalc.org.au 
admin@metrolalc.org.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  17-0058A-mlalc-3a-1 

Gandangara Local 
Aboriginal Land Council  

Kim Carriage 
(02) 9602 5280  
PO Box 1038  
LIVERPOOL, NSW 2170 
gangangarra@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  17-0058A-glalc-3a-1 

mailto:srandall@deerubbin.org.au
mailto:staff@deerubbin.org.au
mailto:ceo@tharawal.com.au
mailto:reception@tharawal.com.au
mailto:nmoran@metrolalc.org.au
mailto:admin@metrolalc.org.au
mailto:gangangarra@gmail.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

La Perouse Local 
Aboriginal Land Council 

Mr Chris Ingrey  
CEO  
La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land 
Council 
PO Box 365 
MATRAVILLE NSW 2036 
CIngrey@laperouse.org.au 
 
Please send all correspondence to Ash 
Walker 
AWalker@laperouse.org.au 
Also, CC in Ron Timbery 
RTimbery@laperouse.org.au 

01/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders & Randwick City Council email 
communication. 
Mr Ingrey is on secondment and provided Mr Ashley Walkers details 
awalker@laperouse.org.au 

17-0058A-llalc-3a-1 
17-0058A-llalc-3a-2 
17-0058A-llalc-3a-3 

Parramatta City Council 
Aboriginal Advisory 
Committee 

Maggie Kyle 
0414 190 262 
02 9806 5082 
PO Box 32 
PARRAMATTA,  NSW  2124 
mkyle@parracity.nsw.gov.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  17-0058A-pccaac-3a-1 

Holroyd City Council 
Advisory Committee 

Holroyd City Council 
(02) 9840 9840 
PO Box 42 
MERRYLANDS, NSW 2160 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-hccac-3a-1 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 
Corporation (DCAC) 

Justine Coplin  
02 4577 5181 
04 1496 2766 
PO Box 81 
WINDSOR,  NSW  2756 
justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 

30/04/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-dcac-3a-1 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 
Corporation (DTAC) 

(Corina Marino) 
02 9622 4081 
PO Box 441 
BLACKTOWN NSW  2148 
Darug_tribal@live.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-dtac-3a-1 

mailto:CIngrey@laperouse.org.au
AWalker@laperouse.org.au
RTimbery@laperouse.org.au
mailto:mkyle@parracity.nsw.gov.au
mailto:justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au
mailto:Darug_tribal@live.com.au
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Assessments  

Gordon Morton 
(Celestine Everingham) 
02 9410 3665 
9/6 Chapman Ave 
CHATSWOOD, 2067 NSW 

01/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  
 

17-0058A-dacha-3a-1 

Darug Land Observations 
(DLO) 

Gordon Workman 
(Jamie Workman) 
0415 663 763 
PO Box 571 
PLUMPTON,  NSW  2761 
Gordow51@bigpond.net.au 
daruglandobservations@gmail.com 

01/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  17-0058A-dlo-3a-1 

Des Dyer Des Dyer 
0408 360 814 
18a Perigee Close 
DOONSIDE, NSW 2767 

desmond4552@hotmail.com 
fields.r@outlook.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-dd-3a-1 

Ken Foster Ken Foster  
0411 818 091 
68 Australia Ave 
MATRAVILLE, NSW 2036 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. The number provided was incorrect. 
Mail was returned to seder. 

 

La Perouse Botany Bay 
Corporation 

Ms Yvonne Simms 
0466 094 491 
10 Murrong Place 
 LA PEROUSE, NSW 2036 
FAX: (02) 9311 3440 
admin@laperouse.org.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. . 17-0058A-lpbbc-3a-1 

Norma Simms 0466 094 491  
10 Murrong Place 
 LA PEROUSE, NSW 2036 
02 466094491 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-lpbbc-3a-1 
17-0058A-lpbbc-3a-2 

Mathew and Andrew Coe (08) 8344 2196 
37 Derlanger Avenue, 
COLLINGSWOOD, SA 5081 
accoe2002@bigpond.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-mac-3a-1 

mailto:Gordow51@bigpond.net.au
mailto:daruglandobservations@gmail.com
mailto:desmond4552@hotmail.com
mailto:fields.r@outlook.com
mailto:admin@laperouse.org.au
mailto:accoe2002@bigpond.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Gundungurra Aboriginal 
Heritage Association Inc 

Merl Williams  
0247 573 223  
PO Box 31  
LAWSON, NSW 2783  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-gaha-3a-1 

Gundungurra Tribal Council 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Sharon Brown 
02 4729 3713 
PO Box 7244 
LEURA, NSW 2780 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. Number was disconnected at time of 
contact. Mail was returned to sender. 

 

Trevor Robinson  PO Box 73  
PEAK HILL, NSW 2869 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. Mail was returned to sender.  

Tania Mathews 0409 193 612 
0267 924 038  
U2 11 Walowa St  
NARRABI, NSW 2390  
aboriginalhistoryhunter@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-tm-3a-1 

A1 Indigenous Services  Carolyn Hickey 
0411 650 057 
73 Russell Street 
EMU PLAINS, NSW 2750 
cazadirect@live.com 

02/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. Email 

Cubbitch Barta Glenda Chalker 
0427 218 425 
55 Nightingale Road 
PHEASANTS NEST, NSW 2574 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-cb-3a-1 

Rebecca Chalker 
99 Menangle St 
PICTON, NSW 2571 Return to sender 

 

Eric Keidge 0431 166 423 
11 Olsson Close 
HORNSBY HEIGHTS, NSW  2077 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders. 17-0058A-ec-3a-1 

Gunjeewong Cultural 
Heritage Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Cherie Carroll Turrise  
0263 554 110 
1 Bellevue Place 
 PORTLAND, NSW 2847 
cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com 
julieschroder5@live.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gchac-3a-1 
17-0058A-gchac-3a-2 

mailto:aboriginalhistoryhunter@gmail.com
mailto:cazadirect@live.com
mailto:cheriecarroll68@yahoo.com
mailto:julieschroder5@live.com.au
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Merrigarn Indigenous 
Corporation 

Shaun Carrol 
0435 040 842 – number disconnected 
GPO Box 158 
CANBERRA CITY, ACT 2601 – Return 
to sender 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

 

Corroboree Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Steve Johnson  
Marilyn Carroll Johnson (Director CDC) 
PO Box 3340 
ROUSE HILL NSW 2155 
corroboreecorp@bigpond.com 

04/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-cac-3A-1 

Murri Bidgee Mullangari 
Aboriginal Corporation 

Darleen Johnson 
0490 051 102 
PO Box 246 
SEVEN HILLS, NSW 2147 
murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-mbmac-3a-1 
17-0058A-mbmac-3a-2 

Muragadi Heritage 
Indigenous Corporation 

Jesse Johnson  
0447 970 049 – number disconnected 
5 Hession Road  
NELSON, NSW 2765 – Return to sender 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
details were outdated. 

 

Bidjawong Aboriginal 
Corporation 

James Carrol 
0433 224 324 
PO Box 124 
ROUND CORNER, NSW 2158 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-bac-3a-1 

Phil Khan  0434 545 982 
78 Forbes St  
EMU PLAINS, NSW 2750 
Philipkhan.acn@live.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-pk-3a-1 

Peter Falk Consultancy Peter Falk 
0401 938 060 
kanga26@live.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-pfc-3a-1 

Duncan Falk 
eugoogleiser@hotmail.com 

 

Wurrumay Consultancy 
 

Kerrie Slater 
0423 935 556 
89 Pyramid Street 
EMU PLAINS NSW 2750 
Wurrumay@hotmail.com 
Vicki.slater@hotmail.com  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-wc-3a-1 

mailto:corroboreecorp@bigpond.com
mailto:murrabidgeemullangari@yahoo.com.au
mailto:Philipkhan.acn@live.com.au
mailto:kanga26@live.com.au
mailto:eugoogleiser@hotmail.com
mailto:Wurrumay@hotmail.com
mailto:Vicki.slater@hotmail.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Warragil Cultural Services Aaron Slater 
0481 280 067 
warragil_c.s@hotmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-wcs-3a-1 

Kawul Cultural Services Vicky Slater (Manager)  
0431 720 887 
89 Pyramid Street 
EMU PLAINS NSW 2750 
Vicki.slater@hotmail.com  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-kcs-3a-1 

Tocomwall Scott Franks and Danny Franks 
0404 171 544 
PO Box 76 
CARINGBAH, NSW 1495 
scott@tocomwall.com.au 
danny@tocomwall.com.au 

01/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-t-3a-1 

D'Harawal Mens Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Elwyn Brown 
0401 920 982 
187 Riverside Drive 
AIRDS, NSW 2560 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-dmac-3a-1 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 
Services 

Amanda Hickey 
0434 480 588  
73 Russell Street 
EMU PLAINS, NSW 2750 
amandahickey@live.com.au 

No registration 
communication was 
received from 
Amanda but 
Carolyn Hickey from 
A1 Indigenous 
services accepted 
our methodology on 
Amanda’s behalf.  

OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-ahcs-3a-1 

Widescope Indigenous 
Group 

Steven and Donna Hickey   
0425 230 693 
73 Russell Street 
EMU PLAINS, NSW 2750 
widescope.group@live.com 

02/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-wig-3a-1 

HSB consultants Patricia Hampton 
0424 142 216  
62 Ropes Crossing Boulevard 
ROPES CROSSING NSW 2760 Return 
to sender 
pamelaann@live.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-hsb-3a-1 

mailto:warragil_c.s@hotmail.com
mailto:Vicki.slater@hotmail.com
mailto:scott@tocomwall.com.au
mailto:danny@tocomwall.com.au
mailto:amandahickey@live.com.au
mailto:widescope.group@live.com
mailto:pamelaann@live.com.au
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Rane Consulting  Tony Williams  
0288 246 991 
1 Pyrenees Way 
BEAUMONT HILLS, NSW 2155 
ajw08@tpg.com.au email bounced 
ajw1901@bigpond.com 

31/04/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-rc-3a-1 
17-0058A-rc-3a-2 

Andrew Williams 0456 399 687 
Unit 2/ 24 Goodwin St  
NARRABEEN, NSW 2101 
aas.info@bigpond.com 
andle81@bigpond.com 

30/04/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   Email  

Dhinawan-Dhigaraa Culture 
& Heritage Pty Ltd 

Ricky Fields 
0402 942 572 
19 Moomi Street 
LALOR PARK NSW 2147 
dhinawan2@yahoo.com.au 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-ddchpl-3a-1 
17-0058A-ddchpl-3a-2 

Athol Smith  
0449 665 715 
16 Yantara Place 
WOODCROFT 2767 NSW 

 

Gunyuu Darlene Hoskins-McKenzie and Kylie  
Ann Bell 
dghoskinsmckenzie@gmail.com 
gunyuuchts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-g-3a-1 

Walbunja Hika Te Kowhai 
15 Renee Crescent 
MORUYA HEADS, NSW 2537 
walbunja@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-w-3a-1 

Badu Karia Lea Bond 
0476 381 207 
11 Jeffery Place 
MORUYA NSW 2537 
baduchts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-b-3a-1 

Goobah Developments Basil Smith 
0405 995 725 
66 Grantham Road 
BATEHAVEN  NSW  2536 
goobahchts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gd-3a-1 

mailto:ajw08@tpg.com.au
mailto:ajw1901@bigpond.com
mailto:aas.info@bigpond.com
mailto:andle81@bigpond.com
mailto:dhinawan2@yahoo.com.au
mailto:dghoskinsmckenzie@gmail.com
mailto:gunyuuchts@gmail.com
mailto:walbunja@gmail.com
mailto:baduchts@gmail.com
mailto:goobahchts@gmail.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Wullung Lee-Roy James Boota 
0403 703 942 
54 Blackwood Street 
GERRINGONG, NSW 2534 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-w-3a-1 

Yerramurra Nicholas Wade Glover (OEH says 
Robert Parson) 
0401 753 202 
1 Waratah Avenue 
ALBION PARK RAIL, NSW 2547 
yerramurra@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.    

Nundagurri Aaron Broad (OEH says Newton 
Carriage) 
0402 526 888 
6a Isabella Place 
KIAMA, NSW 2533 
nundagurri@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-n-3a-1 

Murrumbul Mark Henry 
murrumbul@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-m-3a-1 

Jerringong Joanne Anne Stewart 
Joanne Stewart 
2/10 Burnett Avenue 
GERRINGONG, NSW 2534 
jerringong@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-j-3a-1 

Pemulwuy CHTS Pemulwuy Johnson 
0425 066 100 
14 Top Place 
MOUNT ANNAN, NSW 2567 
pemulwuyd@gmail.com 
drb2nv@hotmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-pchts-3a-1 

Bilinga Christopher Payne (OEH says Simalene 
Carriage)  
bilingachts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-bcp-3a-1 

Munyunga Peter Foster (OEH says Kaya Dawn 
Bell) 
munyungachts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-mpfc-3a-1 

mailto:yerramurra@gmail.com
mailto:nundagurri@gmail.com
mailto:murrumbul@gmail.com
mailto:pemulwuyd@gmail.com
mailto:drb2nv@hotmail.com
mailto:bilingachts@gmail.com
mailto:munyungachts@gmail.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Wingikara Hayley Bell (OEH says David Bell) 
wingikara@gmail.com 
wingikarachts@gmail.com  email 
bounced  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-whb-3a-1 

Minnamunnung Aaron Broad 
0402 526 888 
1 Waratah Avenue 
ALBION PARK RAIL NSW 2547 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-m-3a-1 

Gundungurra Tribal 
Technical Services 

Peter Foster  
0432 590 289 
4 Tuppal Way  
AIRDS, NSW 2560 
gundungurratectribsevices@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gtts-3a-1 

(OEH says Christopher Payne) 
0466 975 437  
9/15/22 Burns Road  
LEUMEAH, NSW 2560 
Chrispayne776@gmail.com 

 

Walgalu  Ronald Stewart  
walgaluchts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-wrs-3a-1 

Thauaira Shane Carriage 
thauairachts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-tsc-3a-1 

Dharug Andrew Bond 
dharugchts@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-dab-3a-1 

Bilinga Cultural Heritage 
Technical Services 

Robert Brown 
Email Bounced 
bilinga@mirramajah.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

17-0058A-bchts-3a-1 

Gunyuu Cultural Heritage 
Technical Services 

Darlene Hoskins-McKenzie 
Both emails bounced 
gunyuu@mirramajah.com 
management@mirramajah.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

17-0058A-gchts-3a-1 

Munyunga Cultural 
Heritage Technical 
Services 

Suzannah McKenzie 
munyunga@mirramajah.com Email 
Bounced 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

17-0058A-mchtsc-3a-2 

Murrumbul Cultual Heritage 
Technical Services 

Levi McKenzie-Kirkbright  
murrumbul@mirramajah.com Email 
Bounced 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

17-0058A-mchtslmk-3a-
1 

mailto:wingikara@gmail.com
mailto:wingikarachts@gmail.com
mailto:gundungurratectribsevices@gmail.com
mailto:Chrispayne776@gmail.com
mailto:walgaluchts@gmail.com
mailto:thauairachts@gmail.com
mailto:dharugchts@gmail.com
mailto:bilinga@mirramajah.com
mailto:gunyuu@mirramajah.com
mailto:management@mirramajah.com
mailto:munyunga@mirramajah.com
mailto:murrumbul@mirramajah.com
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Aboriginal 
Organisation/Person 

Contact  Date Registered How the name was obtained and any comments Reference 

Wingikara Cultural Heritage 
Technical Service 

Wandai Kirkbright 
wingikara@mirramajah.com Email 
Bounced 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Unable to contact organisation as 
email details were outdated. 

