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Executive Summary 

The Department of Planning and Environment (DPE), now the Department of Planning, Industry 

and Environment (DPIE), is undertaking precinct planning for the proposed rezoning and future 

development of the Glenfield Planned Precinct (the study area), which lies on the Glenfield to 

Macarthur Urban Renewal Corridor. As part of this process, DPIE has commissioned Extent 

Heritage Pty Ltd (Extent) to prepare an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 

(ACHAR) for the precinct.  

The ACHAR was initiated to assist DPIE in the precinct planning process, to identify Aboriginal 

cultural heritage opportunities and constraints across the precinct, and to maximise 

conservation outcomes. It provides information on the location, distribution and significance of 

Aboriginal objects; the likely harm to objects by the proposed development; and 

recommendations for their management. It must be emphasised that the level of on-site 

investigation was limited, and that further work will be required as development progresses in 

the precinct. 

Key Findings 

 Ten Aboriginal archaeological sites have been documented within the study area, 

three of which have previously been completely or partially impacted as a result of 

development undertaken prior to the current investigation. The identified sites 

consist of artefact scatters, isolated Aboriginal objects, an area of potential 

archaeological deposit, a culturally modified tree, and a tree of cultural value. 

 Additional archaeological sites are likely to be present within the study area. The 

corridors along the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek have been identified 

as areas of high sensitivity, as these landforms are likely to have formed foci for 

long-term and/or repeated Aboriginal occupation in the past. 

 Documentary ethnographic research indicates there is some potential for the 

presence of post-Contact Aboriginal occupation of the former Throsby estate, which 

once encompassed a portion of the study area. The nature and location of evidence 

of post-Contact Aboriginal occupation is, however, very difficult to predict without 

sub-surface investigation. 

 Most of the identified Aboriginal sites within the study area are considered to be of 

low scientific significance, as only limited information can be derived from these sites. 

The area of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) along the Georges River corridor 

is of high scientific significance, as it has greater research potential, and has been 

demonstrated to be of deep antiquity in other areas. The single verified culturally 

modified tree is of high cultural value, and another tree is considered to have cultural 

value. 

 While the ILP and rezoning would not in itself cause direct impact, the subsequent 

development will likely result in impacts to two Aboriginal sites (GPP IF1 and 

GPP IF7), though the ILP design allows for the other sites to be conserved.. 
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 Recommendations have been made to ensure appropriate investigation and 

assessment is undertaken to ensure Aboriginal heritage is managed, conserved 

and/or impact is mitigated in the future. 

Potential Aboriginal Heritage Impact 

Based on the Indicative Layout Plan (ILP), developments are likely to result in the following 

impacts on the identified Aboriginal archaeological and cultural heritage resources: 

 The ILP provides for the protection of the culturally modified tree, although the tree 

will be located immediately adjacent to medium rise residential (3-6 storey) 

structure(s). A protective buffer will separate the tree from development risk, but 

particular care will need to be taken to prevent vandalism or other damage risk not 

associated with development works.  

 The ILP provides for the full conservation of one tree of cultural value, one potential 

archaeological deposit (PAD) and two isolated Aboriginal objects. All of these will be 

located within areas of open space, local park or riparian corridor. 

 The ILP design provides for the conservation of the remainder of one low-density 

artefact scatter, which was partially impacted prior to this study. This site will be 

located within an area of open space and/or local park. 

 Impacts to the locations of two isolated Aboriginal objects. It would be best that these 

artefacts are collection by Aboriginal stakeholders and relocated and/or reburied in 

locations that will not be impacted by development (see recommendations). 

 There are various levels of impacts to other Aboriginal sites as well as impacts to 

previously unidentified Aboriginal archaeological sites considered likely to be present 

in the precinct. 

Some potential for Aboriginal heritage conservation has been identified within the constraints of 

the ILP, including significant areas in close proximity to the Georges River and Bunbury Curran 

Creek. Further investigation, consultation and planning is required to maximise conservation 

potential. 

Recommendations 

 Following an arboriculturist review of a number of culturally modified trees, a single 

tree, GPP MT 2, was identified as an Aboriginal site. Given the rarity of such sites in 

southwest Sydney, this site along with a suitable buffer of not less than 20 metres 

should be protected and conserved in the ILP.  

 Along with the ANZAC memorial forest, a range of exotic and endemic tree species 

were observed throughout the Hurlstone Agricultural School grounds, and were 

identified as species Aboriginal people were known to use in the past. With the 

exception of GPP MT5 and Horne Park (Eco Logical Australia, 2016), none were 

specifically identified as of cultural value. However, following the ILP, consideration 

of re-use, re-planting and/or interpretation of the site’s current tree species within the 
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broader development is recommended. This could form part of the wider interpretive 

outputs recommended below.  

 When AHIPs are eventually applied for in order to permit development at the 

locations of GPP IF1 and GPP IF7, the conditions of the AHIPs should be structure 

in a way that would allow the collection of these artefacts and the relocation and/or 

reburial of the artefacts elsewhere in areas that will not be impacted by development. 

 The findings and information in this report, along with a simplified heritage 

constraints map presented by lot/property, should be provided to Campbelltown City 

Council, DPIE and Heritage NSW in digital spatial format. This would ensure the 

Consent authorities involved in future environmental assessments across the study 

area under Part 4 or 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 are 

aware of the potential cultural heritage implications of any given project. 

 Regardless of the outcomes of the ILP and/or Development Control Plan (DCP) 

process, Aboriginal objects, sites and places as shown in Figure 22 - Figure 27 are 

protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, and any proposal for 

activities in these areas should ensure appropriate Aboriginal heritage assessment 

is undertaken in accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines prior to any ground 

disturbance.  

 Consultation with the Registered Aboriginal Parties should be maintained during the 

remainder of the rezoning process. Please note that should consultation lapse due 

to a discontinuation of communications for more than six months, the consultation 

process may no longer be in compliance with Heritage NSW’s policies and may need 

to be restarted. 

 An Aboriginal Heritage Interpretation Strategy (HIS) and Aboriginal Heritage 

Interpretation Plan (HIP) should be developed in consultation with the Registered 

Aboriginal Parties to incorporate the promotion, celebration and/or commemoration 

of the Aboriginal cultural values and importance of the study area in future 

development. This may include naming conventions, cultural heritage walks, signage 

and/or artworks, etc. These documents should be incorporated into the DCP and/or 

provided to the Consent Authorities for inclusion in Development Approval 

conditions, to ensure implementation is undertaken in an holistic approach across 

the Precinct. 

Enacted recommendations 

 The following was a recommendation made in earlier drafts of this report that has now been 

implemented in the latest Development Control Plans. It is included here for reasons of full 

disclosure.  

 The Development Control Plans (DCP) or equivalent produced from the ILP process 

must ensure appropriate Aboriginal heritage management requirements are 

included. These must include, but not be limited to: 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  iv | Page 

o In areas of known Aboriginal sites, and areas of moderate and high Aboriginal 

sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment Report (ACHAR) must be undertaken in accordance with 

Heritage NSW guidelines prior to a Development Application (or equivalent) 

being approved. 

o In areas of low Aboriginal sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): an Aboriginal 

Due Diligence Assessment must be undertaken in accordance with Heritage 

NSW guidelines prior to a Development Application (or equivalent) being 

approved. 

o In areas of very low to nil Aboriginal sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): no 

further Aboriginal heritage assessment is required prior to a Development 

Application (or equivalent) being approved. 

 

 

PLEASE NOTE: While pre-exhibition consultation has been undertaken on 

previous iterations of the ILP, the current version of the draft report has not yet 

been reviewed by Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs). Prior to finalisation, the 

report requires a 28-day period of RAP review, in accordance with Aboriginal 

Cultural Heritage Requirements for Proponents (DECCW 2010). 

  

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  v | Page 

Contents 

Document Control Page .................................................................................................................... 1 

Copyright and Moral Rights ............................................................................................................... 1 

1. Introduction ...................................................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Project Description..................................................................................................................... 1 

1.2 Legislative Context .................................................................................................................... 2 

1.3 Study area ................................................................................................................................. 3 

1.3.1 Proposed Development ......................................................................................................... 4 

1.4 Limitations .................................................................................................................................. 4 

2. Aboriginal Consultation .................................................................................................................. 6 

2.1 The Process ............................................................................................................................... 6 

2.2 This Project ................................................................................................................................ 7 

2.3 Aboriginal Stakeholder Feedback .............................................................................................. 8 

3. Existing Environment .................................................................................................................... 10 

3.1 Key Findings ............................................................................................................................ 10 

3.2 Geology, Topography and Soils .............................................................................................. 10 

3.3 Hydrology ................................................................................................................................. 11 

3.4 Past Vegetation ....................................................................................................................... 12 

3.5 Land-use History...................................................................................................................... 12 

4. Ethnographic Record .................................................................................................................... 24 

4.1 Key Findings ............................................................................................................................ 24 

4.2 Regional Information ............................................................................................................... 24 

4.3 The Study Area ........................................................................................................................ 26 

5. Archaeological Record ................................................................................................................. 30 

5.1 Key Findings ............................................................................................................................ 30 

5.2 Regional Background .............................................................................................................. 30 

5.2.1 A History of Research in the Sydney Basin ......................................................................... 30 

5.2.2 Spatial Patterns of Archaeology .......................................................................................... 32 

5.3 Local Information ..................................................................................................................... 34 

5.4 Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System Database ........................................... 41 

5.5 Predictive Model ...................................................................................................................... 44 

5.5.1 Post-Contact Material .......................................................................................................... 46 

6. Field Investigation ......................................................................................................................... 50 

6.1 Key Findings ............................................................................................................................ 50 

6.2 Approach and Methods ........................................................................................................... 51 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  vi | Page 

6.3 Survey Results ......................................................................................................................... 52 

6.4 Aboriginal Sites Identified ........................................................................................................ 63 

6.4.1 Newly Identified Sites .......................................................................................................... 64 

7. The Archaeological and Cultural Resource ................................................................................ 82 

7.1 Identified Archaeological Sites ................................................................................................ 82 

7.2 Areas of Archaeological Potential ............................................................................................ 83 

8. Significance Assessment ............................................................................................................. 85 

8.1 Statement of Significance ........................................................................................................ 85 

9. Impact Assessment ....................................................................................................................... 87 

9.1 Indicative Layout Plan (ILP) ..................................................................................................... 87 

9.2 Potential Aboriginal Heritage Impacts ..................................................................................... 87 

9.2.1 Identified Sites ..................................................................................................................... 88 

9.2.2 Areas of Aboriginal Archaeological Sensitivity .................................................................... 89 

10. Conclusions and Recommendations ...................................................................................... 95 

10.1 Key Findings ............................................................................................................................ 95 

10.2 Management Strategy ............................................................................................................. 95 

10.3 Recommendations ................................................................................................................... 96 

11. References ................................................................................................................................. 98 

Appendix A. Legislation ...................................................................................................................... 104 

A1.1. Commonwealth Legislation ...................................................................................................... 104 

A1.2. NSW State Legislation ............................................................................................................. 105 

Appendix B. Aboriginal Consultation ................................................................................................ 107 

B.1. Aboriginal consultation log ......................................................................................................... 107 

B.2. List of identified Aboriginal stakeholders .................................................................................... 131 

B.3. List of registered Aboriginal parties for the project .................................................................... 133 

B.4. Pre-notification documentation sent and received ..................................................................... 134 

B.5. Notification documentation sent and registrations received ...................................................... 142 

B.6. Notification documentation – newspaper advert ........................................................................ 167 

B.7. Presentation of information/assessment methodology sent and any feedback received .......... 168 

B.8. Report review ............................................................................................................................. 185 

Appendix C. Archaeological Background ......................................................................................... 186 

C.1. Site type information .................................................................................................................. 186 

C.2. AHIMS sites ............................................................................................................................... 189 

Appendix D. Field Investigation ......................................................................................................... 195 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  vii | Page 

D.1. Survey transect descriptions ...................................................................................................... 196 

Appendix E. Arboriculturist’s Report ................................................................................................ 201 

Appendix F. How Significance was Assessed ................................................................................. 241 

General .......................................................................................................................................... 241 

Significance Levels and Thresholds .............................................................................................. 241 

Aesthetic Significance ................................................................................................................... 243 

Historic Significance ...................................................................................................................... 245 

Social and Spiritual Significance ................................................................................................... 245 

Scientific Significance .................................................................................................................... 245 

 

 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  1  
 

1. Introduction 

1.1 Project Description 

The Department of Planning and Environment (DPE), now the Department of Planning, Industry 

and Environment (DPIE), is undertaking precinct planning for the proposed rezoning and future 

development of the Glenfield Planned Precinct (Figure 1, henceforth referred to as the ‘study 

area’), a precinct along the Glenfield to Macarthur Urban Renewal Corridor. As part of the initial 

environmental assessment process, DPIE commissioned a European (historical) Heritage 

Impact Statement (HIS), which identified places of potential Aboriginal heritage value within the 

study area (City Plan Heritage 2018). 

Subsequently, Extent Heritage Pty Ltd (Extent) was engaged to provide advice regarding the 

overall Aboriginal heritage management requirements for precinct planning purposes (Extent 

Heritage 2018a). The Extent report found that there are a number of recorded Aboriginal 

archaeological sites within the precinct, as well as the potential for significant Aboriginal 

archaeological deposits to be present in proximity to the Georges River. It was recommended 

that an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment (ACHAR) be undertaken to identify Aboriginal 

cultural heritage opportunities and constraints across the precinct and to maximise conservation 

outcomes. As a result, Extent has been commissioned by DPIE to prepare the recommended 

ACHAR (this document) to assist in the precinct planning process.  

The principle objectives of the report are to: 

 identify Aboriginal cultural heritage objects, sites and cultural values areas within the 

study area; 

 identify prospective conservation areas based on their Aboriginal cultural heritage 

values; 

 consult with Aboriginal stakeholder communities; and 

 provide the basis for the supporting documentation for the required approvals under 

the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974. 

This report has been developed in accordance with heritage guidelines and procedures 

prepared by Heritage NSW, previously the Office of Environment and Heritage (OEH) and the 

Department of Environment, Climate Change and Water (DECCW). These guidelines and 

procedures are: the Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage in NSW (OEH 2011); Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for 

Proponents 2010 (DECCW 2010); and the Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of 

Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales (DECCW 2010). 
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1.2 Legislative Context 

There are several Commonwealth and State Acts (and associated regulations) that manage 

and protect Aboriginal cultural heritage. These are summarised in Table 1 and Appendix A. 

Table 1. Summary of legislative context for the project. 

Legislation Description Relevant 
to study 

area? 

Details 

Commonwealth 

Environment 
Protection and 
Biodiversity 
Conservation 
Act 1999 

Recognises sites with universal value on the 
World Heritage List (WHL). Protects 
Indigenous heritage places with outstanding 
heritage value to the nation on the National 
Heritage List (NHL), and significant heritage 
value on the Commonwealth Heritage List 
(CHL). 

No There are no Indigenous heritage 
places within the study area listed 
on the WHL, NHL or CHL. 

Native Title 
Act 1993 

Administers rights and interests over lands 
and waters by Aboriginal people. Provides 
for negotiation and registration of 
Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUAs).  

Often used in NSW to identify relevant 
stakeholders for consultation. 

No The entire study area is, or has 
previously been, freehold land and 
cannot be subjected to a claim 
under this Act.  

A search of the National Native Title 
Register, Register of Native Title 
Claims, and Register of Indigenous 
Land Use Agreements online was 
undertaken on 30.08.18, and found 
that the study area is not affected 
by any registered or confirmed 

Native Title Claims. 

Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait 
Islander 
Heritage 
Protection Act 
1984 

Preserves and protects areas and objects of 
particular significance to Aboriginal people 
that are under threat from injury or 
desecration.  

No There are no areas or objects within 
the study area subject to a 
Declaration under the Act. 

State (NSW) 

Environmental 
Planning and 
Assessment 
Act 1979 

Requires environmental impacts, including 
Aboriginal heritage, to be considered in land 
use planning.  

Provides for the development of 
environmental planning instruments, 
including State Environmental Planning 
Policies and Local Environmental Plans. 

Yes The study area comprises the 
Glenfield Planned Precinct, a 
precinct of the Glenfield to 
Macarthur Urban Renewal 
Corridor, within the Campbelltown 
LGA.  

Once finalised, the precinct plan will 
be accompanied by a list of 
Directions to Campbelltown City 
Council under Section 9.1 of the 
EP&A Act (formerly Section 117 
Directions). With respect to 
Aboriginal heritage, these 
directions would contain provisions 
that facilitate the conservation of 
Aboriginal objects or Aboriginal 
places protected under the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, as well 
as any areas, objects, places or 
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Legislation Description Relevant 
to study 

area? 

Details 

landscapes identified as being of 
heritage significance to Aboriginal 

culture and people. 

National 
Parks and 
Wildlife Act 
1974 

Provides blanket protection for all Aboriginal 
objects and declared Aboriginal places. 
Includes process and mechanisms for 
development where Aboriginal objects are 
present, or where Aboriginal Places are 

proposed for harm. 

Yes An AHIP must be obtained from the 
Chief Executive of Heritage NSW 
under Section 90 of the Act where 
harm to an Aboriginal object or 
Aboriginal Place cannot be 

avoided. 

Aboriginal 
Land Rights 

Act 1983 

Establishes Local Aboriginal Land Councils 
(LALCs). Allows transfer of ownership of 
vacant crown land to a Local Aboriginal 
Land Council.  

The Registrar, Aboriginal Land Rights Act 
1983, registers Aboriginal land claims and 
maintains the Register of Aboriginal 
Owners. Often used in NSW to identify 

relevant stakeholders for consultation. 

No The entire study area is, or has 
previously been, freehold land and 
cannot be subjected to a claim 
under this Act.  

A search of the Register of 
Aboriginal Owners was made on 
19.09.2018 and found no 
Registered Owners. 

Environmental Planning Instruments 

Campbelltown 
Local 
Environmental 
Plan (LEP) 

2015 

Conserves archaeological sites, Aboriginal 
objects and Aboriginal places of heritage 
significance. 

Yes Development consent is required 
for subdividing, excavating, 
developing and disturbing land on 
which an Aboriginal object is 
located, is within an Aboriginal 
place of heritage significance, or on 
land that contains an 
archaeological site. 

Within the study area, there are no 
items or places of Aboriginal 
heritage significance listed within 
Schedule 5 of the Campbelltown 
LEP. 

1.3 Study area 

The study area comprises approximately 6 km2 (597.96 ha) within the City of Campbelltown 

Local Government Area, and is defined as the ‘Glenfield Planned Precinct’. The precinct is 

within the Parish of Minto, County of Cumberland, and falls within the Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council administrative boundaries. 

The study area is one of seven precincts in the Glenfield to Macarthur Urban Renewal Corridor 

being progressively released and rezoned for urban development. The boundaries of the 

Glenfield Planned Precinct are defined by Glenfield Road to the north, Georges River to the 

east, Bunbury Curran Creek to the south, and the Hume Highway and Campbelltown Road to 

the west. The precinct is bisected east-and-west into two portions by the Glenfield to Leppington 

railway. The majority of the eastern side of the precinct is characterised by low density housing, 

an aged care facility, a small shopping complex and neighbourhood centre. The western portion 
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comprises primarily Hurlstone Agricultural High School as well as three other schools, low 

density housing to the north and Government land to the south.  

1.3.1 Proposed Development 

The proposed Indicative Layout Plan (ILP) (Figure 24 and Figure 25) incorporates a range of 

uses, including low, medium and high density residential development, local schools and sports 

facilities, employment centres and neighbourhood centres, and other local infrastructure, 

including an electrical substation. Rezoning the land within the study area will not result in any 

ground surface disturbance, but the eventual developments will result in direct impacts to the 

ground surface. These impacts would occur through the development of major urban 

infrastructure, such as piling for high-rise structures, basement parking, underground ground 

services and infrastructure, cutting, levelling and fill works for the creation of mixed use lots, 

detention basins and general landscaping works. There may also be potential for indirect 

impacts to the ground surface during the redevelopment phase from vehicular movement, 

storage of materials and ancillary construction-related facilities. 

Further details on the development are provided in Section 9.1. 

1.4 Limitations 

This report is based on existing, publicly available environmental and archaeological reports 

about the study area. The background research did not include any independent verification of 

the results and interpretations of externally sourced existing reports. Information from the 

Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS) database was obtained from 

Heritage NSW. Information in the assessment reflects the scope and the accuracy of the AHIMS 

site data, which in some instances is limited.  

While the investigation included a field survey of a limited portion of the study area, it was not 

able to access all parts of the study area, nor were sub-surface excavations undertaken. The 

distribution of cultural material within the study area is therefore based on a combination of 

regional modelling together with input from the sub-sampled surface investigation. As a result it 

is considered likely that there is the definite potential for additional Aboriginal 

objects/sites/deposits in the study area beyond those identified in this report. The 

recommendations address this by emphasising the need for additional investigations.  

This report provides an assessment of the Aboriginal archaeological resource of the study area 

but does not include an assessment of built heritage and historical archaeology. It cannot be 

used as supporting documentation for any applications to Heritage NSW, under the Heritage 

Act 1977. 
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Figure 1. The Glenfield Planned Precinct study area. 
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2. Aboriginal Consultation 

2.1 The Process 

Aboriginal consultation for this project has been undertaken in accordance with procedures set 

out in the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents 2010 

(DECCW 2010). These guidelines identify a staged process of consultation, which includes: 

Stage 1: Notification of project proposal and registration of interest  

▪ Pre-Notification: Identification of the Aboriginal parties through contacting various 

government agencies.  

▪ Notification: Contacting Aboriginal community organisations identified in the Pre-Notification 

phase to determine their interest (if any) in the project. This includes the placement of an 

advertisement in local print media seeking expressions of interest from Aboriginal 

community members. 

Stage 2: Presentation of information about the proposed project  

▪ Presentation of Project Information: Briefing registered Aboriginal parties (RAPs) about the 

project proposal and scope of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 

(ACHAR). This is usually undertaken through written correspondence and/or an on-site visit, 

and may undergo several iterations through the project lifetime as the nature of the 

assessment changes (e.g., field survey may lead to a requirement for test excavations).  

Stage 3: Gathering information about cultural significance  

▪ Seeking cultural information: Collection of information identifying any known Aboriginal 

objects of cultural value or places of cultural significance in the study area.  

▪ Consultation protocols: Identification of any protocols that the RAPs would like adopted 

during the information gathering process, including how sensitive information will be 

managed.  

▪ Potential impacts and mitigation measures: Discussion of potential impacts to heritage and 

appropriate mitigation options prior to developing the ACHAR. This is often undertaken 

onsite at the end of any field program and/or as part of the overall report review phase.  

Stage 4: Review of draft Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment report  

▪ Review of draft report: Review of the draft ACHAR by the RAPs, to provide comments on 

the overall findings, assessment of cultural significance and recommendations for 

management of Aboriginal heritage within the study area. 
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The consultation process for this project has two aims. Firstly, it is designed to comply with the 

Heritage NSW consultation procedures to obtain input on Extent’s proposed assessment 

methodology and comment on the assessment report and management recommendations. 

Secondly, to identify – through consultation with knowledge holders – cultural places and values 

that may be affected by the proposed future development of the study area. 

2.2 This Project 

Two phases of Aboriginal community consultation have been undertaken for this project. The 

first phase, undertaken in March 2018, comprised preliminary consultation with the Tharawal 

Local Aboriginal Land Council (LALC) and Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation (CBNTC), as part of a preliminary constraints and opportunities assessment (Extent 

2018a).  

Two areas of potential Aboriginal cultural value had been identified within the grounds of 

Hurlstone Agricultural High School (HAHS) during an earlier heritage assessment (City Plan 

Heritage 2018:80), and representatives of the LALC and CBNTC were invited to attend a site 

meeting and field survey to inspect and discuss these two areas. The areas of cultural value 

were reported to be a stand of trees and a potential culturally modified (scarred) tree. The tree 

stand may have been associated with a potential former Aboriginal meeting place 

(Eco Logical 2016), and/or may have been used as a source of traditional medicine. It was 

concluded that the two areas were unlikely to have Aboriginal cultural significance, based on 

two primary data points:  

 Neither of the Aboriginal community representatives had any knowledge of the two 

areas, despite both groups having been involved in cultural resource management 

in the region for a considerable time; and 

 An arborist present during the inspection considered the trees in question to be 

typically too young for cultural modification (practices which largely ended in the 19th 

Century), and/or in some instances were non-endemic to the region, suggestive of 

quite recent planting (and again therefore unlikely to reflect cultural practices 

undertaken in general more than a century earlier). 

The second stage of Aboriginal community consultation comprised formal Aboriginal community 

consultation in accordance with the Heritage NSW Consultation Requirements for Proponents 

2010 (Section 2.1), and at present time (October 2010) is still ongoing. A complete log of actions 

and correspondence to date is included in Appendix B and summarised in Table 2. 

Overall, the formal consultation process identified 58 potential Aboriginal stakeholders 

(Appendix B) and 25 of these registered an interest in the project (Appendix B). A survey 

methodology document was distributed to the 25 Registered Aboriginal Parties (RAPs) for their 

comment and review between 3-31 October 2018. Sixteen responded in support of the 

proposed survey methodology, and five participated in the field survey (Appendix B). Several 

additional organisations were invited to participate in the field survey, but the volume of work in 

the Sydney Basin at the time ultimately made it impractical for them to attend.  
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Table 2. Summary of Aboriginal consultation undertaken to date for the project. 

Consultation 
Stage 

Description Date 
Initiated 

Date 
Completed 

Details 

1 Pre-Notification 2018-08-30 2018-09-11 Further correspondence and 
information in Appendix B. 

2 Notification (including 
advertisement in the Macarthur 

Advertiser) 

2018-09-11 2018-09-26 Further correspondence and 
information in Appendix B. 
Newspaper advertisements 
presented in Appendix B. 

3 Presentation of Information 
about the proposed project  

2018-10-03 2018-10-31 Further correspondence and 
information in Appendix B.  

Gathering information about 
cultural significance 

 Field Investigation 2019-02-07 2019-02-12 Five RAPs participated in the 
survey between 7-12 
February 2019. Further 
details are provided in 
Section 6 and Appendix B 
below. 

4 Review of draft report, 
including impacts and 
mitigation options 

TBC TBC Feedback to be integrated 
into the report where 
relevant.  

Further details will be 

provided in Appendix B.  

2.3 Aboriginal Stakeholder Feedback 

The draft ACHAR will be distributed for a period of 28 days for review and comment by the 

RAPs (see Table 2). A follow-up reminder of the finalisation of the report will be sent to all RAPs 

one week prior to the end of the report review period.  

Where relevant, any feedback received from the RAPs in relation to the project will be integrated 

into the report. A summary of comments received to date includes the following: 

 Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants (CBNTC) provided information regarding 

previous assessments of the study area. Specifically, CBNTC recalled that 

Archaeological Management and Consulting Group (AMAC and SAS 2018) had 

recently undertaken archaeological test excavation of the Glenfield Special School 

site in the study area. CBNTC recalled that no artefacts were recovered.  

 CBNTC also recalled excavations undertaken for the railway line (AMBS 2014), and 

by Mary Dallas along Bunbury Curran Creek (Dallas 1989; 2000).  

 CBNTC also recalled the presence of a scarred tree along the electrical transmission 

line easement, in the north-western part of the precinct. 
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 RAPs expressed a range of associations with the study area, including descent from 

Traditional Owners and historical connections to the locality. 

 Several of the RAPs have various levels of experience in archaeology, and cultural 

heritage management more broadly, and see this as part of their involvement in 

cultural maintenance and protection, and in caring for Country. 

 The project was identified as an opportunity for Aboriginal community members to 

learn more about their heritage and about heritage management. 

 Significant site types such as rock carvings and scarred trees should be preserved 

where possible, while any artefacts should be returned to Country. 

 In general, a preference was expressed for involvement in any fieldwork. 
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3. Existing Environment 

3.1 Key Findings 

 The study area is located in the Cumberland Basin, and is characterised by 

undulating to rolling low hills on Wianamatta Group shales, interspersed with flat to 

gently sloping alluvial plains with occasional terraces or levees. 

 Three separate soil landscapes occur within the study area. South Creek soils occur 

on the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek floodplains and are typically deep, 

with sandy or loamy topsoils up to 650 mm in depth and overlying clay or bedrock. 

Luddenham and Blacktown soils occur elsewhere in areas of undulating topography 

and are typically shallow, with thin loamy topsoils overlying clay. 

 The study area is bounded by the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek, both 

of which were key resources for Aboriginal people in the past. However, significant 

landscape modification of a part of Bunbury Curran Creek has occurred within the 

study area, and its contemporary alignment does not reflect its original course. 

 Originally, the study area would have been dominated by open-forest and 

open-woodland dry sclerophyll forest communities, but most of the area is now 

urbanised and cleared, with evidence of exotic species and new regrowth in HAHS. 

However, riparian corridors along the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek 

appear to have remained undeveloped since European occupation, and there is 

some potential for old-growth native vegetation along these corridors. 

 An analysis of past land use indicates that the majority of the western portion of the 

study area, and small patches of the eastern portion of the study area, have been 

subject to limited historical disturbance. Moderate disturbances have occurred more 

recently from the construction of housing estates to the east of the railway line, and 

to the north of HAHS. Significant ground surface disturbance has occurred for the 

realignment of a small part of Bunbury Curran Creek, for the construction of the Main 

Southern Railway Line, and for the construction of the South West Rail Link and its 

associated compounds and site storage areas. 

3.2 Geology, Topography and Soils 

The study area is located within the Cumberland Plain, an extensive low-lying plain within the 

Sydney Basin. It is underlain by Wianamatta Group Ashfield and Bringelly Shales, which consist 

mostly of shale and laminite, with calcareous claystone, lithic sandstone, and rare coal; also 

with Quaternary alluvium comprising fine-grained sand, silt and clay along stream channels 

(Figure 2; Bannerman and Hazelton 1990:35, 92; AMBS 2008:11). Both the Georges River and 

Bunbury Curran Creek corridors contain evidence of Quaternary deposits and are of Pleistocene 

and Holocene age, and both also have high potential to provide natural and anthropogenic 

information (AHMS 2012:45). 
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The local topography is characterised by undulating to rolling low hills, interspersed with flat to 

gently sloping alluvial plains with occasional terraces or levees (Bannerman and Hazelton 

1990:35, 92; OEH [eSPADE] 2016). The local relief is typically 10-30 m, with slopes ~5% and 

broad rounded crests and ridges. This type of landscape restricts a number of archaeological 

site types, such as rock shelter and rock engravings, which require sharp exposed sandstone 

relief not common in these areas. Conversely, surface artefact scatters and buried cultural 

material are likely to be more prevalent.  

According to the Soil Conservation Service of NSW, three separate soil landscapes occur within 

the study area: Blacktown, South Creek and Luddenham (Figure 3). South Creek soils 

correspond with the Cumberland Plain’s alluvial floodplains, and particularly those associated 

with Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek, whilst Luddenham and Blacktown soils 

correspond with the remaining areas of undulating topography.  

South Creek soils consist of deep, layered Quaternary sediments (typically 300-500 mm of 

friable to loose sandy loam, and 150 mm of clay loam; A horizon), overlying relict soils or 

bedrock (typically 700 mm of light-medium clay; B horizon). A horizon topsoils reach depths of 

650 mm and contain significant sand and silt content, overlying hard-setting clay subsoils (B 

horizon). Soil profile sections sometimes reveal the deposition of bands or layers of alluvial 

material, which can be related to major flood events. Smaller flood events either remove – or 

remove and replace – surface materials (Bannerman and Hazelton 1990:93-94; OEH [ESPADE] 

2016). 

In contrast, both Luddenham and Blacktown soils are typically shallow. They comprise thin 

loamy topsoils (A horizon) over heavy clays (B horizon) and are usually <500 mm deep 

(Bannerman and Hazelton 1990:37, 81). The heavy clay unit is generally considered to pre-date 

the Aboriginal colonisation of Australia, and therefore only the upper A horizon has the potential 

to contain Aboriginal objects. The shallow nature of these A horizon deposits has implications 

for the potential for and survivability of Aboriginal objects, as even minor disturbance and/or 

de-vegetation will often result in the complete removal of the upper parts of the soil profile in 

which objects may occur. It is rare for these types of soils to contain deep, stratified or very old 

archaeological deposits. 

3.3 Hydrology 

The study area is located within the upper Georges River catchment system. The study area is 

bounded to the east by the Georges River and to the south by Bunbury Curran Creek. Also 

present within the study area are a series of smaller, unnamed tributaries of Bunbury Curran 

Creek and Glenfield Creek (Figure 4). These waterways run roughly northwest-southeast 

through the study area and form part of the Georges River watershed.  

As well as providing fresh water for cooking and drinking, both the Georges River and Bunbury 

Curran Creek would have supported a diverse range of plant, riverine and animal resources. 

The presence of these major and minor waterways, being potential water and resource 

gathering sources for Aboriginal people in the past, indicates that Aboriginal sites may be 

present throughout the study area. 
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Historical maps of the study area demonstrate that considerable watercourse realignment and 

associated landscape modification has occurred throughout the course of the twentieth century 

(Figure 4). This is evident along Bunbury Curran Creek; at Kennett’s Park, Seddon Park and 

the Macquarie Links Golf Course. Despite this modification, the original creek alignment is still 

discernible from existing vegetation and is reflected in contemporary cadastral boundaries. 

3.4 Past Vegetation 

Originally, the study area would have been dominated by open-forest and open-woodland dry 

sclerophyll forest communities, with slight variations in tree species composition based on the 

degree of inundation (Bannerman and Hazelton 1990; OEH [ESPADE] 2016). However, large 

parts of the broader region are now urbanised and cleared (Keith 2006:86). Such clearing 

impacts the integrity of archaeological deposits, and will have removed any trees modified by 

Aboriginal people in the past. Regionally, creek lines and associated riparian corridors contain 

dense bushland that may reflect pre-European vegetation and has higher potential to contain 

culturally modified trees.  