17-0758A-wchts-3a-1 

Gulaga Wendy Smith  
gulagachts@gmail.com 

10/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gws-3a-1 

Biamanga Seli Storer 
biamangachts@gmail.com 

10/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-bss-3a-1 

Callendulla Corey Smith 
cullendullachts@gmail.com 

10/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-ccs-3a-1 

Murramarang Roxanne Smith 
murramarangchts@gmail.com 

10/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-mrs-3a-1 

DJMD Consultancy Darren Duncan  
0410 510 397 
darrenjohnduncan@gmail.com 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-djmdcc-3a-1 

Butucarbin Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Jennifer Beale  
0298 327 167 
PO Box E18 
EMERTON, NSW 2770  
koori@ozemail.com.au  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-bac-3a-1 
17-0058A-bac-3a-2 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Lillylea Carroll  
Paul Boyd  
0426 823 944  
7 Siskin St  
QUAKERS HILL, NSW 2763  
didgegunawal@yahoomail.com  email is 
incorrect 

02/05/2017 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.  Email Bounced, letter sent. 
 

17-0058A-dnc-3a-1 
17-0058A-dnc-3a-2 

Ginninderra Aboriginal 
Corporation  

Steve Johnson and Krystle Carroll  
0406 991 221  
1 Smallwood Road  
MCGRATHS HILL, NSW 2756  
Ginninderra.corp@gmail.com  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gac-3a-1 

Garrara Aboriginal 
Corporation 

Raymond Ingrey  
raymond@bariyu.org.au  

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   17-0058A-gacri-3a-1 

Nerrigundah Newton Carriage  
0421 253 677 

 OEH list of potential interested stakeholders.   
Supplied email bounced. 
02/05/2017 Called Mr Carriage asking for a current email. 

17-0058A-dlo-3a-1 

 

mailto:wingikara@mirramajah.com
mailto:gulagachts@gmail.com
mailto:biamangachts@gmail.com
mailto:cullendullachts@gmail.com
mailto:murramarangchts@gmail.com
mailto:darrenjohnduncan@gmail.com
mailto:koori@ozemail.com.au
mailto:didgegunawal@yahoomail.com
mailto:Ginninderra.corp@gmail.com
mailto:raymond@bariyu.org.au
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 Stage 1, Step 3—Aboriginal notification of the proposed project and an offer to be involved in the consultation  

Following Stage 1, Steps 1 and 2, the following list of people and organisations were identified.  On 28 April 2017, all persons/groups were sent written and/or 
email correspondence inviting them to register an interest in the project.  An initial period of 14 days was allowed for registration (12 May 2017).  The date was 
extended to 16 May 2017 to allow for some email bounce-backs. 

Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Sent Reference 

Deerubbin Local Aboriginal Land Council  Steve Randall  28/04/2017 17-0058dlalcc1   

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council Denise Ezzy 28/04/2017 17-0058tlalcc1   

Metropolitan Local Aboriginal Land Council  Nathan Moran  28/04/2017 17-0058mlalcc1   

Gandangara Local Aboriginal Land Council  Kim Carriage 28/04/2017 17-0058glalcc1   

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council Mr Chris Ingrey  28/04/2017 17-0058lplalcc1   

Parramatta City Council Aboriginal Advisory Committee Maggie Kyle 28/04/2017 17-0058pccaacc1   

Holroyd City Council Advisory Committee Holroyd City Council 28/04/2017 17-0058hccacc1 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC) Justine Coplin  28/04/2017 17-0058dcacc1   

Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation (DTAC) Corina Marino 28/04/2017 17-0058dtacc1   

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments  Gordon Morton and Celestine Everingham 28/04/2017 17-0058dachac1 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) Gordon Workman 28/04/2017 17-0058dloc1 

Des Dyer Des Dyer and Ricky Fields 28/04/2017 17-0058ddc1 

Ken Foster Ken Foster    

La Perouse Botany Bay Corporation Ms Yvonne Simms 28/04/2017 17-0058lpbbcc1   

Norma Simms  28/04/2017 17-0058nsc1 

Mathew and Andrew Coe  28/04/2017 17-0058macc1   

Gundungurra Aboriginal Heritage Association Inc Merl Williams   28/04/2017 17-0058gahac1 

Gundungurra Tribal Council Aboriginal Corporation Sharon Brown   

Trevor Robinson     

Tania Mathews  28/04/2017 17-0058tmc1   

A1 Indigenous Services  Carolyn Hickey 28/04/2017 17-0058a1Isc1   

Cubbitch Barta Glenda Chalker 28/04/2017 17-0058cbc1 

Rebecca Chalker 28/04/2017 17-0058cbc2 

Eric Keidge  28/04/2017 17-0058ecc1 

Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation Cherie Carroll Turrise  28/04/2017 17-0058gchacc1   

Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation Shaun Carrol   
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Sent Reference 

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation Steve Johnson  
Marilyn Carroll Johnson (Director CDC) 

28/04/2017 17-0058cacc1   

Murri Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation Darleen Johnson 28/04/2017 17-0058mbmacc1   

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation Jesse Johnson    

Bidjawong Aboriginal Corporation James Carrol 28/04/2017 17-0058bacc1 

Phil Khan   28/04/2017 17-0058pkc1   

Peter Falk Consultancy Peter Falk 28/04/2017 17-0058pfcc1   

Duncan Falk 

Wurrumay Consultancy Kerrie Slater  28/04/2017 17-0058wcc1  

Warragil Cultural Services Aaron Slater 28/04/2017 17-0058wcsc1   

Kawul Cultural Services Vicky Slater 28/04/2017 17-0058kcsc1 

Tocomwall Scott Franks  28/04/2017 17-0058tc1   

D'Harawal Mens Aboriginal Corporation Elwyn Brown 28/04/2017 17-0058dmacc1 

Amanda Hickey Cultural Services Amanda Hickey 28/04/2017 17-0058ahcsc1   

Widescope Indigenous Group Steven and Donna Hickey   28/04/2017 17-0058wIgc1   

HSB consultants Patricia Hampton 28/04/2017 17-0058hsbc1   

Rane Consulting  Tony Williams  28/04/2017 17-0058rcc1   

AAS  Andrew Williams 28/04/2017 17-0058awc1   

Dhinawan-Dhigaraa Culture & Heritage Pty Ltd Ricky Fields 28/04/2017 17-0058ddchplc1 

Athol Smith  28/04/2017 17-0058ddchc1 

Gunyuu Darlene Hoskins-McKenzie and Kylie Ann Bell 28/04/2017 17-0058gc1   

Walbunja Hika Te Kowhai  28/04/2017 17-0058wc1 

Badu Karia Lea Bond 28/04/2017 17-0058bc1   

Goobah Developments Basil Smith 28/04/2017 17-0058gdc1   

Wullung Lee-Roy James Boota 28/04/2017 17-0058wc1 

Yerramurra Nicholas Wade Glover (OEH says Robert Parson) 28/04/2017 17-0058yc1   

Nundagurri Aaron Broad (OEH says Newton Carriage) 28/04/2017 17-0058nc1   

Murrumbul Mark Henry 28/04/2017 17-0058mc1   

Jerringong Joanne Stewart 28/04/2017 17-0058jc1 

Pemulwuy CHTS Pemulwuy Johnson 28/04/2017 17-0058pchtsc1   

Bilinga Christopher Payne (OEH says Simalene Carriage)  28/04/2017 17-0058bc1   

Munyunga Peter Foster (OEH says Kaya Dawn Bell) 28/04/2017 17-0058mpfc1    
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Sent Reference 

Wingikara Hayley Bell (OEH says David Bell) 28/04/2017 17-0058whbc1   

Minnamunnung Aaron Broad 28/04/2017 17-0058mc1 

Gundungurra Tribal Technical Services Peter Foster 28/04/2017 17-0058gttsc1 

Walgalu  Ronald Stewart  28/04/2017 17-0058wrsc1   

Thauaira Shane Carriage 28/04/2017 17-0058tscc1   

Dharug Andrew Bond 28/04/2017 17-0058dabc1   

Bilinga Cultural Heritage Technical Services Robert Brown 28/04/2017 17-0058bchtsc1   

Gunyuu Cultural Heritage Technical Services Darlene Hoskins-McKenzie  28/04/2017 17-0058gchtsc1   

Munyunga Cultural Heritage Technical Services Suzannah McKenzie  28/04/2017 17-0058mchtsc1   
Murrumbul Cultural Heritage Technical Services Levi McKenzie-Kirkbright  28/04/2017 17-0058mchtslmkc1   