Dominant tree species on floodplains would have included broad-leaved apple (Angophora 

subvelutina), cabbage gum (Eucalyptus amplifolia) and swamp oak (Casuarina glauca), with a 

shrubland of paperbarks (Melaleuca sp.) and tea trees (Leptospermum sp.) on more elevated 

streambanks (OEH [ESPADE] 2016). Elsewhere on rolling hills the dominant species were 

forest red gums (E. tereticornis), spotted gums (Corymbia maculata) and grey box 

(E. moluccana), with some ironbarks (E. fibrosa and E. crebra). Dominant shrub species would 

have included blackthorn (Bursaria spinosa), hickory wattle (Acacia implexa) and black wattle 

(A. mearnsii). Common ground cover species would have included speargrass (Aristida 

vagans), kangaroo grass (Themeda australis), knob sedge (Carex inversa) and weeping grass 

(Microlaena stipodes).  

With respect to the study area, large portions of the precinct have been cleared of their native 

vegetation. However, riparian corridors of varying width (~50-250 m) along the Georges River 

and Bunbury Curran Creek appear to have remained undeveloped since European occupation, 

and despite regrowth there remains some potential for remnant native vegetation in these 

corridors.  

In addition, small and isolated patches of vegetation occur along the South West Rail Link 

(SWRL) rail corridor adjacent to Bunbury Curran Creek, and in isolated stands along second 

and first order tributaries within Hurlstone Agricultural High School (HAHS) and the other school 

grounds, but the native status of these trees is presently unclear. Site inspection by an arborist 

in March 2018 identified the presence of regrowth eucalypts interplanted with exotic species 

within the HAHS Memorial Park and oval (Extent 2018a:7).  

3.5 Land-use History 

The historical post-contact use of the region surrounding the study area has been largely 

agrarian in nature. Development to the west of the Georges River commenced in the 1810s, 

when the land was taken up by settlers. Historical research suggests that the study area formed 

part of two major agricultural estates (Charles Throsby’s 1,500 acre “Glenfield” estate and 
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James Meehan’s 2,020 acre “Macquarie Fields” estate) as well as several other smaller 

allotments along the river of 80-150 acres (Figure 5). The region was accessed via a track 

leading from Liverpool to the Crossroads, which became known as the Great Southern Road, 

and eventually the Old Hume Highway (Roads and Maritime Services 2018:2). 

Although both Throsby’s “Glenfield” estate and Meehan’s “Macquarie Fields” estate 

encompassed large portions of the study area, their respective homesteads were constructed 

on land not within the study area itself. Throsby’s “Glenfield House” was on a ridge overlooking 

the Holsworthy fields at Casula, and Meehan’s home (colloquially known as “Meehan’s Castle”) 

was on a hillcrest immediately south of the study area (Liston 2009:6). In the absence of detailed 

plans of either estate it is difficult to interpret how these properties were initially developed, 

however, there was likely some degree of initial vegetation clearance, followed by cultivation, 

dairying and/or grazing. By 1822, Meehan was reported to have a total of 2,750 acres, of which 

500 had been cleared and were supporting 150 acres of wheat, 40 acres of maize, and 4 acres 

of orchards (Morris and Britton 2000:76; Wrigley 2001:9). The property was acquired by Samuel 

Terry following Meehan’s death in 1831, and passed to Terry’s daughter, Martha Foxlowe 

Hosking, in 1838. “Macquarie Fields House” was reportedly built at this time to replace 

Meehan’s Castle (McGill et al. 1995). Both estates were retained by the Hosking and 

Throsby-Broughton families until their eventual subdivision (Liston 2009:12). 

The construction of the Main Southern Railway Line extension from Liverpool to Campbelltown 

in 1858 represented the first major development within the study area. It comprised a single 

track, crossing Bunbury Curran Creek on a timber beam bridge (AMBS 2011:7). However, the 

Glenfield area was described as having only “a few scattered farms” at the time and as such, 

no platforms were built on the line in the area (McGill et al. 1995). The first platforms were 

opened at Glenfield and Macquarie Fields in 1869.  

Duplication of the southern line in the 1880s and 1890s fuelled speculative development of land 

along the railway line. At Glenfield, the Hosking family landholdings to the east of the railway 

line were broken up into much smaller rural parcels, and streets and allotments were laid out in 

a regular grid and to a uniform street width (Figure 6). In many instances, this formal 

arrangement supplanted a pre-existing, irregular alignment of informal roads, paths and 

paddock fence lines, and it is likely to have been the case here at Glenfield. It was also at this 

time that the existing railway infrastructure was upgraded to service increased volumes of traffic 

on the railway line. The existing timber bridge over Bunbury Curran Creek was demolished and 

replaced with a brick arch bridge, which was completed in 1892 (AMBS 2011:8). Hosking family 

landholdings to the west of the railway line were conveyed as one large 1,800 acre property to 

members of the Ashcroft, Rea and Ross families between 1887 and 1914, before being 

eventually sold to the Education Department (City Plan Heritage 2018:53). 

Throughout the early- to mid-twentieth century the development of Glenfield proceeded at a 

slow pace, and the landscape remained agrarian in nature. The Department of Agriculture 

opened Glenfield Experiment Farm (later known as the Veterinary Research Station) on land to 

the west of the railway in 1923. In 1926, Hurlstone Agricultural High School (HAHS) was moved 

from premises in Hurlstone Park to Glenfield, also to the west of the railway. In 1927, the 

Glenfield Special School opened on Quarter Sessions Road to provide education for children 

with special needs, and comprised a superintendent’s home, dormitories and matron’s quarters, 
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a kitchen and dining room and an isolation block. Historical topographic maps of the study area 

from 1929 and 1955 demonstrate the sporadic extent of development, which occurred along the 

railway line, at HAHS, and at the Veterinary Research Station (Figure 7 and Figure 8). An aerial 

photograph of the study area in 1956 illustrates that the remaining land had been largely cleared 

and was divided amongst a patchwork of paddocks (Figure 9).  

After the Second World War, NSW planning authorities selected Campbelltown as a future 

growth centre, which in turn fuelled speculative development in neighbouring suburbs. A series 

of new subdivisions were constructed in Glenfield in the 1950s and 1960s to the east of the 

railway line, and an electrical transmission line was installed along the northern HAHS boundary 

in 1963. West of the railway line, the Veterinary Research Station, Glenfield Special School and 

HAHS continued to operate. These progressively undertook a range of improvements that 

included the demolition of old or surplus buildings and the construction of additional facilities 

and amenities. An aerial photograph of the study area in 1970 illustrates the extent of the 

residential subdivision to the east of the railway line, which at this time had been clustered along 

Railway Parade. The remaining lots in Glenfield appear to have been large, but mostly cleared, 

rural lots (Figure 10).  

Progressive residential subdivisions of these remaining rural lots east of the railway 

characterised the developments of the 1970s, 1980s and 1990s. This was accelerated by 

improved road and rail access to new estates. Also undertaken at this time was the realignment 

and canalisation of part of Bunbury Curran Creek in the vicinity of the railway crossing 

(Figure 11). This canalisation resulted in significant excavation works between Kennett and 

Seddon Park in the east, and the Macquarie Links Golf Course in the west. In 1990, the 

Veterinarian Research Station relocated to new premises in Menangle Park, and the land was 

acquired by the Department of Education and Training (DET). Shortly thereafter the DET 

demolished several Research Station buildings, including machinery sheds, animal and stock 

yards and shelters, concrete silos, a parasite laboratory, and an old fibre-cement cottage and 

toilet block. The remaining facilities were retained and used by the HAHS. 

Since the 2000s, major developments in the study area have included the establishment of the 

Glenfield Road housing estate north of HAHS, and the construction of the South West Rail Link 

(SWRL), which began in 2011 and was completed in 2015. Construction of the SWRL caused 

considerable disturbance to large parts of the land in this area – not only from the construction 

of the line, which required significant excavation to pass below the Hume Motorway, but also 

from the use of the broader area as a site compound and materials storage area (Figure 12). 

Based on the above information relating to historical land use, a map of existing disturbance is 

presented in Figure 13. An analysis of past land use indicates that the majority of the western 

portion of the study area, and small patches of the eastern portion of the study area, have been 

subjected to limited historical disturbance. Disturbances here have been constrained to 

vegetation clearance and some farming activities, which is likely to have caused some localised 

ground surface disturbance in the form of reworking of local soils, but not their complete 

removal. Moderate disturbances have occurred more recently from the construction of housing 

estates to the east of the railway line, and to the north of HAHS. These development activities 

are likely to have caused partial ground surface disturbance, resulting in the partial removal of 

local soils. Significant ground surface disturbance has occurred for the realignment of a small 
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part of Bunbury Curran Creek, for the construction of the Main Southern Railway Line, and for 

the construction of the South West Rail Link and its associated compounds and site storage 

areas. Disturbance in these areas is likely to have resulted in the complete removal of any 

vegetation and local soils, and with this, any cultural material that may have been present in 

these areas.  
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Figure 2. Local geology of the study area. 
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Figure 3. Soil landscapes of the study area. 
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Figure 4. Topography and hydrology of the study area. The pre-canalisation alignment of Bunbury Curran Creek is indicated in yellow. 
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Figure 5. Undated Parish Map of Minto, showing early land grants within the study area. 

 

Figure 6. An advertisement for the Hosking’s Estate subdivision sale, in 1880. 
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Figure 7. Topographic map of Glenfield in 1929. 

 

Figure 8. Topographic map of Glenfield in 1955. 
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Figure 9. An aerial photograph of the study area in 1956. 

 

Figure 10. An aerial photograph of the study area in 1970. 
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Figure 11. An aerial photograph of the study area in 1994. 

 

Figure 12. An aerial photograph of the study area in 2012. 
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Figure 13. Map of historical disturbance based on an analysis of previous land use. Areas of high disturbance are associated with construction of the railway and realignment of Bunbury Curran Creek; areas of moderate disturbance 

are associated with residential estate and building construction; and areas of low disturbance are associated with minor development activities, including farming.  
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4. Ethnographic Record 

4.1 Key Findings 

 The study area extends through country that has been associated with the 

“freshwater” clans of the Tharawal language group. 

 Local Tharawal families were recorded as having taken up refuge on Throsby’s 

Glenfield estate during a period of heightened conflict in the broader Appin district, 

in 1816 CE.  

 The continued presence of Aboriginal people in the broader district in the nineteenth 

century is also indicated by records of corroborees held at Camden Park and at 

Denham Court until at least the 1850s CE. There are also records of ceremony being 

held on the Denbigh property in ~1830 CE. 

4.2 Regional Information 

Over thirty separate Aboriginal groups populated the Sydney region in 1788, each with their 

own country, practices, diets, dress, and dialects. We now know of these groups as ‘clans’ and 

each identified with broader cultural-linguistic groups that were previously referred to as ‘tribes’: 

Darug, Darkinjung, Gundungarra, Tharawal, Guringai (Coastal Darug), Eora (Coastal Darug) 

and Awabakal (Attenbrow 2010:23, 32). Although a particular language may have been 

associated with a particular territory, social organisation was more complex, and involved 

regular interaction between clans and bands.  

Gatherings were undertaken in order to trade, hunt, fight, feast, arrange marriages, conduct 

ceremonies, resolve disputes, and share information. The early ethnographic records from the 

region include details of a gathering of three clans on their way to Camden to learn a new song 

(Backhouse 1843:435), Burramattagal people venturing out to Manly to feast on a beached 

whale (Tench 1961:176), and groups of hunters near Carabeely cooperating on a large-scale 

kangaroo hunt (Barrallier 1897:751). There was often tension between neighbouring groups and 

the boundaries between territories were not lightly traversed (White 1790). On an expedition 

north-west of Parramatta, Watkin Tench records that his guides Colebee (Gadigal) and 

Ballederry (Burramattagal) quickly found themselves in ‘country unknown’ and they described 

those who lived there as ‘bad’. When the party finally reached the Hawkesbury River, he 

surmised that ‘Our natives had evidently never seen this river before' (Tench 1961:225-226). 

The landscape was criss-crossed with Aboriginal paths, many of which later became roads. 

Missionary James Backhouse was amazed by the speed and sophistication of communication 

between clans; on 23 October 1835 he encountered Aboriginal people in Richmond who knew 

of his brief visit to Wellington, over three hundred kilometres away: ‘Our persons, costume, and 

many other particulars, including our manner of communicating religious instruction, had been 

minutely described' (Backhouse 1843:339). 
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The same paths that wove these communities together rapidly spread smallpox throughout the 

region in 1789. The devastating outbreak forced major reorganisation amongst clan groups. 

When William Bradley sailed into Sydney in May 1789, he recorded the ‘dreadful havock’ that 

smallpox had wrought amongst Aboriginal communities: ‘we did not see a Canoe or a Native 

the whole way coming up the Harbour & were told that scarce any had been seen lately except 

laying dead in & about their miserable habitations' (Bradley 1969). Traditional burial practices 

broke down and clans merged together as entire communities were taken by the disease 

(Hunter 1793:98-99). Bodies were found in caves and by streams, around the harbour and all 

along ‘the path between Port Jackson & Broken Bay' (Bradley 1969). The impact of smallpox 

continued to ripple across the country, reducing communities in the Hunter ‘from about 200, to 

60’ (Backhouse 1843:401). 

The primary sources offer only glimpses of the ceremonial life of these Aboriginal communities. 

Europeans recorded some Aboriginal customs, such as the avulsed teeth and ‘scarifications’ of 

certain initiated men, and the kangaroo teeth necklaces and the missing little finger joints of 

‘mountaineer’ and coastal women. But, due to the secrecy surrounding ceremonial events, there 

are serious limitations to even the most richly described accounts like the ‘Yoo-long 

Erah-ba-diang’ initiation ceremonies Collins records at the head of Farm Cove and in the ‘middle 

harbour’ (Collins 1804:365-374); the contests and dances conducted on ‘a clear spot between 

the town and the brick-field’ (Collins 1804:236); and the operation performed by Yellomundee, 

a ‘caradyee’, on Colebee’s wound on the banks of the Hawkesbury (Tench 1961:232).  

Those clans that lived along the coast were saltwater people. They harvested shellfish from the 

shore; men fished from the shallows with long four-pronged spears, while the women fished in 

bark canoes using turban shell hooks and lines. The hunters’ toolkit included clubs, 

boomerangs, womeras, spears tipped with shell, and, of course, fire. At times they stayed for 

several months in the one area: Joseph Banks (1998:246) records finding ‘a small village 

consisting of about 6 or 8 houses’ on the south shore of Botany Bay in April 1770, and in 

December 1790, Watkin Tench (1961:210) describes a similar ‘little village (if five huts deserve 

the name)’ on the north side of the bay. Botany Bay was a focal point of Aboriginal activity; it 

has the highest density of plotted ethnographic sources in the Sydney area. 

The inland clans fished for mullet and eels in rich lagoons, but much of their food came from 

yams dug out from the riverbanks and worms known as ‘cah-bro’ extracted from river driftwood. 

Colebee and Ballederry called these people the ‘climbers of trees’ after their practice of skilfully 

ascending gums in pursuit of animals, cutting footholds in the trunks with a stone axe. More 

hunting traps were plotted in the area from Parramatta to Richmond than any other part of 

Sydney. These included ‘bird decoys’ full of feathers, hollowed-out trees, and a tapering chute 

at the foot of Richmond Hill ‘between forty and fifty feet in length’, constructed of earth, weeds, 

rushes, and brambles (Collins 1798). 

Fire was a constant presence in early Sydney, from the ‘moving lights’ seen on the harbour at 

night (Banks 1998:243) to lone trees burning on the Cumberland Plain, ‘the smoke issuing out 

of the top part as through a chimney’ (White 1790:153). ‘In all the country thro’ which I have 

passed,’ wrote Arthur Phillip in May 1788, ‘I have seldom gone a quarter of a mile without seeing 

trees which appear to have been destroyed by fire' (Phillip 1914:31). The first Australians 

became known as the ‘fire-makers’ (Cox 1815). They used fire to open paths and to clean 
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country; to drive animals into the paths of hunters and then to cook the kill; to keep warm at 

night and to carry as a torch the next day; to treat wood, melt resin and crack stone for tools; to 

gather around and dance and share stories. 

Mapping of ethnographic records gives us an insight into local burning regimes. On a hot dry 

day in September 1790, for example, David Collins observed Aboriginal people ‘burning the 

grass on the north shore opposite to Sydney, in order to catch rats and other animals’ 

(Hunter 1793). Almost exactly twelve months later, on 31 August 1791, they were again ‘firing 

the country’ in the same place on a hot day ahead of heavy rains. While Collins regarded this 

to be another ‘remarkable coincidence’, it suggests a connection to the land and an 

understanding of the seasons which the settlers could not fathom. This dismissive approach 

proved devastating during 1799 flood of the Hawkesbury. Settlers who ignored the flood 

warnings given by Aboriginal people were engulfed by a destructive torrent as the river ‘swell’d 

to the height of fifty feet above its common level’ (Collins 1804:488). 

After contact, early Sydney remained, in the words of historian Grace Karskens, ‘an Eora town’ 

(Karskens 2009:351). Crowds of Aboriginal people would flow through the settlement at Sydney 

Cove, eating in the yard of Government House, sharing a table with the Governor himself, or 

gathering at Bennelong’s hut. Large parties of convicts paid regular visits to an Aboriginal family 

in Woolloomooloo, ‘where they danced and sung with apparent good humour' (Collins 1798:37). 

A short-lived fish trade sprang up in Parramatta, with Aboriginal people selling fresh bream and 

mullet for bread and salted meat (Collins 1798:165). Fierce warfare broke out on the 

Hawkesbury. And clans came ‘not less than one Hundred Miles’ to attend Governor Macquarie’s 

‘Annual Meeting of the Natives’ at Parramatta (Macquarie 1917:95). Combined, these events 

knit together a rich tapestry of Aboriginal activity around early Sydney. 

4.3 The Study Area 

The study area extends through country that has been associated with the Tharawal language. 

According to the anthropologist Norman Tindale, the Tharawal occupied a vast area of 

1,200km2, from the south side of Botany Bay and Port Hacking to the Shoalhaven River, and 

inland to Campbelltown and Camden (Tindale 2018 [1974]). However, it should be noted that 

Tindale’s descriptions of tribal boundaries were based on linguistic evidence that was gathered 

between 1884 and 1969 CE, and on a conception of bounded territories that has since been 

questioned. Further research has indicated that traditional Tharawal land spanned from the 

south side of Botany Bay along the coast as far as the Shoalhaven River and Jervis Bay, from 

the coast to the Georges River and inland as possibly far west as Appin, Moss Vale and Camden 

(Attenbrow 2010:33). 

Tharawal people were distinguished as ‘fresh water’, ‘bitter water’ or ‘salt water’ people 

depending on whether they inhabited the coastal regions, swamps or plateaus and inland river 

valleys of the broader Sydney region. According to the anthropologist and linguist RH Mathews, 

the Tharawal language had grammatical similarities with the neighbouring Darug, Gundungarra 

and Ngunnawal tribes, but differed slightly in vocabulary (Mathews 1901:140). Evidently, a 

shared language enabled the transmission of knowledge, customs, and lore as well as items 

and resources; and the Tharawal people travelled widely, visiting other clans at Prospect, 
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Parramatta and Windsor, Botany Bay and Broken Bay, Bathurst and Lake Bathurst 

(Liston 1988:49). 

Shortly after the arrival of the First Fleet in Sydney Cove, two bulls and four cows went missing 

(Liston 1988:49-50). They ended up on land to the south of the Nepean River, in the area of 

Menangle and Camden. Once the herd was discovered by the Europeans in 1795, the area was 

named the Cowpastures, and the Aboriginal people of this area were referred to as the 

Cowpastures tribe, which may be equivalent to the Cobbiti Barta clan. A convict, John Warby, 

was stationed semi-permanently in the Campbelltown area from 1802 CE to care for the herd 

(Liston 1988: 50). Warby explored the surrounding area with the guidance of local Tharawal 

men. Tharawal people also guided Charles Throsby in the southern highlands from c1810 CE; 

and Hamilton Hume, in the Appin district from 1812 CE (Liston 1988:50; 2009:6).  

Given the value of the cattle in the area to the European settlement, there was some concern 

that some would be killed by the local Aboriginal people. However, Governor King did not think 

that this was the case: 

It has been supposed that several of those Cattle have been wilfully killed, 

which occasioned my proclamation of July 6th, 1803. However necessary it 

was to guard against those practices, Yet it does not appear that those 

Reports were well founded, nor do I think that more than one has been thus 

killed, and if more than one have Shared that fate their Number must be very 

limited. 

It has been reported that the Natives have killed some. This I doubt, as the 

Natives have always shewn the greatest fear on Meeting them, and climbed 

Trees till they left the place. Perhaps in course of Time this may be the Case. 

After tasting Beef they may endeavour to kill them. 

Native Dogs may do mischief among the Calves, as this seems to be the only 

Mischievous Animal in the Country that prowls after Stock, being very 

destructive to Sheep, and is equally bad, if not worse, among poultry. 

 (King to Macarthur, 2 Nov 1805, HRA Ser 1 Vol.5) 

Aside from Warby, looking after the cattle, and exploring parties passing through, there were 

otherwise few Europeans in the region before 1810, and no reports of violence (Liston 1988:50). 

However, more intensive European occupation of the Minto, Airds and Appin districts took place 

in the following decade, and the impact on the local Aboriginal people was exacerbated by 

drought in 1814-16.  

During these drought years, the neighbouring Gandangara people moved east towards the 

rivers within Tharawal country, and it appears that this was interpreted as threatening by the 

Europeans (Goodall & Cadzow 2009:52-53). Governor Macquarie initially urged forbearance 

among the Europeans, and asked the Cowpasture Aboriginal people to refrain from violence 

(Liston 1988:51). But as the conflict continued, in 1814 CE he ordered a party of 12 armed 

Europeans with four Aboriginal guides to apprehend five Aboriginal men, possibly Gandangara 

people, who he thought to be responsible for the death of two European children. The party 
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returned with no success, and in spring the Gandangara people moved back west. Gandangara 

people returned to the area in early 1816, and conflict broke out again (Liston 1988:51).  

The conflict resulted in murders of both Aboriginal people and Europeans, but local relations 

were not clearly divided. During the period of most intense conflict, some Tharawal families 

were able to take refuge on Throsby’s “Glenfield” estate (Goodall & Cadzow 2009:52). This 

included Gogy and Nighgingull with their families, Budbury (son of Pemulwuy), Young Bundle 

and others (Liston 1988:52). There is no further information regarding whether these families 

were sheltered within Throsby’s home or outbuildings (in Casula), whether they chose to camp 

in proximity to the homestead or outbuildings, or whether they camped elsewhere on the estate 

in areas that were previously favoured locations. Throsby believed that the violence was the 

result of specific murders, and was not aggression against Europeans in general 

(Liston 1988:52). 

In 1816 CE, Macquarie reported on the conflict, and on his plans to take action: 

I am much Concerned to be under the Necessity of Reporting Murders and to 

Your Lordship that the Native Blacks of this Country, Inhabiting the distant 

Interior parts, have lately broke out in Open Hostility against the British 

Settlers residing on the Banks of the River Nepean near the Cow Pastures, 

and have Committed most daring Acts of Violence on their Persons and 

Depredations on their Property, in defending which no less than five White 

Men have been lately Killed by the Natives, who have not been known to Act 

in such a ferocious Sanguinary Manner for many Years past. ... With this view 

it is my Intention, as soon as I shall have Ascertained What Tribes Committed 

the late Murders and Depredations, to send a Strong Detachment of Troops 

to drive them to a Distance from the Settlements of the White Men, and to 

Endeavour to take some of them Prisoners in order to be punished for their 

late atrocious Conduct, so as to Strike them with Terror against Committing 

Similar Acts of Violence in future. Many of the Settlers have entirely 

Abandoned their Farms in Consequence of the late Alarming Outrages. In 

Order, however, to Induce them to return to their Farms, I have sent some 

small Parties of Troops as Guards of Protection for those Farms which are 

Most exposed to the Incursions of the Natives; but these have of late become 

so very Serious that Nothing Short of Some Signal and Severe Examples 

being made will prevent their frequent Recurrence. However painful, this 

Measure is Now become Absolutely Necessary. Unwilling hitherto to proceed 

to any Acts of Severity towards these People, and if possible to Conciliate and 

Keep on friendly Terms with them, I have forgiven or Overlooked Many of their 

Occasional Acts of Violence and Atrocity, exclusive of Numberless petty 

Thefts and Robberies Committed by them on the defenceless remote Settlers 

for the last three Years. 

(Macquarie to Bathurst, 18 March 1816, HRA, Ser 1 Vol.9) 

The raid ordered by Macquarie in 1816 CE resulted in the massacre of at least 14 men, women 

and children at Appin (Karskens 2009:225). Macquarie then forbade armed Aboriginal people 

from approaching within a mile of any town or farm, and for a group of no more than six 
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Aboriginals to remain on any farm (Karskens 2009:514). Karskens explains that this was 

equivalent to banishment, as Aboriginal men always carried spears and clubs, and family groups 

usually numbered more than six (Karskens 2009:514). 

Following the 1816 CE conflicts, the Tharawal tended to remain to the south of the Nepean 

River in the Cowpastures (Liston 1988:55). In 1818 CE, an area of Macarthur’s Camden estate, 

about 15km to the south of the study area, was marked out for the occupation of the local 

Aborigines (Liston 1988:55).  

The continued presence of Aboriginal people in the district in the nineteenth century is indicated 

by records of corroborees held at Camden Park and at Denham Court, until at least the 1850s, 

usually when other Aboriginal people were passing through the district (Liston 1988:57). There 

are also records of ceremony being held on the Denbigh property in ~1830 CE, and Aboriginal 

people were also employed on the property. 

Aboriginal people who stayed in the area in the mid to late-1800s tended to live on the fringes 

of white society, seeking employment on local farms in order to supplement their Government 

welfare allocations (Liston 1988:57). In 1883, Thornton recorded 18 Aboriginal people employed 

at Camden Park; 29 Aboriginal people fishing, hunting and gathering wild honey at Liverpool; 

and 2 Aboriginal people employed as farm labourers and domestic servants in Campbelltown 

(Thornton 1883:12-13). 

From the late nineteenth century, efforts by the government to control Aboriginal people were 

substantially increased, and it became correspondingly difficult for local Aboriginal people to 

maintain a physical connection to their country. However, recent research has allowed an 

increased understanding of how Aboriginal people were able to maintain connections to country 

and varying degrees of social and economic independence from European society, even in the 

broader Sydney region (e.g., Goodall & Cadzow 2009). In addition, historical associations have 

also developed, as Aboriginal people have migrated through choice and force of circumstance. 
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5. Archaeological Record 

5.1 Key Findings 

 The majority of sites in the south-western Cumberland Plain are comprised of stone 

materials (artefact scatters and/or isolated finds), followed by potential 

archaeological deposits, grinding grooves and modified trees. 

 Archaeological investigations in the region support the suggestion that past 

Aboriginal occupation of the south-western Cumberland Plain was focussed on 

higher-order watercourses. This is reflected in a higher likelihood of finding sites and 

higher artefact densities in these locations. However, there is a fair amount of 

variability in the exact criteria suggested; in particular, the distance from water, and 

the associated landforms that should be considered to have high potential. 

 A riparian corridor width varying from ~100-300 m has been suggested, with some 

reports noting that areas near stream confluences are of particularly high sensitivity. 

In relation to landforms, the following have commonly been identified as having high 

potential for the presence of larger and/or higher density sites: 

o Creek flats, floodplains, alluvial terraces, and swamp margins. 

o Lower slopes and spurs leading into drainage lines. 

o Upper hill slopes and ridgelines, ridges with flat or gently sloping crests. 

These landforms have also been identified as having low potential 

 Three artefact sites, comprising two artefact scatters (MFH 2 / #45-5-2495; SWRL 15 

/ #45-5-4253) and one isolated find (MLE 1 / #45-5-2744) have been registered 

within the study area on AHIMS. These sites are associated with lower slopes 

(MFH 2) and upper slopes/ridges/spurs overlooking Bunbury Curran Creek 

(SWRL 15 and MLE 1). 

5.2 Regional Background 

5.2.1 A History of Research in the Sydney Basin 

One of the first investigations in the region was at Lapstone Creek, southwest of Emu Plains, in 

the foothills of the Blue Mountains (McCarthy 1948). Initially undated, this site was one of 

several used by McCarthy and others to differentiate the Bondaian and Eloueran artefact 

assemblages (e.g., Lampert 1966, 1971; McBryde 1966, 1974; Megaw 1965, 1968; Moore 

1970, 1981). Radiocarbon ages suggesting a basal age of c.4 ka for the site were published in 

the late 1960s from archived samples of charcoal (McCarthy 1978; Polach et al. 1967). 

McCarthy (1978) also identified several ‘surface workshops’ along the banks of the river 

between Castlereagh and Emu Plains. These were large surface artefact scatters that were 

dominated by early reduction of pebbles derived from the Hawkesbury River. The sites were 
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dominated by uniface pebble blanks, edge-ground implements, and percussion stones, with 

minor representations of microliths, and were considered to be of late Holocene age.  

In the 1970s Stockton and Holland (1974) undertook excavations at several rockshelters in the 

Blue Mountains (including Kings Tableland, Walls Cave, Lyrebird Dell and Springwood Creek), 

which demonstrated occupation of the region through the Last Glacial Maximum and terminal 

Pleistocene (25-10ka). Excavations revealed initial occupation of the Blue 

Mountain/Hawkesbury region by c.22 ka, with a Capertian assemblage dominating between 

c.12 to 6 ka and a Bondaian assemblage from c.3 ka and European arrival (and peaking after 

600 years). The terms Capertian and Bondaian are explored further in the later sections of this 

report. However, in brief the ‘Capertian’ and ‘Bondaian’ were terms, coined in the 1940s, to 

characterise two different types of artefact assemblage. The Capertian is composed of 

amorphous pebble-tools dominated by silicified tuff and constrained to the Terminal 

Pleistocene, and the Bondaian generally composed of microliths and dominated by silcrete, and 

constrained to the late Holocene. A sterile phase was identified between the two assemblages 

at many of the Blue Mountain sites. As part of this work a disturbed rockshelter at Shaws Creek, 

K1, was excavated with preliminary findings indicating a potential for deep-time deposits in close 

proximity to the Hawkesbury River (Stockton 1973).  

Subsequently, as part of his doctoral research, Kohen (1986; Kohen et al. 1984) undertook 

excavations of KII rockshelter, a more undisturbed site immediately east of K1. This excavation 

identified two main assemblages: a lower assemblage (within units 1-4/phases VI-IV) composed 

of amorphous core/flake tools and thick flakes, and an upper assemblage (within units 5-

6/phases I-III) that included backed blades, geometric microliths, edge-ground hatchets and 

bipolar/scalar pieces (Kohen et al. 1984). The lower assemblage was dominated by chert (also 

referred to as silicified tuff), while the upper assemblage was dominated by igneous and 

metamorphic materials, as well as an increasing abundance of silcrete. Radiocarbon ages for 

the two assemblages indicated that the lower had a minimum age of 13 ka, while the upper was 

present in various guises from 4-1.2 ka. In contrast to Stockton (1973), Kohen saw no evidence 

of a hiatus between the two assemblages. With the exception of Cranebrook Terrace, the KII 

site currently provides the earliest evidence of occupation along the Hawkesbury River. 

In the same study, Kohen (et al.1984) also referred to an open stratified site at Jamison Creek, 

Emu Plains, where two ages suggested an initial occupation from c.7 ka, with a proliferation of 

backed blades associated with a hearth date to c.3 ka. Thermo-luminescence (TL) dating of an 

open site at Regentville (RS 1), similarly found a focus of occupation between 5.2 ± 0.5 ka (W 

1892) and a basal age 7.6 ± 0.8 ka (W 1893) (McDonald 1995). 

The earliest date claimed for Aboriginal occupation in the region comes from Cranebrook 

Terrace, where five reportedly flaked pebbles identified as stone tools by Stockton were found 

within a gravel pit (Stockton and Holland 1974). Subsequent work by Nanson et al. (1987) 

demonstrated these gravels to be c.40 ka. If correct, these finds would be the oldest site on the 

Australian eastern coast. However, the artefactual status of the pebbles, their provenance 

(several were in an eroded context rather than in situ) and the association between the dates 

(which ranged from 10 to 42 ka) and the artefacts have been sources of controversy ever since. 

Mulvaney and Kamminga (1999) rejected these findings and despite extensive monitoring of 
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the Penrith gravel pits over the past 30 years no other comparable artefacts or evidence of early 

human occupation has come to light at those levels.  

Excavations by Austral Archaeology Pty Ltd (2011) at the Windsor Museum site recovered an 

extensive artefact assemblage within a sand dune deposit dated to between 149 ka and 8.5 ka. 

Correlating these TL ages with the archaeology has proven to be difficult as the sediments are 

known to be bioturbated but it is very likely that the oldest artefacts are of late Pleistocene age.  

As part of a salvage excavation for the Rouse Hill Infrastructure project, a basal layer of silicified 

tuff artefacts was recovered at RH/CC2, a stratified open site, and while undated, based on 

artefact typology, it was considered to be of a terminal Pleistocene age (JMCHM 2005a, 2005b). 

Consulting work on the western Cumberland Plain by Smith (1986) at Quakers Hill and 

McDonald et al. (1994) at Seconds Ponds Creek have recovered hearths and other features in 

association with extensive artefact scatters dated to the late Holocene. Further afield in 

tributaries of the Hawkesbury River, studies at Upper Mangrove Creek (Attenbrow 2004), 

Darling Mills SF 2 rockshelter (Attenbrow 1993) and MR/1 (Moore 1981) have all demonstrated 

terminal Pleistocene and early Holocene occupation.  