Wingikara Cultural Heritage Technical Service Wandai Kirkbright  28/04/2017 17-0058wchtsc1 

Gulaga Wendy Smith  28/04/2017 17-0058gwsc1   

Biamanga Seli Storer  28/04/2017 17-0058bssc1   

Callendulla Corey Smith  28/04/2017 17-0058ccsc1   

Murramarang Roxanne Smith  28/04/2017 17-0058mrsc1   

DJMD Consultancy Darren Duncan  28/04/2017 17-0058djmdc1   

Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation Jennifer Beale  28/04/2017 17-0058bacc1   

Didge Ngunawal Clan Lillylea Carroll and Paul Boyd  28/04/2017 17-0058dncc1 

Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation  Steve Johnson and Krystle Carroll  28/04/2017 17-0058gacc1   

Garrara Aboriginal Corporation Raymond Ingrey  28/04/2017 17-0058gacric1   

Nerrigundah Newton Carriage  28/04/2017 17-0058nncc1   

 

 Stage 1 Complete—Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAP) Contact Details  

A total of 15 groups/individuals registered for Aboriginal consultation.    
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Received and comments Reference 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC) Justine Coplin  

justinecoplin@optusnet.com.au 
30/04/2017 

Our group is a non- profit organisation that has been active for over forty 
years in Western Sydney, we are a Darug community group with over three 
hundred members. The main aim in our constitution is the care of Darug 
sites, places, wildlife and to promote our culture and provide education on 
the Darug history.  

The Randwick area is an area that our group has a vast knowledge of, we 
have worked and lived in for many years, this area is significant to the Darug 
people due to the connection of sites and the continued occupation. Our 
group has been involved in all previous assessments and works in this area 
as a traditional owner Darug group for the past 40 plus years.   

Therefore we would like to register our interest for full consultation and 
involvement in this above project area.  

Please contact us with all further enquiries on the above contacts. 

17-0058A-dcac-3b-1 

Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc (AAS) Andrew Williams 

AAS.info@bigpond.com 

andle81@bigpond.com 
 

30/04/2017 

Aboriginal Archaeology Service is seeking primary involvement in all 
consultation meetings and fieldwork for the above-mentioned project. AAS 
immediate family has lived in the area from 1897 and retains local and oral 
history on behalf of its first nation people. We have no objection to our 
information being provided to the Office of Environment and Heritage and 
the Local Aboriginal Land Council.  

AAS can assist with input that can be incorporated into a written assessment 
of cultural values of the area. We are also able to provide fit staff to assist 
with work that may involve physical labour. We can provide our schedule of 
rates and copies of relevant certificates of currency for business insurances 
on request.  

All correspondence should be emailed to AAS.info@bigpond.com and 
andle81@bigpond.com or to the above postal address. The area is an 
important part of our culture and valued by our family. 

17-0058A-aas-3b-1 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments  Gordon Morton and Celestine Everingham 
02 9410 3665 
9/6 Chapman Ave 

CHATSWOOD, 2067 NSW 

01/05/2017 Yes we would like to be involved in the consultation Phone 

mailto:AAS.info@bigpond.com
mailto:andle81@bigpond.com
mailto:AAS.info@bigpond.com
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Received and comments Reference 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) Gordon Workman 
Gordow51@bigpond.net.au 

daruglandobservations@gmail.com 

Please be advice that D.L.O is seeking to be involved in any and 
all consultation meetings and field work. 

This office specializes in Aboriginal and community consultation. An has a 
membership that comprises of Traditional owners from the area in question 
those retain strong story and song lines and oral history and continued 
contact. We would also like to state that we do not except or support any 
person or organization that are NOT from the DARUG Nation that comments 
regarding the said area. 

Please also be advised that this aboriginal Organization does not do 
volunteer work or attend unpaid meetings.  I hope that you advise your client 
of this so that, This Group will not be discriminated against and refused paid 
field work. 

All Correspondence should be emailed to the following  

darudlandobservations@gmail.com 

17-0058A-dlo-3b-1 

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council Ron Timbery RTimbery@laperouse.org.au 

Mr Ashley Walker 
awalker@laperouse.org.au 

I would like to register for the community consultation to be undertaken in 
relation to this project. 

17-0058A-lplalc-3b-1 

17-0058A-lplalc-3b-2 

A1 Indigenous Services  Carolyn Hickey 

cazadirect@live.com 
A1 would like to register for consultation and an field work for this project, I 
hold cultural knowledge of this area. 

17-0058A-a1-3b-1 

Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey   

widescope.group@live.com 
WIG would like to register for consultation and an field work for this project, I 
hold cultural knowledge of this area. 

17-0058A-w-3b-1 

Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants Tony Williams 

ajw1901@bigpond.com 

Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants is seeking primary involvement in all 
consultation meetings and fieldwork for the above-mentioned project. RAHC 
immediate family has lived in the area from 1897 and retains local and oral 
history on behalf of its first nation people. We have no objection to our 
information being provided to the Office of Environment and Heritage and 
the Local Aboriginal Land Council. 

17-0058A-rc-3b-1 

Tocomwall Jennifer Norfolk 

jennifer@tocomwall.com.au 

Tocomwall respectfully requests primary involvement in all consultation 
meetings and fieldwork associated with the project. 

17-0058A-t-3b-1 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Lilly Carroll 
didgengunawalclan@yahoo.com.au 

Didge Ngunawal Clan would like to register and interest into Re: 4-18 
Doncaster Avenue Randwick 

17-0058A-dnc-3b-1 

mailto:Gordow51@bigpond.net.au
mailto:daruglandobservations@gmail.com
mailto:RTimbery@laperouse.org.au
mailto:awalker@laperouse.org.au
mailto:cazadirect@live.com
mailto:widescope.group@live.com
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Contact Date Received and comments Reference 

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation Marilyn Carrol-Johnson 

corroboreecorp@bigpond.com 

We are pleased to be considered to consult in Aboriginal Registration for 
Community Consultation— Doncaster Avenue Project. 

17-0058A-cac-3b-1 

Biamanga Seli Storer 

biamangachts@gmail.com 

Please accept this as Biamangas expression of interest to register for the 
above project and be kept informed of any further developments thankyou 

17-0058A-b-3b-1 

Cullendulla Corey Smith 

cullendullachts@gmail.com 

Please accept this as Cullendullas expression of interest to register for the 
above project and we wish to be kept informed of any further developments 
thankyou 

17-0058A-c-3b-1 

Gulaga Wendy Smith 

gulagachts@gmail.com 

This is Gulagas expression of interest to register for the above project and 
we wish to be kept informed about any further developments thankyou 

17-0058A-g-3b-1 

Murramarang Roxanne Smith 
murramarangchts@gmail.com 

Please accept this as Murramarangs expression of interest to register for the 
above project and we wish to be kept informed of any further developments 
thankyou 

17-0058A-m-3b-1 

 

On 29 May 2017 a list of the RAPs was provided to the OEH and the LALC.   

 Stages 2 and 3—Presentation of information about the proposed project and Gathering Information About Cultural 
Significance  

 Stages 2, Step 1—Presentation of proposed project information and provision of proposed assessment methodology to the RAPs 

 Stage 3, Step 3—Seek information from RAP on (a) the presence of Aboriginal objects of cultural value and (b) places of cultural value 

On 22 May 2017, the RAPs were provided with project information, the proposed assessment methodology and requested to provide information relating to 
known Aboriginal objects and or places of cultural value, connected with the study area.  A period of 28 days was provided for review and comments (19 June 
2017).  The following comments were received.   

Aboriginal Organisation/Person Date Sent Date Reply  Comments, outcomes and/or issues  Reference 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments  22/05/2017 29/05/2017 Celestine Everingham advised by phone that she accepts our methodology 17-0058A-dacha-1a-1 

A1 Indigenous Services  22/05/2017 22/05/2017 A1, AHCS and Widescope agree with the Methodology for 4-18 Doncaster Avenue 
Provision, Project  created by GML Heritage. 