Between 2008 and 2013, Archaeological and Heritage Management Solutions (AHMS) 

undertook archaeological investigations of a large sand body, PT 12 (#45-5-3198), in Pitt Town, 

northwest Sydney, in advance of development. PT 12 sand body is situated on the edge of a 

ridge line that follows the Hawkesbury River and associated tributaries. The most significant 

works consisted of a large salvage excavation totalling 100 m2 in two locations on the sand 

body. These works recovered ~10,000 artefacts along with a large number of OSL ages. The 

findings of the study indicate that the sand body had formed >100ka, with occupation by 

Aboriginal people at ~36ka, and continuing through until 8ka (Williams et al., 2012, 2014). 

Currently, this represents the earliest evidence of permanent occupation of the Sydney region.  

More recent work by AHMS on a large archaeological mitigation excavation program in advance 

of ~40 km of pipeline along several creeklines in northwest Sydney (AHMS 2015). This project 

involved 500 m2 of open area excavation and recovered ~10,000 artefacts, along with an intense 

dating program. The findings all indicated that much of the Sydney Basin had only been 

colonised in the last few thousand years. It was hypothesised that earlier in the past, populations 

focussed on the main river systems and coast, only in-filling the intermediate region when 

demographic pressure reached a threshold in the last few thousand years. This provides further 

support for Attenbrow (2010) who considered that the vast majority of dated sites in the Sydney 

region are less than 5,000 years old (35 out of a total of 48 dated sites). 

5.2.2 Spatial Patterns of Archaeology 

Thousands of sites have been recorded for the Cumberland Plain on the Heritage NSW AHIMS 

database. The majority of these sites are artefact scatters (open camp sites or isolated finds), 

followed by potential archaeological deposits (PADs), grinding grooves and other site types. 

The absence of rockshelters with art or deposit for the western Sydney area may be accounted 

for by the geology of the area, which lacks sandstone escarpments and shelters. Other site 

types in western Sydney include stone quarries, non-human bone or organic material, shell, and 

water holes.  
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In a study of the regional archaeology of the Cumberland Plain, Kohen (1986) made a number 

of findings about site location patterns in the Sydney area. The study demonstrated that 

proximity to water was an important factor in site patterning. Kohen found that 65% of open 

artefact scatter sites were located within 100 m of permanent fresh water, and only 8 per cent 

of sites were found more than 500 m away from permanent fresh water. Kohen argued that 

open artefact scatters are larger, more complex and more densely clustered along permanent 

creek and river lines. In the same study, it was found that the most common raw materials for 

the manufacture of stone artefacts were silcrete (51%) and chert (34%), and that other raw 

materials often comprise quartz, basalt and quartzite.  

Although the patterns described above have been generally supported by subsequent 

investigations, Kohen’s study was limited by a reliance on surface evidence. Extensive 

excavation across the Cumberland Plain has since shown that areas with no surface evidence 

often contain sub-surface deposits buried beneath current ground surfaces, and particularly so 

in aggrading soil landscapes. In a 1997 study McDonald (JMCHM, 1997) found that: 

 17 out of 61 excavated sites had no surface artefacts before excavation. 

 The ratio of surface material to excavated material was 1:25. 

The character and composition of the excavated sites in McDonald’s study could not be properly 

predicted on the basis of the surface evidence. It seems that surface evidence (or even the 

absence of surface evidence) does not necessarily indicate the potential, nature or density of 

sub-surface material.  

McDonald's results clearly highlight the limitations of surface survey in identifying archaeological 

deposits in this landscape. The study also shows the importance of test excavation in 

establishing the nature and density of archaeological material on the Cumberland Plain. 

McDonald has undertaken over 20 years of consulting archaeology in the Cumberland Plain, 

and, like Kohen, has developed a predictive model for the distribution of Aboriginal objects. In 

a recent publication, White and McDonald (2010:29) summarised this model as follows:  

Topographic and stream order variables correlate with artefact density and 

distribution. High artefact density concentrations may have resulted from large 

number of artefact discard activities and/or from intensive stone flaking. 

Highest artefact densities occur on terraces and lower slopes associated with 

4th and 2nd order streams, especially 50–100 metres from 4th order streams. 

Upper slopes have sparse discontinuous artefact distributions but artefacts 

are still found in these landscape settings. 

It must be noted, however, the on-site investigation in the southwest of the subregion have been 

significantly less than in the northwest. The limited studies that have been undertaken suggest 

that the models outlined above are generally robust, but there are differences. This is primarily 

for two main reasons: 1) there appear to be few raw material sources in the southwest. The 

sites containing tens of thousands of stone tools a few hundred metres from the Plumpton Ridge 

(a large silcrete outcrop) in the northwest for example, have no counterpart to the south, and 

based on existing evidence are unlikely to be present; and 2) the southwest is higher in the 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  34  
 

creek catchment, making the geomorphology slightly more rugged and the creeks often stronger 

and more erosive, than the northwest. This results in archaeological sites being commonly lost 

in close association with the creekline, and more often found on mid, upper slopes and hill crests 

between 120-180 m from the creek’s edge.  

In 2009, ENSR Australia Pty Ltd (ENSR) undertook excavations at the Oran Park and Turner 

Road Land Release Precincts, approximately 15 km southwest of the study area, and found 

that: 

… [the] archaeological landscape revealed by this investigation suggests that 

archaeological models derived from other regions or other areas should not 

be applied uncritically. There was no evidence for greater complexity (defined 

as intricacy) associated with confluences. There was no evidence of greater 

densities of archaeological material associated with higher order 

watercourses. Instead it appears that archaeological deposit in the south west 

[Cumberland Plain] is of relatively low density with occasional clusters in 

association with all areas of reliable water regardless of stream order. Future 

assessments in south west Sydney would benefit from paying greater 

attention to the investigation of areas within 300 m of all reliable watercourses 

(i.e., more than the conventional 50 m vicinity of watercourses) (ENSR 

2009:66). 

More recently, a large-scale excavation of a series of pipelines along major creeklines by AHMS 

(2015) further contributed to McDonald's work. Key findings included:  

▪ The archaeology of the Cumberland Plain is characterised by a cultural landscape 

consisting of foci of activity against background low density spread of Aboriginal objects 

found in all undisturbed locations, generally in the order of <6/m2; and therefore it has been 

suggested that a ‘site’, or a place of specific Aboriginal cultural activity, is identified only 

when this threshold is exceeded. Areas of extensive occupation or repeated use contained 

densities >45/m2 and frequently higher, with densities of >150/m2 being not uncommon for 

the largest sites.  

▪ While the works were constrained to the linear corridor of the pipeline, the testing program 

(frequently with resolution of 5 or 10 metre spacing of test pits) generally showed the length 

of high artefact densities (a priori sites). All of these results suggest that the linear length of 

high density sites is in the order of 10-20 m, and assuming a similar width, can be 

extrapolated to a 100-400 m2 occupation area. 

5.3 Local Information 

Although when compared to the north-west of Sydney it appears that there is an apparent dearth 

of Aboriginal archaeological and cultural investigation in the south-western Cumberland Plain, 

there have been several archaeological investigations since the 1980s that have been 

undertaken in proximity to the study area or incorporated portions of the study area. Generally, 

these have comprised archaeological surveys and subsurface excavations undertaken as part 

of compliance-based archaeological investigations associated with urban development, though 
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some have been academic research or infrastructure upgrade projects. Key studies of relevance 

to the study area are illustrated in Figure 18. 

In general, the results of the archaeological investigations undertaken to date tend to support 

the suggestion that past Aboriginal occupation of the south-western Cumberland Plain was 

focussed on higher-order watercourses. This is reflected in a higher likelihood of finding sites 

and higher artefact densities in these locations. Early studies by Koettig and Hughes for the 

East Hills-Glenfield Railway, and by Boot for a development at Wattle Grove, respectively, 

identified several artefact scatters overlooking Anzac Creek: AHIMS #45-5-0889, #45-5-0890, 

#45-5-0891, #45-5-0892, #45-5-0972, #45-5-2355, #45-5-2369 (Koettig & Hughes 1983; Boot 

1990; 1992; 1993; 1994a; 1994b).  

Mary Dallas undertook an assessment of a proposed housing subdivision in south Casula, 

approximately 2 km north of the study area (Mary Dallas 1988). Her study identified two artefact 

scatters and three culturally modified trees on a series of spurs overlooking Glenfield Creek 

(AHIMS #45-5-0720, #45-5-0721, #45-5-0722, #45-5-0723, #45-5-0724). Archaeological 

excavation of 149 test pits (1 m2) along the South West Rail Link corridor recovered 2,969 

artefacts, the majority of which were found on the margins of Kemps Creek (AMBS 2014:70). 

Testing here identified a “complex zone” of high density artefacts (in the order of 19/m2) within 

50 m of Kemps Creek; with low lithic densities (in the order of ≤3/m2) and sparse lithic distribution 

along first and second order creeklines (AMBS 2014:57). 

There is a fair amount of variability in the exact criteria suggested to demonstrate the likelihood 

of the presence of Aboriginal archaeological sites in relation to distances from water, and the 

landforms that should be considered to have high potential. A riparian corridor width varying 

from ~100-300 m has been suggested (ENSR 2009; AMBS 2011:28; 2014:57), with some 

reports noting that areas near stream confluences are of particularly high sensitivity (AHMS 

2012). In relation to landforms, the following have variously been identified as having high 

potential for the presence of larger and/or higher density sites: 

 Creek flats, floodplains, alluvial terraces, and swamp margins. 

 Lower slopes and spurs leading into drainage lines. 

 Upper hill slopes and ridgelines, ridges with flat or gently sloping crests. These 

landforms have also been identified as having low potential.  

Variability in predictive modelling is likely to be at least in part the result of the developing 

understanding of the regional archaeology and the difference in preservation across study 

areas. However, it is also likely to reflect patterns of past Aboriginal occupation, which may have 

been influenced by the availability of resources that are today difficult to discern, and intangible 

and/or cultural factors. Therefore, while proximity to higher order watercourses and the 

presence of certain landforms can certainly be used as a guide to the potential presence of 

sites, it is the site-specific variability to these general rules that may provide a greater insight 

into past Aboriginal lives. 

Within the alluvial contexts of the Georges River foreshore, previous investigation has 

demonstrated the archaeological significance and great antiquity of a deep sand body along the 
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riverbank (Extent Heritage 2018b) – an alluvial deposit that could, realistically, extend to within 

the study area. Recent archaeological salvage excavation of the Moorebank Intermodal 

Terminal (MIT) site, ~700 m northeast of the study area, demonstrated the presence of a 

significant artefact scatter in this locale (MA14). Two distinct phases of transient occupation 

during the last 22,000 years were identified, spanning from the Last Glacial Maximum (21±3ka) 

to the Late Holocene (<5ka). Georges River appears to have been a focus for occupation while 

climatic conditions were still turbulent, with an assemblage indicating exploitation of materials 

from local gravel beds, predominantly indurated mudstone/tuff/chert, but also containing basalt, 

quartzite and other rock types. Following the early occupation of the site, a second occupation 

phase appears to have taken place, which is represented and characterised by the use of 

silcrete raw materials and which includes backed artefacts. These findings are similar to other 

artefact assemblages in sand deposits found throughout the Sydney Basin (e.g., Parramatta, 

Pitt Town and Windsor).  

Investigations within the Study Area 

Of particular relevance to the study area are the results of archaeological excavations 

undertaken for the construction of the South West Rail Link (SWRL) (Australian Museum 

Business Services (AMBS) 2010; 2011; 2014), part of the Macquarie Fields House Estate 

(Dallas 1989; 2000), and the Glenfield School for Special Purposes (AMAC and SAS 2018); as 

well as archaeological surveys undertaken for the subdivision of the Macquarie Links Housing 

Estate (GML 2000), the development of the Glenfield Waste Disposal site (AHMS 2012), and 

the Hurlstone Agricultural High School (City Plan Heritage 2018; Extent Heritage 2018a).  

Archaeological survey of the northern part of the Macquarie Fields House Estate by Mary Dallas 

in 1989 identified a low-density artefact scatter in the southern portion of the study area, MFH 2 

(AHIMS #45-5-2495). This surface scatter and an associated area of Potential Archaeological 

Deposit (PAD) was identified on the southern bank of Bunbury Curran Creek, and was 

considered to represent Aboriginal occupation focused in this area (Figure 14, Dallas 1989). 

Subsequent test excavation of the site and PAD in 2000 found that the site comprised a 

low-density background scatter of stone artefacts, comprising artefact types that were common 

in the local region, and hence of low archaeological significance (Dallas 2000).  

Archaeological survey for an access road for the Macquarie Links Housing Estate by GML 

Heritage (2000) identified an isolated stone artefact in the southwestern corner of the study 

area, MLE 1 (AHIMS #45-5-2744). This site was located on a grader track, on a prominent 

spur/ridgeline overlooking Bunbury Curran Creek (GML 2000).  

Archaeological survey undertaken by AHMS for the Glenfield Waste Disposal site identified an 

artefact scatter, two isolated finds and an area of potential archaeological deposit within 

relatively undisturbed, partially vegetated land immediately north of the study area 

(AHMS 2012:9). The area of potential archaeological deposit (GWD2) is associated with a large 

undulating terrace feature (400 x 100 m) that encompasses a tributary and the edge of the 

Georges River, and which lies just outside of the study area boundary (Figure 15, 

AHMS 2012:67).  
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A comprehensive archaeological assessment of the proposed South West Rail Link (SWRL) 

corridor was undertaken by AMBS between 2008 and 2014 (AMBS 2008; 2010; 2011; 2014). 

Initial survey found five previously identified sites and ten newly recorded sites along the 

proposed SWRL alignment, and graded the alignment into areas of high, moderate and low 

archaeological sensitivity. Within the study area, this included an area of low archaeological 

sensitivity near Bunbury Curran Creek (and associated with MFH 2), and an area of moderate 

archaeological sensitivity extending upslope to a ridge between Quarter Sessions Road and the 

Hume Highway (AMBS 2010:65). With respect to the latter the sensitive area was given a higher 

grading due to its relatively undisturbed context and its elevated position between two reliable 

watercourses; and this sensitive area became the focus of targeted test (AMBS 2011) and 

salvage (AMBS 2014) excavation.  

Archaeological excavations recovered 33 Aboriginal objects from 13 m2 of excavation 

(Figure 16). Silcrete was the predominant raw material, with indurated mudstone/tuff/chert 

(IMTC) and quartz also present. The soil within these test pits generally consisted of brown to 

reddish brown topsoil, overlying red to orange clay at a depth of between 150-230 mm. AMBS 

considered that the area represented an “activity area at which multiple raw materials were 

flaked, and/or the location was visited on multiple occasions” (AMBS 2014:69-70). The area, 

comprising a low-density artefact scatter, was subsequently classified as SWRL Site 15/AAS1 

(AHIMS #45-5-4253). 

In 2018, brief archaeological and arboreal assessment of two areas of potential Aboriginal 

cultural heritage value was undertaken within the grounds of the Hurlstone Agricultural High 

School (HAHS), following their identification as potential scarred tree/Aboriginal meeting place 

sites in an earlier assessment (City Plan Heritage 2018, cited in Extent Heritage 2018a). 

Subsequent investigation found both sites were unlikely to have Aboriginal cultural significance, 

as local Aboriginal community representatives present had no knowledge of either site; and the 

trees in question were considered too young for cultural modification and/or were non-endemic 

to the region. Advice regarding the presence of a potential culturally modified tree within an 

electrical easement, along the northern edge of the HAHS, was provided but the CBNTC 

representative at this time, and was reiterated during consultation undertaken for the preliminary 

assessment (see Section 2.3).  

More recently, an Aboriginal cultural heritage assessment with archaeological test excavation 

was undertaken in advance of the proposed redevelopment of the Glenfield School for Special 

Purposes (GSFSP) by Archaeological Management and Consulting Group and Streat 

Archaeological Services Pty Ltd (AMAC and SAS) (2018). Excavation of 29 0.25 m2 test pits in 

the south eastern corner of the school identified truncated and reworked Luddenham soils 

(Figure 17). A1 horizon topsoils were found to be largely absent and A2 deposits were found to 

be redeposited and heavily disturbed, overlying mottled basal clay (B2 horizon) to an average 

depth of 250 mm. No Aboriginal objects, deposits or features of cultural significance were 

identified; the report concluded that no further archaeological assessment was warranted and 

that works could proceed with caution (AMAC and SAS 2018:52).  
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Figure 14. Location of artefact scatter MFH 2 (AHIMS #45-5-2495, red circle) overlain with the proposed 

SWRL corridor (green) and compound areas (blue) (Source: Dallas 1989, cited in AMBS 2010:23). 

 

Figure 15. Map of archaeological sites identified within the Glenfield Waste Disposal site, showing areas 

of significant disturbance (red). Potential archaeological deposit GWD 2 (grey), associated with an 

alluvial terrace on a tributary of the Georges River, is adjacent to the study area (source: 

AHMS 2012). 
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Figure 16. Locations of excavated test pits within SWRL Site 15/AAS1 (AHIMS #45-5-4253), comprising 

a low-density artefact scatter (Source: AHIMS #45-5-4253 site card).
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Figure 17. Test pit locations within GSFSP and (in inset) typical soil profile encountered during excavations (Source: AMAC and SAS 2018). 
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5.4 Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System 

Database 

Heritage NSW maintains the Aboriginal Heritage Information Management System (AHIMS), a 

database of previously recorded Aboriginal objects and sites. AHIMS is not a comprehensive 

record of Aboriginal archaeological heritage in NSW but is based largely on the results of 

previous academic and cultural resource management projects. An extensive search of AHIMS 

was initially undertaken on 19 October 2018 (ID 377432); this was updated with by a search of 

AHIMS that was undertaken on 27 October 2020 (ID 545479). The search covered a 5 km2 area 

centred on and encompassing the study area (Figure 19). Details are given in Appendix C.  

The search resulted in the identification of 63 sites within the search area (  
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Table 3). Of these, one is listed as not being a site (“Glenfield S.T.” #45-6-2428), leaving a total 

of 62 valid sites. Five of these (“EPSW 1” #45-5-3984, “CRO 1” #45-5-4245, “SWRL 15” #45-5-

4253, “DD 3” #45-5-2457 and “DD4” #45-5-2458) are listed as a site status of “destroyed”1.  

A site can be described in terms of one or more of 20 site features that are specified by Heritage 

NSW. For the 63 sites in the search area, a total of 64 instances of four site features has been 

recorded. As is generally the case on the Cumberland Plain, the majority of the site types 

recorded (n=49) are artefact(s), which refers to lithic artefacts found either by themselves or in 

scatters on the ground surface. This reflects both the high use of lithic artefacts by the past 

Aboriginal populations of the area, and the relatively high survival rate of this durable material. 

Seven areas of potential archaeological deposit (PAD) have also been recorded, some in 

association with artefact sites, and reflect the possibility of past Aboriginal occupation of these 

locations based on a variety of factors, including their landform context and level of disturbance 

from prior historical development. Five modified trees and three rockshelter with art sites were 

also identified.  

  

 

1 Note that “destroyed” is a term of art used by Heritage NSW to describe one of the possible statuses of sites listed 

in the AHIMS database. Sites in AHIMS have one of four possible site statuses: 

• Valid: the site has not been affected by developments or other impacts. 

• Destroyed: the site has been impacted by developments or other occurrences (e.g., natural disasters) to 
the point that no portions of the original site remain in situ. 

• Partially destroyed: the site has been impacted by developments or other occurrences, but some portion of 
the original site remains in situ. 

• Not a site: subsequent investigations have determined that the listing is not an actual Aboriginal heritage 
site. 

 
Note that a site status of “destroyed” is applied to a site in the situation when an artefact scatter or isolated find is 

collected by Aboriginal stakeholders and reburied in another location prior to development. In such a situation, the 
new location of the artefacts will be assigned a new AHIMS site number and given a site status of “valid”, while the 
original site will be given a site status of “destroyed”. Although all the artefacts from the original site may have 
protected from development and safely placed elsewhere, none of the artefacts are in situ any longer. Thus, while 
“destroyed” can refer to the physical destruction of Aboriginal heritage sites it can also refer to situations where the 
original context of the site or the site’s contents has been altered to the extent that nothing remains any longer in 
situ. 
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Table 3. Aboriginal sites in the vicinity of the study area, summarised by site feature. 

Site Feature Number of instances % of Total 

Artefact 49 76.56 

Potential archaeological deposit 7 10.94 

Modified tree (carved or scarred) 5 7.81 

Rockshelter with art 3 4.69 

Total 64 100.00 

 

Mapping of the Heritage NSW data indicates that there are three registered artefact sites within 

the study area: two artefact scatters and one isolated find.  

 MFH 2 (#45-5-2495): an artefact scatter. This site was investigated by Dallas (2000) 

for a proposed housing subdivision and was found to comprise a low-density 

background scatter of stone artefacts, with types common in the region and therefore 

with low archaeological significance. It is unclear whether the site has been partially 

or completely impacted during construction of the SWRL, or whether it was only 

subjected to impacts during the test excavations.  

 MLE 1 (#45-5-2744): an isolated artefact. This site was identified by GML (2000) for 

a proposed housing subdivision and was found on a graded track on a prominent 

spur/ridgeline overlooking Bunbury Curran Creek. The site was reportedly 

authorised for destruction under an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit; and the 

surrounding area was extensively disturbed during construction of the SWRL. AMBS 

(2010) assessed the surrounding area as having moderate potential to contain 

subsurface cultural material. 

 SWRL 15/AAS1 (#45-5-4253): an artefact scatter. This site was identified by 

AMBS (2010) during preliminary assessment for the SWRL, as an area of moderate 

archaeological sensitivity on a ridge/spur between Bunbury Curran and Maxwells 

Creeks. Test and salvage excavation resulted in the recovery of 33 artefacts from 

13 m2 (AMBS 2010), effectively reflecting a low density or transient occupation of the 

region in the past. The site was extensively disturbed during construction of the 

SWRL and has an AHIMS site status of “destroyed”. 

Additionally, one Aboriginal site (BC1 (Liverpool) / #45-5-3639) has been registered on AHIMS 

as being located just outside of the study area’s southern boundary. This site is an isolated find 

and is in an area of ground surface exposure extending ~110 m along the eastern edge of the 

modified extent of Bunbury Curran Creek, and ~45 m south of the study area boundary. When 

considering the original alignment of Bunbury Curran Creek (e.g., see Figure 4), this site would 

have originally been located on the immediate banks of the natural creekline. 
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5.5 Predictive Model 

Archaeological predictive models identify, locate and map where archaeological resources are 

likely to survive. This section provides a summary of the predictive model created for the study 

area. The model for the study area is shown in Figure 20, and is based on a series of 

environmental and archaeological variables:  

 Areas of High Potential: Corridors of high potential are associated with relatively 

undisturbed land within 250 m of Bunbury Curran Creek, which would have been 

considered the primary water-gathering resource in the area when compared with 

the heavily incised streambank of the Georges River, where sheer cliffs would have 

made accessing water difficult. Other areas of high potential are associated with 

steep cliff landforms along the incised banks of the Georges River and Bunbury 

Curran Creek, as potential sandstone overhang and rockshelter locations, and 

isolated stands of vegetation throughout the study area that appear not to have been 

cleared throughout the historic period, and might retain evidence for Aboriginal 

cultural modification and/or scarring.  
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 Areas of Moderate Potential: Corridors of moderate potential are associated with 

those partly developed areas within 250 m of Bunbury Curran Creek and the 

Georges River, as well as relatively undisturbed land on elevated ridgeline and spur 

landforms, and land within 50 m of other first- and second-order tributaries 

throughout the study area.  

 Areas of Low Potential: Areas of low potential are associated with partly developed 

land within the Glenfield town centre located on a ridgeline landform, as well as those 

areas within 250 m of Bunbury Curran Creek that have been subject to major 

disturbance, and those areas of the study area that are within 50-250 m of first- and 

second-order watercourses.  

 Areas of Very Low to Nil: Areas of very low to nil potential are associated with land 

that is not within 250 m of any watercourse or ridgeline landform and which has been 

subject to significant ground surface disturbance from development, namely for the 

construction of the railway, dams, roads and other local infrastructure. 

The results of previous investigations and predictive modelling in the region suggest that there 

is likely to be some site patterning across the study area. Certain landforms and locations are 

likely to have been favoured for occupation and are therefore likely to retain higher densities of 

artefacts; in particular lower slope and terrace landforms, and areas near confluences of 

watercourses where good access to water was provided. Within these areas, discrete 

high-density deposits may be present, possibly associated with micro-landforms. According to 

AMBS, this is represented by higher densities of artefacts (~19/m2) occurring within 50 m of 

third order watercourses and higher; with a lower density of artefacts and sparse distribution 

within 250 m of lower order watercourses. 

The archaeological potential of the high ground and elevated spurs, in comparison, is less clear. 

The indications from previous studies are variable, with some indicating higher archaeological 

potential on higher ground (notably, the identification of sites MLE 1 and SWRL 15 on the spur 

above Bunbury Curran Creek), with others finding low densities or no stone artefacts (e.g., 

AMAC and SAS 2018). In either case, the high ground may be associated with intangible 

heritage values.  

The Aboriginal archaeological resource that is considered most likely to be present within the 

study area consists of stone artefacts, both on the ground surface and in subsurface 

archaeological deposits. There is some possibility for the presence of mature trees with cultural 

scarring along drainage channels where pre-contact/remnant vegetation has not been entirely 

removed. There is also some potential for the presence of rockshelter sites where suitable 

outcropping sandstone is present along sections of the Georges River and Bunbury Curran 

Creek. The evidence is likely to relate to Aboriginal occupation of the area from c. 6,000 BP 

onwards, though earlier deposits may be present within deep alluvial contexts along the 

Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek, with recent work immediately northeast of the site 

finding cultural material ~20,000 years old (Extent Heritage 2018b). 
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5.5.1 Post-Contact Material 

There is some potential for the presence of archaeological evidence relating to post-contact 

Aboriginal occupation of the former Throsby estate. However, the nature and location of 

evidence of post-Contact Aboriginal occupation is very difficult to predict. Throsby House is 

actually situated in Casula, some distance from the study area, but the property curtilage 

encompasses much of the western portion of the precinct.  

Tharawal families who sought refuge during periods of conflict in the 1810s may have continued 

to occupy their previously favoured locations, in which case the predictive model developed for 

pre-Contact evidence would apply. However, they may instead have chosen to camp in 

proximity to Throsby’s homestead or adjacent to outbuildings, or they may have occupied these 

structures themselves. They may have continued to use traditional materials and techniques, 

they may have used introduced materials in traditional ways, or they may have used introduced 

materials in ways that are not possible to differentiate from the Europeans in the archaeological 

record. 
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Figure 18. Previous archaeological investigations with relevance to the study area.  
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Figure 19. Registered Aboriginal sites in a 5 km2 area surrounding the study area. 
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Figure 20. Predictive model of Aboriginal archaeological potential, based on desktop assessment undertaken prior to fieldwork. 
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6. Field Investigation 

6.1 Key Findings 

 The field survey and desktop investigation resulted in the identification of 10 

Aboriginal archaeological sites within the study area. This included seven artefact 

sites (artefact scatters #45-5-2495 and #45-5-4253, and isolated finds #45-5-2744, 

‘GPP IF1’, ‘GPP IF4’, ‘GPP IF6’ and ‘GPP IF7’), one culturally modified tree 

(‘GPP MT2’), one unmodified tree of cultural value (‘GPP MT5’), and one potential 

archaeological deposit (‘GPP PAD10’). Four potentially modified trees (‘GPP MT3’, 

‘GPP MT8’, ‘GPP MT9’, ‘GPP MT 11’) were subsequently investigated by an 

arboriculturist, and considered unlikely to be of cultural origin. GPP MT5 was also 

investigated by the same arboriculturist, but its identification as a ‘cultural site’ 

remains unchanged.  

 Due to access restrictions, the three previously registered artefact sites (#45-5-2495, 

#45-5-2744 and #45-5-4253) could not be inspected during field survey. All three are 

located within the SWRL rail corridor footprint, in the south-west section of the study 

area, and are likely to have been impacted during archaeological test excavation 

and/or during construction of the SWRL.  

 A potential scarred tree within the electricity transmission line easement, identified 

through the community consultation process, could not be relocated during the 

survey. While the transmission alignment was not entered, extensive linear transects 

ran either side of the 50 m wide corridor, and no clear identification of the reported 

scarred tree could be discerned. Portions of the corridor were further re-inspected 

by an arboriculturist during his work, and failed to identify any culturally modified 

trees.  

 The eastern section of the study area is characterised by developed residential 

areas, urban parks and the Nature Reserve associated with the Georges River and 

Bunbury Curran Creek. The eastern portion has been subjected to significant 

disturbance from residential development, with the exception of the nature reserve, 

which has been identified as a PAD due to the observation of sand units similar to 

those found to the northeast (in the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal) and shown to 

be highly significant. 

 The western portion of the study area is characterised by school properties, 

agricultural facilities and dams, as well as the SWRL to the south and residential 

development to the north. Construction of the schools and their associated 

outbuildings, as well as agricultural activities has caused some degree of 

disturbance. However this has not completely removed the potential for cultural 

material, particularly in the form of potential modified trees and isolated finds.  
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 Little mature native vegetation remains within the study area, with most vegetation 

present reflective of recent regrowth. Only small portions of remnant vegetation were 

identified within the riparian corridor and as isolated trees within the school property 

and residential parks. The majority of these were inspected for cultural modifications 

during the survey. 

 Ground surface visibility across the study area was generally low due to dense grass 

cover. Areas of higher visibility were limited to unsurfaced vehicle and cattle tracks, 

creek bed sections, areas of disturbance such as dam embankments and other 

exposures. It is therefore unlikely that all archaeological sites within the study area 

have been identified. 

6.2 Approach and Methods 

The results of the background and desktop research, as outlined above and presented in the 

predictive model, indicated that several parts of the study area were of moderate to high 

archaeological potential. Some areas were identified as having low potential, either because 

historical ground disturbance was likely to have resulted in substantial damage to previous 

archaeological deposits, or because a greater distance from water indicated that these locations 

would have been less favoured for occupation. Research indicated that there are recorded 

Aboriginal archaeological sites within the study area, and that additional sites were also likely 

to be present. The main aims of the field investigation were to: 

▪ Verify the results of the desktop review. 

▪ Identify and record any extant Aboriginal objects or sites, potential deposits or landforms of 

archaeological interest present within the study area through visual observation. 

▪ Identify evidence of previous and existing disturbance that may have resulted in partial or 

complete removal of Aboriginal objects that may have been present. 

▪ Discuss and identify firsthand any cultural values of the study area with the Aboriginal 

stakeholders. 

All field investigations were undertaken in accordance with Heritage NSW’s Code of Practice 

for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in NSW (DECCW 2010). The survey was 

undertaken from 7-12 February 2019 by the following archaeological and RAP representatives:  
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Table 4. Representatives who participated in the survey. 

Organisation Representative(s) 

Cubbitch Barta Daniel Chalker 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments Gordon Morton 

Darug Land Observations Mark Newham 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council Kiah Ely 

Tocomwall John Phillips 

Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation Jody Kulakowski 

Extent Heritage 
Dr Alan Williams 
Rebekah Hawkins 
Cameron Neal 

The survey methodology involved the field team (archaeologists and RAP representatives) 

traversing those parts of the study area that were 1) accessible 2) proposed for future 

development 3) and/or which covered multiple landforms. Priority was given to areas predicted 

to have moderate and high archaeological sensitivity (e.g., landforms within close proximity to 

water sources appearing relatively undisturbed), registered AHIMS sites within the study area, 

and areas containing exposed soils. Any areas of good ground exposure were examined for 

archaeological evidence (such as stone artefact scatters or isolated finds), and areas containing 

old growth vegetation. Where identified, cuttings and soils in sections were also examined to 

document landscape configuration, soil profiles, soil disturbance, erosion and potential for 

subsurface archaeological deposits. During the survey, detailed field notes, GPS coordinates 

and photographs were taken to document landform units, soil profiles, ground surface visibility 

and vegetation types. Aboriginal sites, when located, were recorded in a notebook with 

coordinates and photographs taken. Where stone artefacts were present, measurements of 

length, width and thickness were taken, along with observations of the artefact morphology. 

Possible scarred trees were also assessed with measurements of tree circumference, scar 

height, scar width and scar height from ground. 

With regard to the potentially culturally modified trees identified during the site investigations, 

an arboriculturist (Danny Draper, from Urban Tree Management) and Extent personnel 

re-inspected each tree in late April 2019. Detailed observations and measurements were 

undertaken to determine whether the modifications were of cultural origin, or whether the 

modifications may be more readily explained by natural processes.  

6.3 Survey Results 

The study area was divided into four survey units for the purposes of reporting, and are broadly 

defined by existing land use areas. Detailed descriptions of the survey units are included in 

Table 5, Figure 21 and Appendix D and are summarised below. On commencement of the 

survey, it was found that ground surface visibility across the study area varied considerably. As 

a result, the following areas were targeted: locations with good ground surface visibility, 

previously recorded sites, outcropping sandstone, relatively undisturbed locations, and 

locations in proximity to water.  

Overall the study area can be defined as a general ridge that encompasses the northern parts 

of the study area, before gently dropping down to the Georges River to the east, and Bunbury 
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Curran Creek to the south. Extensive views of the surrounding region were only evident, 

however from the edge of the ridge in the southwest corner of the site (encompassed by the 

Ajuga School). For the most part, the school properties encompassing much of the western 

central portion, represented gentle to moderate slopes that often exhibited a history of 

agricultural and pastoral activities. Soil profiles were generally shallow and frequently truncated 

to under-lying subsoils.  