17-0058A-a1-1a-1 

17-0058A-a1-1a-2 

mailto:corroboreecorp@bigpond.com
mailto:biamangachts@gmail.com
mailto:cullendullachts@gmail.com
mailto:gulagachts@gmail.com
mailto:murramarangchts@gmail.com
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Date Sent Date Reply  Comments, outcomes and/or issues  Reference 

Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc (AAS) 22/05/2017 23/05/2017 Aboriginal Archaeology Service agree with the above proposed Assessment 
Methodology. 

17-0058A-aw-1a-1 

17-0058A-aw-1a-2 

Biamanga 22/05/2017  None  17-0058A-b-1a-1 

17-0058A-b-1a-2 

Cullendulla 22/05/2017  None 17-0058A-c-1a-1 

17-0058A-c-1a-2 

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 22/05/2017 01/06/2017 We see no issues with methodology provided to Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 17-0058A-cac-1a-1 

17-0058A-cac-1a-2 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation (DCAC) 22/05/2017 23/05/2017 We support the recommendations set out in this report.   17-0058A-dcac-1a-1 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) 22/05/2017 02/06/2017 Darug Land Observations Pty Ltd has reviewed the archaeological and cultural 
heritage assessment and supports the methodology for the proposed demolishment 
of the existing building and construction of a new three-storey residential flat 
building at 4-18 Doncaster Avenue, in Kensington. 

In relation to the long-term storage of recovered artefacts, if any, Darug Land 
Observations Pty Ltd strongly believes that the recovered artefacts should be re-
buried on Country (the study area). 

17-0058A-dlo-1a-1 

17-0058A-dlo-1a-2 

Gulaga 22/05/2017  None 17-0058A-g-1a-1 

17-0058A-g-1a-2 

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council 22/05/2017  The La Perouse LALC generally supports the proposed methodology outlined in the 
document, Reference 17-0058pb1, compiled by GML Heritage and dated 22 May 
2017. 

17-0058A-lalc-1a-1 

17-0058A-lalc-1a-3 

17-0058A-lalc-1a-4 

Murramarang 22/05/2017  None 17-0058A-m-1a-1 

17-0058A-m-1a-2 

Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants 22/05/2017  None 17-0058A-rc-1a-1 

17-0058A-rc-1a-2 

Tocomwall 22/05/2017  None 17-0058A-to-1a-1 

17-0058A-to-1a-2 

17-0058A-to-1a-3 
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Aboriginal Organisation/Person Date Sent Date Reply  Comments, outcomes and/or issues  Reference 

Widescope Indigenous Group 22/05/2017 26/05/2017 I have been sent information Re: 4–18 Doncaster Avenue project I  agree and seek 
to endorse the project methodology. 

17-0058A-wg-1a-1 

17-0058A-wg-1a-2 

Didge Ngunawal Clan 22/05/2017 24/05/2017 DNC would just like to know what is gonna happen to the artefacts once they are 
found if they're being reburied, for educational use or in a museum. DNC agrees on 
the methodology at 4 to 18 Doncaster Avenue 

17-0058A-dnc-1a-1 

 

 Stage 4—Review of the draft ACHAR  
 Stage 4—Review of draft cultural heritage assessment report  

The draft ACHAR (this report) was provided to the RAPS on 25 July 2017.  A period of 28 days was allowed for their comments (18 August 2017).  Following 18 
August 2017, until the production of the ACHAR, no further comments have been received.  

All RAPs agreed with the proposed project methodology.  The LALC provided further comments; in response, GML note that the portion of site RSY 1 will be 
conserved during the development work.  As far as GML is aware, the Light Rail stabling yards will not encroach into the Doncaster site study area.  There is a 
potential for further Aboriginal objects to be located within the Doncaster PAD area; this has been the subject of this report and its intended management.   

RAP Date Sent Date Reply Comments and/or cultural values identified Reference  

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessments  

25/07/2017 11/08/2017 Agree with the ACHAR 17-0058A-dacha-1b-1 

A1 Indigenous Services  25/07/2017 21/08/2017 A1 and AHCS support the Methodology and Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report created 
by GML Heritage 

17-0058A-a1-1b-1 

Aboriginal Archaeology Service Inc (AAS) 25/07/2017 27/07/2017 Aboriginal Archaeology Service agree with the above proposed Assessment Methodology. 17-0058A-aas-1b-1 

Biamanga 25/07/2017 None None  

Cullendulla 25/07/2017 None None  

Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 25/07/2017 None None  

Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 
(DCAC) 

25/07/2017 30/07/2017 Aboriginal Archaeology Service agree with the above proposed Assessment Methodology. 17-0058A-dcac-1b-1 

Darug Land Observations (DLO) 25/07/2017 None None  
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RAP Date Sent Date Reply Comments and/or cultural values identified Reference  

Gulaga 25/07/2017 01/08/2017 Gulaga agrees with/accepts the report for Doncaster Ave, Kensington 17-0058A-g-1b-1 

La Perouse Local Aboriginal Land Council 25/07/2017 18/08/2017 The La Perouse LALC is very concerned about the close proximity of the proposed development at 4-
18 Doncaster Avenue, Kensington, to the recorded Aboriginal site at the Randwick Stabling Yards, and 
the potential impacts upon the site arising from the development. The La Perouse LALC is also 
concerned that the Randwick Stabling Yards site may extend into the proposed development area, or 
that there is potential for other Aboriginal objects to be found during excavation of the proposed 
development. 

The La Perouse LALC is generally supportive of the report’s conclusions and recommendations, and of 
the measures that are outlined in the Archaeological Technical Report (Appendix E). 

17-0058A-lplalc-1b-1 

Murramarang 25/07/2017 None None   

Rane Aboriginal Heritage Consultants 25/07/2017 None None  

Tocomwall 25/07/2017 None None  

Widescope Indigenous Group 25/07/2017 None None  

Didge Ngunawal Clan 25/07/2017 None None  

 



Appendix B 

New AHIMS Site Cards’ 



1 

AHIMS site ID: 

Aboriginal Site Recording Form 

Site Location Information 
Site name: 

Easting: Northing: Coordinates must be in GDA (MGA)

Horizontal  Accuracy (m): : 

Zone: Location method: 

AHIMS Registrar 
 PO Box 1967, Hurstville 2220 NSW 

Recorder Information 
(The person responsible for the completion and submission of this form)

Title Surname First name

Organisation:

Address:

Phone: E-mail: 

Date recorded: 

Land Form 
Pattern: 

Site Context Information

Land Form 
Unit: 

Vegetation:

Distance to
Water (m):

How to get 
to the site: 

Primary 
Report:

Land Use: 

Other site  
information: 

45-6-3245 11-04-2017

Doncaster Ave PAD

336037 6246916

0

56 Client GIS or CAD system

Dr. Owen Tim

GML

Level 6, 372 Elizabeth Street, Surry Hills, NSW

0404233789 timo@gml.com.au

Coastal Plain Established Urban

Dune Cleared

0 In preparation

Corner of Alison Road and Doncaster Ave, covering 4-18 Doncaster Ave,

Randwick



2

Site contents information open/closed site:  

1. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Site location map 

Site condition:

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

2. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

Open Disturbed

Potential Archaeological Deposit 90 40

PAD for Aboriginal objects located within the remnant sand dune, adjacent (west) to RSY 1



Site plan  

3

Other Site 
Info:

3. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

4. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

5. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees



4

Site restrictions

Do you want to 
Restrict this site?: Restriction type: 

Gender General Location

Why is this site restricted?: 

Further information contact
Title Surname First name

Organisation:

Address:

Phone: E-mail: 

Site photographs 

Description: 

Description: Description: 

Description: 
Showing the connection between Doncaster Ave PAD and
RSY 1

The extent of Doncaster Ave PAD

Yes N/A X

The area is subject to assessment and covered by the confidentiality agreements associated

with RSY 1

Dr. Tim Owen

GML Heritage

Level 6, 372 Elizabeth Street

Surry Hills

0293194811 timo@gml.com.au



1 

AHIMS site ID: 

Aboriginal Site Recording Form 

Site Location Information 
Site name: 

Easting: Northing: Coordinates must be in GDA (MGA)

Horizontal  Accuracy (m): : 

Zone: Location method: 

AHIMS Registrar 
 PO Box 1967, Hurstville 2220 NSW 

Recorder Information 
(The person responsible for the completion and submission of this form)

Title Surname First name

Organisation:

Address:

Phone: E-mail: 

Date recorded: 

Land Form 
Pattern: 

Site Context Information

Land Form 
Unit: 

Vegetation:

Distance to
Water (m):

How to get 
to the site: 

Primary 
Report:

Land Use: 

Other site  
information: 

45-6-3246 11-04-2017

RSY 1

336060 6242862

0

56 Client GIS or CAD system

Dr. Owen Tim

GML

Level 6, 372 Elizabeth Street, Surry Hills, NSW

0404233789 timo@gml.com.au

Coastal Plain Transport Corridor

Dune Cleared

80 GML Heritage - currently confidential

Corner of Alison Road and Doncaster Avenue, Randwick

The site has been archaeologically excavated within the TfNSW owned

property (east).  A small portion of the site extends (presumably)

intact west into the Built property 4-18 Doncaster Avenue.  The red

line in the attached figure displays the location of impact to the

east.



2

Site contents information open/closed site:  

1. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Site location map 

Site condition:

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

2. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

Open Disturbed

Artefact 1000 25 25

Stone artefact site located on the top surface of an intact dune, below ~1m of historical fill.



Site plan  

3

Other Site 
Info:

3. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

4. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

5. 

Number of 
features

Length of 
feature(s) 
extent (m)

Description:

Features: Width of 
feature (s) 
extent (m)

Scar shape Regrowth 
(cm)

Scar Depth 
(cm) Tree Species

Scarred Trees

The site has been archaeologically excavated within the TfNSW owned property (east).  A small portion of the site
extends (presumably) intact west into the Built property 4-18 Doncaster Avenue.  The red line in the attached figure
displays the location of impact to the east.



4

Site restrictions

Do you want to 
Restrict this site?: Restriction type: 

Gender General Location

Why is this site restricted?: 

Further information contact
Title Surname First name

Organisation:

Address:

Phone: E-mail: 

Site photographs 

Description: 

Description: Description: 

Description: 
Extent of RSY 1

Yes N/A X

The details of this site, its contents and value are currently subject to strict

confidentiality.

Dr. Tim Owen

GML Heritage

Level 6, 372 Elizabeth Street

Surry Hills

0293194811 timo@gml.com.au



Appendix C 

DA Application Drawings 



Structural 
Civil  
Traffic  
Facade 

 

 
Taylor Thomson Whitting (NSW) Pty Ltd, Consulting Engineers | ABN 81 113 578 377 

48 Chandos Street, St Leonards NSW 2065 | +612 9439 7288 | ttw.com.au 

29 June 2017 171025 
 
 
 
Built Pty Ltd 
Level 7, 343 George Street 
Sydney NSW 2000 

(Email:  vincetusa@built.com.au) 
Attention:  Vince Tusa 
 
 

4 -18 DONCASTER AVE., KENSINGTON 
Structural Floor System over Conservation Management Area 
 

Dear Vince 

The floor slabs located directly over the conservation management area (refer to 
drawings SK100/01, SK101/02 & SK102/03 – location of conservation management 
area) are to be fully suspended concrete slabs supported by piled foundations 
located outside this zone. The slabs located over this area will be detailed to allow 
this section of slab to be removed should access to the ground be required.  

Refer to Fig 1  & 2 attached for proposed details 

Should you require anything further please contact the undersigned.   

 

 

Yours faithfully 
TAYLOR THOMSON WHITTING (NSW) PTY LTD 
 

 

BARRY YOUNG 
Director 

Encl. –  Drawings SK100/01, SK101/02 & SK102/3 
Figure 1 & 2 

P:\2017\1710\171025\Letters\170629 - Structural Floor System over Conservation Mgmt Area Letter BY ct.docx 



 

 

Project 
Residential Development 
4-18 Doncaster Avenue 
Kensington 

 Subject 
Railway Stabling Yard (RSY 1) 
              Site Boundary 
              RSY 
 

Drawing Name 
Site Plan  

 
Drawing No: SK100/01 

 



 

 

 

Project 
Residential Development 
4-18 Doncaster Avenue 
Kensington 

 Subject 
Railway Stabling Yard (RSY 1) 
Location of Conservation 
Management Area   
 

Drawing Name 
Location of Conservation Management Area 

 
Drawing No: SK101/02 



 

 

 

Project 
Residential Development 
4-18 Doncaster Avenue 
Kensington 

 Subject 
Railway Stabling Yard (RSY 1) 
Conservation Management Area    
 

Drawing Name 
Existing and Proposed Sections 

 
Drawing No: SK101/03 

 

Geofabric located between 

existing surface and 

imported fill as indicated 

with red dash line 
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E. Archaeological Research Design (ARD) 

This ARD has been designed to enable archaeological excavation of archaeological deposits that may 
occur within the substrate of the Doncaster Ave PAD. Based on GML’s existing knowledge of the 
stratigraphic architecture of the substrate a procedure was developed to maximise the probability of 
identifying and recovering archaeological deposits. The procedure also aimed to minimise the possibility 
of damage to the fragile substrate that would likely occur if separate phases of excavation were 
conducted.  An iterative approach was adopted which utilised methods in sequence from non-invasive 
to invasive, leading to immediate salvage excavation. The existing knowledge used to develop the field 
procedure derives from field investigations implemented at the adjacent site RSY 1. 

The methods included in the field procedure have previously been utilised during investigations by GML 
either at the adjacent RSY 1 site, or sites equivalently located on the Botany Sands.  A level of confidence 
therefore exists with respect to the outcomes of the proposed field procedure. The background 
environmental context for the work is detailed in the main report and has not been repeated here.  

E.1 Mechanism for Archaeological Test Excavation  
Given the developed nature of the site, the deep sand substrate, the instability of these sands once 
excavated and the potential for flooding, it is not possible to conduct archaeological test excavation 
under the Code;1 a Section 90 permit is therefore required.  

The investigations and processes to be implemented under a Section 90 permit include the following 
stages:  

• demolition and monitoring of existing buildings from across the site;  

• geophysical survey (non-intrusive);  

• borehole survey; and  

• archaeological salvage.  

E.2 The Investigation Methodology  
The archaeological sampling strategy to be employed during the Doncaster Avenue project is based 
upon the methodology for sampling, as presented by Orton.2 Orton presents a 12-step process3 for 
determining a suitable process of sampling and to provide a suitable test excavation methodology. This 
methodology, following Orton’s categories, is presented below.  

E.2.1 Existing Knowledge  

Existing knowledge of the Doncaster Ave PAD is presented in the main report and includes AHIMS data 
and prior reports, environmental context, impacts to the study area, and the outcomes of the 
investigations for RSY1. The information demonstrated that the substrate at the Doncaster Ave PAD is 
deep and, notwithstanding the obstruction of the existing infrastructure, could not be adequately 
investigated using the procedures outlined in the Code.4 It was also apparent that the substrate is very 
fragile and may suffer from damage if a staged procedure of test followed by salvage excavations is 
implemented. The site has a high potential for flooding; once opened any archaeological test units would 
collapse if flooded.  This would result in the immediate and permeant loss of any unexcavated adjacent 
archaeological deposit.   
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The methodology developed addresses these issues by utilising a defined series of stages with 
increasing iterations of invasiveness, each stage informing the sampling design of the next. The 
progression of stages is ultimately designed to clarify whether an archaeological deposit is present (or 
not) and recover it.  

E.2.2 Objectives (and Research Questions)  

The fundamental objective of the geoscientific surveys and archaeological excavation of the Doncaster 
Ave PAD is to undertake sufficient work to allow the extent, content, condition, and integrity of 
archaeological deposits to be assessed to determine the locations where salvage excavation is required. 
A methodology for salvage is provided, which responds to the risks posed by excavation within sand 
dunes.  