The eastern portion of the site was residentially developed, with generally modified green 

spaces intermittently distributed throughout. Similarly to the west, these areas generally 

exhibited often disturbed and truncated shallow duplex soils. The areas adjacent to Georges 

River and Bunbury Curran Creek generally appeared less disturbed, and in some cases were 

indicative of deep alluvial soils (commonly of archaeological interest). Visibility in these areas 

was poor, but revealed only limited evidence of any major disturbance. The environs around 

Bunbury Curran Creek proved more rugged, and there is high potential for rockshelter/overhang 

features along much of its length, however it is clearly prone to significant inundation, and which 

results in scouring of deposits along much of its reach that was observed. Overall, the 

investigations investigated ~480 ha of the study area, with an average effective coverage of 

~19% (Table 5).  

The first survey unit (Unit 1) encompassed the combined land of the four schools in the western 

portion of the study area. These schools include Hurlstone Agricultural High School (HAHS), 

Ajuga School, Glenfield Park School and Campbell House. Transects 1-7 were undertaken 

within this unit (Table 5). Unit 1 slopes gently down towards the east from a high crest in the 

west that affords considerable views over the surrounding area (Plate 1). The south-eastern 

portion of Unit 1 includes open depressions or creek flats associated with Bunbury Curran 

Creek. The area was extensively cleared for use as paddocks, dams, sporting fields and school 

facilities (Plate 2 - Plate 4). Some areas of recent regrowth exist with several rows of planted 

trees (Plate 5), and there were few isolated mature trees (Plate 6). The paddocks were primarily 

of low to medium grasses with fences defining their boundaries, and were still in use as part of 

HAHS. Ground surface exposures within Unit 1, primarily along dirt tracks, dam embankments 

and where grass cover had been eroded, revealed a compact and heavily eroded soil profile, 

usually a thin organic unit (O horizon) onto subsoil (B2 horizon) (Plate 7 - Plate 8). This eroded 

profile is characteristic of soils of the Blacktown and Luddenham soil landscapes, which are 

easily susceptible to erosion as a result of livestock grazing, and which leave an exposed clay 

subsoil. This has not completely removed the potential for cultural material that may have 

deflated onto the remaining surface, but it does suggest the potential for deeply buried or 

stratified soil profiles are unlikely to be present.  

Unit 2 encompassed the riparian corridor associated with both the Georges River and Bunbury 

Curran Creek along the western and southern boundaries of the study area. Transects 8-13 

were undertaken within this unit (Table 5). The riparian corridor of the Georges River was 

included in the Georges River Nature Reserve, which has been partly cleared, but was primarily 

dominated by dense remnant vegetation along the steep river banks (Plate 9). Extensive parts 

of the creeklines were observed, with only a small section of Bunbury Curran Creek 

encompassed within private property and inaccessible; areas in the vicinity of Canterbury Road 

were also not investigated due to the extensive ground cover making much of it inaccessible. 

Where investigated, the elevated ground running along Georges River (perhaps 5 m above the 
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water level) revealed several exposures of light brown fine sand (Plate 10). This appeared to 

be primarily an alluvial deposit, although parts of the sand unit were observed being wind-blown 

up to 100 m from the riverbank. Due to the proximity and visual similarities with the soil profile 

excavated by Extent (2018b) 700 m northeast along the Georges River at Moorebank 

Intermodal Terminal – and within which significant cultural material was found – this area was 

identified as a PAD. Disturbance within Unit 2 was evident, with several dilapidated structures 

and old fence lines reflecting the previous agricultural use of the creek flats adjacent to Georges 

River (Plate 11). Cambridge Avenue previously ran through the northern section of this Unit 

before its realignment after 1970 CE, and the road is still evident today (Plate 12). While 

extensive clearing has occurred, a number of trees have been identified as possibly remnant in 

the western half of Unit 2 north of Belmont road; and within which occasional scarring was 

observed. The riparian corridor associated with Bunbury Creek, while more vegetated, was 

more accessible due to increasingly steep creek banks. The creek cuts through sandstone 

bedrock, with a number of overhangs noted (Plate 13). However, inundation of these features, 

and scouring of any deposits (at least those that were observed), suggest the survival of cultural 

materials in several parts of the creek would be unlikely. The creek has been channelised to the 

west of Canterbury Road, with the construction of a canal now following the southern boundary 

of the study area (Plate 14). This area shows significant earthworks and modifications to the 

surrounding region, and is unlikely the current creek edges reflect their natural alignment or 

form. Some vegetation associated with the original route of Bunbury Curran creek remains south 

of Seddon Park and east of the Glenfield Dog Park (Plate 15). 

Survey unit 3 was characterised by the residential area to the east of Railway Parade, bounded 

to the east and south by the riparian corridor. The unit was characterised by dense residential 

housing in private ownership, with occasional public reserves and parks spread throughout the 

suburb. Several parks (Seddon Park, Glenfield Park, Blinman Oval, Childs Reserve and 

Trobriand Park) within this unit were surveyed (transects 14-16) and found to be mostly cleared 

and heavily modified, with few remnant mature trees (Plate 16 - Plate 20). Levelling and 

removal of the upper soil profile was evident at Seddon Park and Blinman Oval to produce the 

sporting fields, as well as a range of under-ground services (e.g., irrigation). Exposed sections 

along the oval provided excellent coverage for several locales, with no cultural material 

observed; further, they suggest a very shallow duplex soil characterised these areas, and was 

frequently truncated (Plate 21 - Plate 22).  

Unit 4 encompassed the residential area in the north-western section of the study area (south 

of Glenfield Road and north of the electricity easement). This area has been recently developed, 

and even the vegetated areas appear to have been subject to modification (potentially entirely 

introduced through the residential works) (transect 17). Assessment of this unit was only 

possible in vegetated areas along drainage lines, where it was apparent that no remnant 

vegetation remained (Plate 23 - Plate 24). Furthermore, the ground on which the regrowth was 

located was mixed (clay and soil), indicating major disturbance to the entire area due to 

residential development. 

Some portions of the study area were inaccessible due to dense vegetation; or were not 

accessed because they formed private and/or restricted land and permission from landowners 

and public/government agencies to access these lots had not been obtained. Those parts of the 

study area that were not surveyed included: 
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 The electrical transmission line to the south of residential properties in Unit 4 and 

north of the school facilities in Unit 1. Permission to inspect the easement was not 

obtained for this assessment; however, the area is not likely to be the subject of 

future development under the current ILP, unless the extension of Cambridge 

Avenue is implemented. Visual inspection of the transmission line from outside of 

the fence-line reveals this area to be mostly cleared open land, with few remaining 

trees and no major development. A reported scarred tree was not observed as part 

of this inspection. 

 The SWRL corridor along the south western boundary of the study area, to the south 

of the school facilities in Unit 1, and within the central portion of the study area. 

Access to this area was via a single access road between Quarter Sessions Road 

and the Hume Highway, which is gated at Beech Road. Permission to inspect the 

SWRL corridor was not obtained for this assessment; and the southernmost area 

(former SWRL construction compound) is proposed for residential development as 

part of the current ILP. Visual inspection of the corridor from Unit 1 suggests this 

area is predominantly cleared open paddock, the north eastern corner of which has 

been extensively disturbed by construction of the South West Rail Link/Glenfield to 

Leppington Rail line project. The three registered AHIMS sites within the study area 

are located within this survey unit, though at least one (#45-5-4253), and possibly 

the other two (#45-5-2744 and #45-5-2495) of these sites have since been impacted 

and assigned an AHIMS site status of “destroyed” due to these works and the re-

channelling of Bunbury Curran Creek. They are all identified by other consultants as 

of low significance. Some remnant vegetation remains in the eastern corner 

associated with the original channel of Bunbury Curran Creek, and is considered 

sensitive.  

Overall, very little mature native vegetation remains within the study area, with the majority 

existing along the banks of the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek (Unit 2), and in 

isolated stands within the school grounds (Unit 1). Furthermore, ground surface visibility was 

overall generally low, being limited to unsurfaced vehicle, dam walls and cutting exposures. All 

Aboriginal stone artefacts were identified within these areas of exposure. 
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Table 5. Summary of survey units with corresponding transects investigated as part of the field investigation. 

Unit Location Unit area 
(m2) 

Transect Landform unit description Transect 
Area (m2) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 
Area (m2) 

Effective 
Coverage 
(%) 

1 School buildings, 
agricultural 
facilities, cleared 
paddocks and 
dams associated 
with Hurlstone 
Agricultural High 
School, Ajuga 
School, Glenfield 
Park School and 
Campbell House 
School. 

1,316,000 1 Mid slope, flat. Characterised by 
sporting fields and open paddocks. 

121,300 40 30 14,556 12 

2 Mid slope, flat. Characterised by 
sporting fields and open paddocks. 

80,310 40 30 9,637.20 12 

3 Ridgeline, mid slope, flat. Ridgeline 
south of Roy Watts Rd characterised 
by rows of planted trees, with open 
paddocks and dam along mid slope 
and flat. 

111,800 20 30 6,708 6 

4 Ridgeline, mid slope, creek flat. 
Ridgeline north of Roy Watts Rd 
characterised by agricultural 
buildings and open paddocks with 
dam and modified drainage line. 

70,806 40 30 8,496.7 12 

5 Ridgeline. School buildings, 
recreational facilities and 
landscaped areas associated with 
Ajuga School, Campbell House and 
Glenfield Park School. 

70,568 30 80 16,936.3 24 

6 Ridgeline, mid slope, creek flats. 
Open cleared paddocks, dams and 
agricultural buildings east of Quarter 
Sessions Road. 

359,100 20 70 50,274 14 

7 Ridgeline, mid slope. Open cleared 
paddocks, dams and agricultural 
buildings north of Roy Watts Road 
and south of transmission 
easement. 

151,800 30 50 22,770 15 

2 Riparian corridor to 
the west of the 
Georges River, 
includes Georges 
River nature 
reserve and banks 

608,100 8 Georges River and Bunbury Curran 
Creek flat and gorges. Nature 
reserve and open parklands south of 
Belmont Road. 

147,600 30 50 22,140 15 

9 Georges River flat and gorge. 
Nature reserve and open parklands. 

190,900 30 80 45,816 24 
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Unit Location Unit area 
(m2) 

Transect Landform unit description Transect 
Area (m2) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 
Area (m2) 

Effective 
Coverage 
(%) 

of Bunbury Curran 
Creek. 

10 Lower slope, creek flats and creek 
gorge. Lower slopes and creek flats 
south of Loftus Street and adjacent 
to Bunbury Curran Creek, with 
sandstone overhangs.  

60,510 50 80 24,204 40 

11 Creek flats and creek bank. Located 
around Canterbury road bridge over 
Bunbury Curran Creek. 

30,120 20 50 3,012 10 

12 Creek flats and landscaped area 
within Seddon Park. 

108,900 40 80 34,848 32 

13 Creek flats. South of Aseki Avenue 
and north of re-aligned Bunbury 
Curran Creek. 

20,190 30 50 3,028.5 15 

3 Eastern residential 
area located 
between Railway 
Parade and 
riparian corridor. 

2,036,000 14 Mid and lower slopes. Glenfield 
Park, comprising cleared land. 

51,620 30 80 12,384.5 24 

15 Mid-slope. Childs Reserve, 
comprising cleared land. 

19,740 30 80 4,737.6 24 

16 Mid and lower slopes and creek 
flats. Blinman Oval and Trobriand 
Park, comprising sports fields and 
cleared parkland. 

71,460 30 80 17,150.4 24 

4 Northern residential 
area located 
between Glenfield 
Road and Roy 
Watt’s Road in the 
western portion of 
the study area. 

867,200 17 Upper, mid and lower slopes. Bound 
to north by Atlantic Boulevard and to 
south by transmission line. 

155,400 20 80 24,864 16 

Average 1,206,825   104,170 31 61 18,915 19 
Total 4,827,300   1,666,724   321,563  
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Figure 21. Survey units, transects of surveys, and areas not surveyed. 
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Plate 1. Expansive views towards the south-east 

from crest, Unit 1. 

 
Plate 2. Example of school facilities - Glenfield 

Park School, view to the west. 

 
Plate 3. Example of dams associated with 

agricultural use of the school properties. View 
to the northwest. 

 
Plate 4. Cleared paddocks within school 

boundaries associated with agricultural use. 
View to the south. 

 
Plate 5. Example of rows of planted trees within 

Glenfield Park School. View south-west. 

 
Plate 6. Example of remnant mature trees within 

Unit 1. View to the north. 
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Plate 7. Exposures along dirt track between 

paddocks. View to the west. 

 
Plate 8. Exposures along cutting for cricket pitch. 

View to the south-east. 

 
Plate 9. Dense vegetation along Georges River 

steep bank. View to the east. 

 
Plate 10. Exposure showing fine sand deposit 

adjacent to Georges River. View to the north. 

 
Plate 11. Dilapidated buildings associated with 

previous agricultural use of the land within 
Unit 2. View to the south. 

 
Plate 12. Previous route of Cambridge Avenue 

through northern section of Unit 2. View to the 
west. 
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Plate 13. Example of sandstone overhangs along 

Bunbury Curran Creek. View to the west. 

 
Plate 14. Re-channelling of Bunbury Curran Creek 

south of Seddon Park. View to the south. 

 
Plate 15. Remnant vegetation associated with 

Bunbury Curran Creek. View to the east. 

 
Plate 16. View of Seddon Park facing south-west. 

 

 
Plate 17. Glenfield Park, view to the west. 

 

 
Plate 18. Childs Reserve, view to the south. 
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Plate 19. Blinman Oval, view to the north-east. 

 
Plate 20. Trobriand Reserve, view to the north. 

 
Plate 21. Exposure due to cutting and levelling at 

the eastern edge of Seddon Park, view to the 
south. 

 
Plate 22. Exposure due to cutting and levelling at 

the western edge of Blinman Oval, view to the 
north-west. 

 
Plate 23. Regrowth area adjacent to Hillsborough 

Crescent. View to the south. 

 
Plate 24. Drainage line through the southern part 

of Unit 4. View facing east. 
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6.4 Aboriginal Sites Identified 

In conjunction with the results of the desktop research, the survey resulted in the identification 

of ten Aboriginal archaeological sites: three previously identified Aboriginal archaeological sites 

and seven newly identified sites (Table 15 and Figure 22). Seven of the 10 sites are artefact 

sites (artefact scatters #45-5-2495 and #45-5-4253, and isolated finds #45-5-2744, ‘GPP IF1’, 

‘GPP IF4’, ‘GPP IF6’ and ‘GPP IF7’), one is a culturally modified tree (‘GPP MT2’), one is an 

unmodified tree of cultural value (‘GPP MT5’), and one is a potential archaeological deposit 

(‘GPP PAD10’).  

Three potentially culturally modified trees were originally documented during fieldwork (‘GPP 

MT3’, ‘GPP MT8’, ‘GPP MT9’), and details for these trees are included in the following sections. 

However, subsequent investigations by an arboriculturist suggests that they are unlikely to be 

of cultural original (Appendix E). Furthermore, another tree was investigated (identified here as 

GPP MT 11) during this validation phase which was not inspected in the original survey. This 

tree was also found to have a wound caused by natural processes (longicorn borers). 

Due to access restrictions, the three previously registered artefact sites (#45-5-2495, 

#45-5-2744 and #45-5-4253) could not be inspected during field survey. All three are within the 

SWRL rail corridor footprint in the south-west section of the study area and are likely to have 

been partially or completely impacted during archaeological test excavation or during 

construction of the SWRL. Regardless, all have been documented and assessed by other 

consultants.  

Of the ten sites, two are located on mid slope landform contexts, four are located on lower 

slopes and two are located on creek landform contexts. Most sites are small artefact scatters 

and isolated finds found in areas of ground surface exposure, with one area along the Georges 

River terrace believed to contain significant deposits of sandy alluvium, and which may contain 

Aboriginal cultural material of a considerable density, scale and antiquity. The remaining sites 

are modified or culturally identified trees spread in a seemingly random distribution across the 

landscape, but constrained to areas with old-growth vegetation. 

Descriptions of the newly identified sites are provided below.
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6.4.1 Newly Identified Sites 

GPP IF1 

Site feature: Artefact (isolated find) 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304959 mE, 6238965 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural High School, Glenfield NSW (Lot 21 DP1035516) 

Description: GPP IF1 was identified on an area of exposed ground along the fence line of a 

cattle grazing paddock, ~130 m south of Dairy Lane and ~295 m south of Roy Watts Road, 

within Unit 1, Transect 1. The site was situated on a gentle slope partway between the school 

and the open depression to the south. It was found on the surface on an alignment of 

well-established but non-remnant red gums (Plate 25). It comprised a single coarse grey-red 

silcrete flake (Plate 26), measuring 30 mm (L) x 20 mm (W) x 10 mm (T) (Table 6). The site is 

within a disturbed context and the artefact was considered unlikely to be in situ. 