In order to reach this objective a number of research questions have been established, to guide the 
archaeological process and provide the basis for questioning the data collected. Relevant research 
questions include:  

1. Is there a subsurface deposit present? 

a. Does the stratigraphic architecture of that deposit differ across the Doncaster Ave PAD?  

b. What is the condition and integrity of the deposit? How has it been impacted by the 
historical activities that are known to have affected the adjacent site RSY 1?  

c. If archaeological materials exist, are they stratified within the sand deposits?  

d. Is there a stratified palaeoenvironmental record? Can it be temporally correlated with 
archaeological materials, where they exist? 

e. How old is the deposit? Can it be dated by geochronological methods?  

2. How can the deposit be interpreted?  

a. What are the physical attributes of the deposit (eg stone, carbon, clay or other, contact 
period items)?  

f. For stone deposits, what are the physical characteristics and do they indicate a 
specialised use? Is there is difference in stone tool types across the Doncaster Ave PAD 
or between stratigraphic units?  

g. For contact period deposits, what are the characteristics and how do they describe 
interaction and relationships with the new colony?  To what period do the contact items 
date (glass and ceramic typologies)?  Does material use represent continued 
application of traditional Aboriginal techniques, or adaptation to the new materials?  

b. Do the deposits provide evidence for intra-site patterning?  

c. Does that patterning lend itself to interpretation? Can the interpretation be used to 
support the notion of Aboriginal traditions and prior landscape use? 

d. How does the subsurface deposit compare to that found over the Botany Sands 
substrate?  

3. Can the archaeology be interpreted in a regional context?  
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a. Where did raw stone materials originate from? Have they been brought into the study 
area? From how far away has the stone been brought?  

b. Is there evidence of trade in connection to stone deposits?  

4. Is the archaeological deposit culturally significant?  

a. What is the heritage value of the deposit, both scientifically and culturally?  

b. How does the Aboriginal community view and value the deposit identified?  

5. What are the implications for other nearby areas?  

a. Beyond RSY 1, are there other archaeological deposits in the local area?  

b. How well has this process identified and characterised the deposit? And can it be 
applied to other future development areas?  

E.2.3 Population 

The targeted population is defined by the stratigraphic architecture occurring within the study area 
boundary.  Archaeological sampling will be targeted to those areas that can be shown to have intact pre-
European geological deposits and that do not pose a danger to the fieldworkers (eg at depths dangerous 
for hand excavation). At the southeast of the study area a conservation management zone will not be 
excavated and will instead be preserved indefinitely (Appendix D).  

Salvage excavation will occur at locations shown to be composed of intact strata, with an archaeological 
signature, using an initial grid pattern of exploratory 1m squares, and immediately expanding laterally if 
cultural materials (sufficient to warrant further investigation, see Section E2.6 for trigger points) are 
identified.  

E.2.4 Data to be Collected 

Data will be collected for each square during salvage excavations using a context sheet based on the 
terminology of the CSIRO.5 Data collected on context sheets will include: a square identifier, depths, 
colour, texture, strength, moisture, structure and inclusions. In addition, schematic drawings and a 
photographic record will be acquired for each excavated square. Aboriginal objects recovered during 
excavation will be rudimentarily analysed for material type and backing and used to inform the direction 
of salvage expansion.  

E.2.5 Degree of Precision Required 

The precision of acquired data in the adopted approach increases iteratively for each sequential method 
applied. This ranges from broad remote sensing of the geological substrate to the excavation and 
sampling of features occurring within an excavated spit. Precision is purposefully increased as the 
sample population decreases in size.  

E.2.6 Method of Measure (Excavation Threshold/Trigger Points) 

The ‘background’ density of Aboriginal objects within the study area is based on prior knowledge from 
excavations of the adjacent site RSY 1. At that site, Aboriginal objects occurred in a frequency whereby 
a lower threshold (trigger point) of five objects per horizontal metre square (counted by truncating all 
intact stratigraphical layers) was used to cease lateral expansion.   
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For the Doncaster PAD, objects are defined as stone artefact with identifiable landmarks, not angular 
fragments.  The trigger point (threshold) for the commencement or cessation of archaeological 
excavation is five objects, recovered within one metre square, from all combined intact stratigraphical 
layers (excluding fill layers).   

Other significant deposits, such as hearths, oven/fire pits, heat retaining stone, contact period objects 
etc, may also occur and will be investigated irrespective of the associated stone artefact deposit, as they 
could reflect domiciliary areas. The presence of these items is a trigger point for further excavation.   

E.2.7 The Framework for Sampling  

The sampling procedure uses an iterative and sequential approach, where each method utilised is less 
invasive than and informative to the implementation of the next method. The approach aims to maximise 
knowledge of the stratigraphic architecture of the study area while minimising impact to it. Once the 
stratigraphic architecture is known, salvage excavations can be commenced immediately while 
maximising the recovery of Aboriginal cultural materials.  

 Demolition  

Demolition of existing infrastructure will be directed and implemented by Built or an approved 
representative.  GML and a RAP will be present for the duration of the demolition works and will direct 
demolition works to stop if damage to intact geological deposits is deemed likely to occur. The site should 
be made as level and obstruction-free as is possible without causing impact to intact pre-European 
geological deposits.   

Given the layer of fill covering the site, this methodology should be able to remove all existing structures 
and services, whilst leaving the majority of fill in place, and the underlying dune layers in the condition 
pre-demolition.   

 Geophysical Survey  

Ground-penetrating radar (GPR) survey will be conducted across the study area once demolition works 
are complete. Antennae approximately 500MHz will be used to allow visualisation of the subsurface 
architecture. Rectangular grids will be established over each cleared area to maximise coverage of the 
study area. Survey lines will be measured within each grid at up to 2m transect spacings. The acquired 
data would be processed into two-dimensional radargrams and analysed for stratigraphic boundaries 
and subsurface objects. The two-dimensional radargrams for each grid would also be compiled into 
three-dimensional time-slices to enable a plan-view analysis of the subsurface. 

 Borehole Sampling 

The geophysical results will guide the sampling pattern for a borehole survey. Where the geophysical 
imagery indicates a consistent profile of stratigraphy across the site then a regular grid or offset grid of 
up to 20m spacing will sampled evenly over the site (this spacing was successfully used at RSY 1).  

Where the geophysical imagery suggests discrete locations of variable subsurface stratigraphy then 
boreholes would alternatively be placed to sample each zone of variation. The stratigraphic profiles of 
the collection of boreholes would be used to construct a stratigraphic subsurface model of the study area 
using the principles of sequence stratigraphy. 



GML Heritage 

Doncaster Avenue, Kensington—Archaeological Research Design—Final Report—Appendix E, September 2017 5 

 Archaeological Salvage 

The geological model of the substrate developed from the geophysical and borehole data will be used 
to guide a sampling strategy for salvage excavation. Only areas identified as including intact geological 
deposits will be targeted for salvage excavation.  

For each discrete area of modelled intact geological deposit (a sample location), the following steps will 
be undertaken. 

• Layers of fill will be mechanically removed under supervision of the excavation director.  The 
extent of fill removed from each sample location will be sufficient to allow safe consequent 
archaeological excavation.  Fill will be stockpiled on site, away from the excavation areas, and/or 
removed by the proponent.  No further sampling, sieving or archaeological work would be 
undertaken on any fill layers.   

• At each sample location, a 1m exploratory square will be excavated at the approximate centre. 

• Further exploration squares will be placed around the central square, displaced laterally up to 20m 
in a grid or grid offset pattern and excavated in the manner listed previously.  At most, this would 
result in the entire Doncaster Avenue PAD being sampled on a 20m square grid.   

• Excavation will proceed stratigraphically by hand, in 10cm spits or by stratigraphy, whichever is 
thinner, to a maximum depth of 150cm, or to a depth otherwise deemed to be safe for the hand 
excavator and/or able to maintain stability of excavation baulks.  This decision will be made by the 
excavation director and/or Built.   

• Wherever an intact dune topsoil unit is encountered during excavation of exploration squares, spit 
thicknesses through the unit would be reduced to 2cm. Once the dune top soil unit is removed, 
spit depth can return to 10cm or apparent stratigraphy.   

• Exploration square excavation would continue to a depth at which the basal 20cm of a square can 
be demonstrated to contain zero Aboriginal objects.  The decision to cease excavation will be the 
excavation directors.  At a minimum each exploratory square will be excavated 20cm depth.   

• A representative from OEH would be invited to attend the site prior to or immediately commencing 
lateral expansion to allow observation of the exploratory squares and discussion of the likely 
pattern of expansion. 

• The recovery of Aboriginal objects, and/or any Aboriginal archaeological features, from an 
exploration square will trigger lateral hand expansion of that square if the threshold/trigger point 
is reached.  Lateral expansion will continue until the threshold of less than five Aboriginal objects 
per metre square are being recovered (Section E2.6 defines the trigger point and an Aboriginal 
object).  When the trigger point is no longer met, lateral expansion will cease in that sample 
location.  The decision to cease lateral expansion will ultimately be the excavation directors.  
Lateral expansion spit depth will depend on the nature of the deposit: 

 Undifferentiated sand layers with an archaeological deposit will be excavated in 10cm spits 
or by stratigraphy, whichever is thinner, to a maximum depth of 150cm, or to a depth 
otherwise deemed to be safe (refer above).   

 Intact dune topsoil units will be excavated in the reduced spit thickness of 2cm.  
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 Archaeological features will be stratigraphically hand excavated and recorded separately 
from a spit or other stratigraphic unit. 

• Should more than five discrete area of modelled intact geological deposit (all containing a deposit 
which meets the threshold for lateral expansion), and/or the defined total combined extent of the 
Aboriginal deposit be described over an area exceeding 500m2; the excavation director, OEH, 
Built and RAPs may need to develop a lateral expansion sub-sampling strategy.  The need to sub-
sample will be based on recovery of a suitably sized representative archaeological deposit and 
reasonability in terms of costs associated with the work.   

• The depth for the excavation of archaeological deposits is dependent on the stability of the dune 
in any specific location.  If the dune is unstable, preventing hand excavation, and contains an 
archaeological deposit which meets the trigger points, mechanical excavation may be used as an 
alternative excavation technique (see below).   

• Where Aboriginal objects are found in the lowest hand-excavated spit, benching may need to be 
undertaken to permit continued hand excavation to deeper levels.  Benching through layers with 
an archaeological deposit may be necessary.  If so, the mode of mechanical excavation will follow 
the mechanical excavation methodology described below.  

• Each spit excavated by hand would be passed through a 3mm sieve. All Aboriginal objects will be 
retained for further analysis.  All non-Aboriginal material, with the potential to be contact period 
objects, will be counted, retained and archived for analysis. 

• Wet sieving would be conducted into skips or some other appropriate container to prevent 
accumulation of water at the ground surface and potential overland flow beyond the study area 
boundaries. Skips would be emptied on-site at strategic locations to prevent surface water pooling. 
Should percolation be insufficient to prevent surface water pooling then the skip contents would 
be transported off-site. 

• The following mechanical excavation methodology may be required:  

 Where no (or very few) Aboriginal objects are found to be contained within any exploration 
squares (and no lateral hand expansion is proposed), strip trenches would be excavated 
mechanically at locations decided by the excavation director. Trenches would be excavated 
at 20cm spits to a depth of 150cm. Approximately a quarter of each bucket would be sieved, 
with the remainder to be sieved should five or more Aboriginal objects be recovered from 
the first quarter. 

 The same mechanical excavation methodology may be used if: deep excavation (+1.5m) 
is required; and/or the excavation conditions become unsafe; and/or benching through a 
layer with an archaeological deposit is required to reach deeper layers and make the site 
safe.  

• Geological samples potentially including but not limited to particle-size analysis, soil 
micromorphology and plant-organic content will be recovered from an appropriate profile to 
characterise the soil and/or stratigraphic profile. 
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• Where a moist organic deposit is found within the intact stratigraphy it will be sampled vertically 
using PVC pipe for potential pollen analysis. One location will be sampled at a minimum should 
multiple organic deposits be found. 

• Should human skeletal material be identified during the test excavation, work will cease in the 
immediate area and OEH and the NSW Police Department will be notified.  

 Development 

On completion of salvage excavation, as outlined above, the excavation director will provide a written 
sign-off to Built indicating that the field investigation defined in an associated AHIP has been satisfied.  
At this point Built will be able to commence development of the site in accordance with the approved 
DA.  No further AHIP will be required.   

E.2.8 Pre-Test or Pilot Survey 

Orton notes that the best survey designs can be made when the survey is over and that a pilot survey 
can serve to remove some of the ‘bugs’ from the sampling process.6 The sampling procedure outlined 
previously integrates pre-test, or pre-survey, into its design. Each sampling method applied builds on 
the knowledge of the previous method and informs the design of the next method. The Aboriginal 
representatives and field archaeologists will be able to collaboratively respond to the results of each 
method to enhance the design of the next method.  

The proposed methodology has been tested during works on the adjacent Randwick Stabling Yards, 
where it was found to be suitable for investigation of the sand dunes in this area.  

E.2.9 Organisation  

The demolition monitoring, geophysical survey, borehole sampling and salvage excavation will be 
undertaken by a team which will include an archaeological excavation director, a qualified geoscientist, 
four field archaeologists and four Aboriginal representatives (from the Registered Aboriginal Parties 
[RAP]). A mechanical excavator operator will also be required.  

One geoscientist and one RAP will conduct the demolition monitoring, geophysical survey, and borehole 
sampling. Salvage excavations will be inclusive of the remainder of the team with two people per square 
hand excavating, and four people sieving.  

E.2.10 Summary and Analysis  

Following salvage excavation, a technical report will be prepared that contrasts the Doncaster Avenue 
outcomes against other recent local excavations.  If no Aboriginal objects are identified, the report will 
provide an overview of the techniques applied and their appropriateness.   

If Aboriginal objects/sites are identified, the report will provide a synopsis of the sites, their stratigraphical 
and geomorphological context and provide an overview of the techniques applied and their 
appropriateness.  Any recovered Aboriginal stone objects will be subject to specialist analysis. Recording 
of all relevant attributes will be undertaken in a comparable manner to other regional lithic studies and 
in accordance with Holdaway and Stern (2004). Contact period objects would be analysed by a specialist 
in each field (eg glass or ceramic), taking into account Aboriginal working techniques.   

Where required, geological and geospatial analysis will be conducted by GML. Analysis of other 
materials recovered during field investigations (eg pollen, carbon samples etc) will be undertaken by an 
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external contractor where required. All other reporting and GIS analysis will be undertaken by GML, 
assisted by the field archaeologists present during the salvage excavation.  

The field investigation report will be provided to the RAPs for review and comment. Following their review 
the report will be forwarded to the OEH.  

All Aboriginal objects will be subject to appropriate management.  It is proposed that objects would be 
reburied directly adjacent to (abutting) the RSY 1 conservation area.  The reburial location (measuring 
1m square) would be registered as a separate Aboriginal site (termed ‘Doncaster Avenue objects reburial 
location’) and managed concurrently with the site RSY 1.  Reburial was the nominated method of 
management from certain Aboriginal community members.  However, should the Aboriginal community 
wish for alternative object management post excavation, a variation to the AHIP can be sought.   

An Aboriginal heritage plan of management would be prepared for the continuing protection of the 
conservation management area.  This should contain develop management requirements for any 
Aboriginal objects recovered and provide means for the public interpretation/dissemination of the work’s 
outcomes and findings.  The Aboriginal HMP would form a component of the post excavation report.   

E.2.11 Information Gained for Future Survey  

The information derived from salvage excavation will be used as the basis for the further development 
of the heritage values assessment relating to the study area. The report will provide direction for future 
management and conservation of Aboriginal heritage in the local area.   

E.3 Endnotes  
1  (OEH) DECCW Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (24 September 2010), pp 

24–28.  
2  Orton, C 2000, Sampling in Archaeology, Cambridge Manuals in Archaeology, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge. 
3  Orton, C 2000, Sampling in Archaeology, Cambridge Manuals in Archaeology, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, pp 27–39. 
4  (OEH) DECCW Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (24 September 2010), pp 

24–28.  
5  The National Committee on Soil and Terrain, 2009, Australian Soil and Land Survey Field Handbook, third edition, CSIRO Publishing, 

Melbourne. 
6  Orton, C 2000, Sampling in Archaeology, Cambridge Manuals in Archaeology, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, p 29. 
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