Table 6. GPP IF1 stone artefact attributes. 

Artefact ID Material 
Artefact 

Type 
Colour 

Length 
(mm) 

Width 
(mm) 

Thickness 
(mm) 

1 Silcrete Flake Grey-red 30 20 10 

 

 
Plate 25. Location of isolated find 'GPP IF1' in 

cattle track exposure along fence line, Unit 1, 
Transect 1. View to the northwest. 

 

 
Plate 26. Detail of isolated find silcrete flake, 

‘GPP IF1’. 
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GPP MT2 

Site feature: Culturally modified tree 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304795 mE, 6238771 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural High School, Glenfield NSW 

Description: GPP MT2 comprised a culturally modified tree possessing two scars, located in an 

open paddock in the southern ground of Hurlstone Agricultural High School. The site was close 

to the fenceline bordering the rail corridor (Plate 27). It was identified in Unit 1, Transect 1. The 

tree, a Eucalyptus moluccana, was shown in aerial photography to date to at least the early 20th 

Century. The tree, stands ~10 m high with a circumference of ~4 m. Both scars on the tree were 

ovoid in shape. The first potential scar continues to base of tree on the southern side, and is 

close to 1 m long (Plate 28). On the northern side, a much smaller scar was situated ~800 mm 

from the base. Neither exhibited any cut marks, or other evidence of human modification, and 

both were considered to likely be of natural origin, however further assessment was 

recommended.  

The larger south-facing scar was identified as being of cultural origin upon re-inspection by an 

arboriculturist (Appendix E). This conclusion was reached on the basis of the tree’s 

approximate age (~250-300 years), the approximate age of the wound itself (~150-200 years) 

and the lack of any other likely causes. The smaller north-facing scar was determined to be 

caused by other factors (boring insects, mechanical abrasion). 

Table 7. GPP MT2 attributes 

 Scar #1 Scar #2 

Species Eucalyptus moluccana 

Age of tree (years) 250-300 

Tree circumference (m) 4 

Length of scar (mm) 1050 300 

Shape of scar Ovoid Ovoid 

Height from ground (mm) 0 800 

Scar orientation South North 

Wound origin 
Cultural: 
Aboriginal cultural 
activity 

Non-cultural: 
Longicorn borers or 
mechanical abrasion 
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Plate 27. Location of ‘GPP MT2’ within Hurlstone 

Agricultural School, Unit 1, Transect 1. View to 
the west. 

 
Plate 28. Detail of ovoid scar at base of tree, 

‘GPP MT2’.  
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GPP MT3 

Site feature: Not a site 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304690 mE, 6238929 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural High School, Glenfield NSW 

Description: GPP MT3 was originally recorded as a potential culturally modified tree located 

within the western portion of HAHS' grounds, ~100 m to the east of the fence line abutting Lot 1 

DP175963, within Unit 1, Transect 1 (Plate 29). The site was immediately north of the large 

dam on the property, and south of the boarding school structures. The tree was dead, and made 

the species indeterminate. It was ~5 m high, and 2.5 m in circumference. A potential scar 

extending from the base to ~1.4 m in height was located on the southern side of the trunk 

(Plate 30). The scar did not exhibit any cut marks, or other evidence of human modification, and 

was considered more likely of natural origin, however further assessment was recommended. 

Upon further inspection, during which time a second scar was identified, an arboriculturist 

concluded that both scars were likely of non-cultural origin. This conclusion was reached on the 

basis of predation by longicorn borers as the cause, the recent death of the tree (<15 years), 

and the fact that scarring occurred as the tree declined in health.  
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Table 8. GPP MT3 attributes 

 Scar #1 

Species Corymbia maculata 

Age of tree (years) 120-150 

Tree circumference (m) 2.5 

Length of scar (mm) 1400 

Shape of scar Ovoid 

Height from ground (mm) 0 

Scar orientation South 

Wound origin 
Non-cultural:  
Longicorn borers 

 

 
Plate 29. Location of ‘GPP MT3’ within Hurlstone 

Agricultural High School, Unit 1, view to the 
southwest. 

 
Plate 30. Detail of ovoid scar at base of tree, 

‘GPP MT3’. 
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GPP IF4 

Site feature: Artefact (isolated find) 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304888 mE, 6239195 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural School, Glenfield NSW  

Description: ‘GPP IF4’ was located within an active market garden west of Dairy Lane and 

directly south of Roy Watts Road, within Unit 1 and Transect 2 (Plate 31). It comprised a single 

quartzite flake, observed on the ground surface on a ploughed soil profile (Table 9 and 

Plate 32). It is considered that the artefact was likely situated within the soil profile in this general 

location, however extensive survey of the remaining market gardens (with excellent visibility) 

identified no further cultural material. 
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Table 9. GPP IF4 stone artefact attributes. 

Artefact ID Material 
Artefact 

Type 
Colour 

Length 
(mm) 

Width 
(mm) 

Thickness 
(mm) 

1 Quartzite Flake Grey 45 25 15 

 

 

Plate 31. ‘GPP IF4’ located within former market 
garden west of Dairy Lane, view to the north. 

 
Plate 32. Detail quartzite flake ‘GPP IF4’. 
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GPP MT5 

Site feature: Tree of cultural value 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304913 mE, 6239395 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural School, Glenfield NSW 

Description: A living Eucalyptus microcarpa ~20 m high and with a 3 m circumference, situated 

north of Roy Watts Road, and at the northeast corner of a gas bottle depot (Plate 33). The tree 

exhibited no evidence of cultural modification, but CBNTAC representative indicated that shape 

of the tree and number of major branches extending from the trunk suggested a cultural 

importance. As such the tree was identified at their request.  

Upon further re-inspection with an arboriculturist, identified no evidence of cultural modification, 

but suggested the general lower shape and crown of the tree may reflect branch thinning known 

to occur in agricultural/horticultural practises to cultivate under-lying pasture.  

However, based on the identification by the CBNTAC representative, we consider GPP MT5 to 

possess contemporary cultural significance. 

 
Plate 33. GPP MT5, a remnant grey box 
identified as of cultural importance. View to the 
southeast.  
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GPP IF6 

Site feature: Artefact (isolated find) 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 305302 mE, 6239423 mN 

Location: Hurlstone Agricultural High School, Glenfield NSW  

Description: This site consisted of a broken quartz cobble situated on an access track 

connecting to Roy Watts Road in the northeast corner of HAHS (Plate 34 and Plate 35). The 

artefact was adjacent a gate post in the vicinity of a water storage tank. The isolated object 

appeared to be a split cobble, with dorsal scarring from a cortex/natural platform on one side. It 

may have been artificially formed through repeated use of the track in the past. Investigations 

of the track (which had excellent visibility) in the vicinity of the artefact identified no further 

cultural material. Recorded as a precautionary principle, and at the request of the Aboriginal 

participants.  

Table 10. GPP IF6 stone artefact attributes. 

Artefact ID Material 
Artefact 

Type 
Colour 

Length 
(mm) 

Width 
(mm) 

Thickness 
(mm) 

1 Quartz Split Pebble White 35 35 30 

 

 
Plate 34. GPP IF6 found on an access track (shown by the 

clipboard in centre of shot). View to the south. 
 

Plate 35. GPP IF6, a quartz split cobble 
with dorsal scarring evident on the 
worked face (to the right of this 
photograph). 
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GPP IF7 

Site feature: Artefact (isolated find) 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304409 mE, 6238857 mN 

Location: south-western internal corner of the embankment for the largest dam within Unit 1 in 

transect 6. 

Description: ‘GPP IF7’ comprised an isolated stone artefact situated on the southern 

embankment of a dam, within the grounds of HAHS. It comprised a single red/yellow silcrete 

flake measuring 40x25x15 mm (Table 11 and Plate 36). The artefact was identified on ground 

that has been significantly disturbed due to the construction of the dam with sediment removed 

from the dam area and pushed to the edges to form the embankment (Plate 37). Despite good 

visibility, investigations of the area recovered no further cultural material; the potential for 

sub-surface deposits was considered low.  

Table 11. GPP IF7 stone artefact attributes. 

Artefact ID Material 
Artefact 

Type 
Colour 

Length 
(mm) 

Width 
(mm) 

Thickness 
(mm) 

1 Silcrete Flake Red/yellow 40 25 15 

 

 
Plate 36. Isolated fine, silcrete complete flake, 

site 'GPP IF7'. 

 
Plate 37. Location shot for site 'GPP IF7'. Internal 

section of dam embankment, view east. 
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GPP MT8 

Site feature: Not a site 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304835 mE, 6239499 mN 

Location: In remnant vegetation between North Lane and Roy Watts Road, Unit 1 Transect 7 

Description: GPP MT8 was originally identified as a potential culturally modified tree located 

within remnant vegetation between North Lane and Roy Watts Road, Unit 1 Transect 7 

(Plate 38). The tree was a Eucalyptus tereticornis, and was ~20 m high, with a circumference 

of ~2.5m. The scar situated on the northeast side of the tree, was an ovoid shape, measuring 

1300 mm (L) x 200 mm (W) (Plate 39). The scar did not exhibit any cut marks, or other evidence 

of human modification, and further assessment was recommended. 

This site was re-inspected by an arboriculturist and suggested that the scar was unlikely to be 

of cultural origin. This conclusion was reached on the basis of the recent date of the scar 

(~25-40 years), as well as predation by longicorn borers as the probable cause. 

Table 12. GPP MT8 attributes 

 Scar #1 

Species Eucalyptus tereticornis 

Age of tree (years) 120-150 

Tree circumference (m) 2.6 

Length of scar (mm) 1300 

Shape of scar Elongated ovoid 

Height from ground (mm) 100 

Scar orientation North-east 

Wound origin 
Non-cultural:  
Longicorn borers 

 

 
Plate 38. Location shot for site 'GPP MT8'. 

Amongst remnant vegetation north of Roy 
Watts Road, view south.  

Plate 39. Detail ‘GPP MT8’ with large ovoid scar 
at base of tree. 
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GPP MT9 

Site feature: Not a site 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 306862 mE, 6238881 mN 

Location: In remnant vegetation within the Georges River Nature Reserve to the west of the 

Georges river in Survey unit 2, Transect 9. 

Description: GPP MT9 was originally documented as a potential culturally modified tree located 

within remnant vegetation to the west of the Georges river, within the Georges River Nature 

Reserve (Plate 40). The site was in close proximity to a range of former structures, and may 

reflect European modification. The tree was a living Eucalyptus moluccana, some 10m in height 

and with a circumference of ~2.2 m. The scar was west facing, and was an elongate ovoid in 

shape, measuring 1310 mm (L) x 200 mm (W) (Plate 41). The scar did not exhibit any cut marks 

or other evidence of human modification, and further assessment was recommended. 

This site was re-inspected by an arboriculturist and suggested that the scar was unlikely to be 

of cultural origin. This conclusion was reached on the basis of the recent date of the scar 

(~25-40 years), as well as mechanical abrasion as the probable cause. 

Table 13. GPP MT9 attributes 

 Scar #1 

Species Eucalyptus moluccana 

Age of tree (years) 30-50 

Tree circumference (m) 2.2 

Length of scar (mm) 1100 

Shape of scar Elongated ovoid 

Height from ground (mm) 200 

Scar orientation South-west 

Wound origin 
Non-cultural:  
Mechanical abrasion event 
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Plate 40. General location of ‘GPP MT10’, within 

Georges River Nature Reserve, view to the 
east. 

 
Plate 41. Detail ovoid scar near base of tree 

‘GPP MT10’. 
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GPP PAD10 

Site feature: Potential Archaeological Deposit (PAD) 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 306964 mE, 6238822 mN 

Location: Within the Georges River Nature Reserve to the west of the Georges river and north 

of Belmont Road in Unit 2, Transect 9. 

Description: ‘GPP PAD10’ was a potential archaeological deposit on an alluvial terrace next to 

the Georges River, measuring approximately 600 m long (north-south) and 160 m wide 

(east-west) (Plate 42). The PAD was characterised on the surface by patches of fine brown 

sand (Plate 43), which has the potential to represent a deep alluvial soil profile. Similar findings 

were made by Extent (2018b) 700 m north at the Moorebank Intermodal Terminal, and here the 

PAD ultimately proved to be an ~800 mm deep sand unit encompassing some 60,000 years of 

formation on the ridge overlooking the river. In this case, the deposit appears to be constrained 

close to the river, with duplex soil profiles evident ~50-75 m from the river. In several areas 

these duplex soils were partially buried by a thin unit of the sand, being subject to aeolian 

reworking. Dense grass cover limited ground surface visibility of the PAD, and it could not be 

definitively identified to the south of Belmont Road, although the area has been identified based 

on being part of the same landform.  

 
Plate 42. Potential Archaeological Deposit on 

alluvial terrace next to Georges River 
(immediately right/east of this photograph) 
view north. 

 
Plate 43. Detail of alluvial sands visible in 

exposures within Georges River Nature 
Reserve. 
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GPP MT11 

Site feature: Not a site 

Coordinates (GDA94/MGA Zone 56): 304894 mE, 6239644 mN 

Location: Transmission line easement paddock to the north of Roy Watts Road in a portion of 

the study area not previously subject to survey (between Units 1 and 4) 

Description: GPP MT11 was a tree with a potential scar investigated as part of the arboriculturist 

assessment of the previously identified trees (Appendix E). It was not identified in the original 

survey, but was observed during a second visit to inspect GPP MT 9. The tree was a mature 

Eucalyptus tereticornis, approximately 18 m in height and 2.4 m in circumference. It possessed 

an east-facing, asymmetrical oval-shaped scar measuring 1070 mm (L) x 550 mm (W) at widest 

(Appendix E). 

This site was re-inspected by an arboriculturist, who stated that the scar was unlikely to be of 

cultural origin. This conclusion was reached on the basis of the recent date of the scar 

(~25-40 years), as well as longicorn borers as the probable cause. 

Table 14. GPP MT11 attributes. 

 Scar #1 

Species Eucalyptus tereticornis 

Age of tree (years) 75-100 

Tree circumference (m) 1.4 

Length of scar (mm) 1285 

Shape of scar Elongated ovoid 

Height from ground (mm) 200 

Scar orientation East 

Wound origin 
Non-cultural: 
Longicorn borers 
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Table 15. Aboriginal sites identified within the study area. All coordinates are given in GDA 1994/MGA Zone 56. Site locations are shown in Figure 22. 

Unit Site Name 
Landform 
Context 

Co-ordinates 
(GDA 1994) 

Site Type/ 
Features 

Description 

1 GPP IF1 Lower slope 304959 E 
6238965 N 

Artefact One coarse grey silcrete flake (30x20x10 mm) identified on an area of exposed ground 
located on the fence line of a cattle grazing paddock in Hurlstone Agricultural High 
School's. Artefact is present near a row of well established but recently planted red gums. 

1 GPP MT2 Creek flat 304795 E 
6238771 N 

Culturally 
modified tree 

Possible scarred tree (grey box) located within the grounds of Hurlstone Agricultural High 
School, close to the fence line bordering the rail corridor (Transect 6). Two potential scars 
observed, the first 1050 mm long, 300 mm wide and continues to base of tree, the second 
300 mm long, 50 mm wide and 800 mm from the ground. This second scar is unlikely to 
be a result of cultural modification. Tree stands ~10 m high with a circumference of ~4 m. 
Larger, south-facing scar found to be of Aboriginal cultural origin upon re-inspection 

1 GPP MT3 Lower slope 304690 E 
6238929 N 

Not a site Possible scarred tree located within the western portion of Hurlstone Agricultural High 
School, close to western border shared with other schools situated within study area. Tree 
has been dead for some time and as such species was indeterminate. Potential scar is 
1400 mm long, 400 mm wide and continues to the base of tree. Tree is ~5 m high with a 
circumference of ~2.5 m. Scar found to be caused by longicorn borers upon re-inspection. 

1 GPP IF4 Mid slope 304888 E 

6239195 N 
Artefact One isolated quartzite flake (450x250x150 mm) identified in market garden west of Dairy 

Lane. Given the artefact’s location it has likely been disturbed over time and is unlikely to 
be situated within its original context. 

1 GPP MT5 Mid slope 304913 E 
6239395 N 

Cultural tree Potential culturally modified tree located in Hurlstone Agricultural High School paddock 
north of Roy Watts Road. Tree was identified by RAP representative Daniel Chalker 
(Cubbitch Barta) as possessing cultural significance, although no clear evidence of 
scarring is present. No evidence of cultural modification could be determined upon 

re-inspection, although we still consider it to be of contemporary cultural significance. 

1 GPP IF6 Lower slope 305302 E 

6239423 N 
Artefact One broken quartz pebble core (30x25x75 mm) located on access track north of Roy Watts 

Road. Given the artefact's location it has likely been disturbed over time and is unlikely to 
be situated within its original context. 

1 GPP IF7 Lower slope 304409 E 
6239857 N 

Artefact Complete red/yellow silcrete flake with crushed platform (40x25x15 mm). Identified on the 
southern dam embankment inside of the south-west corner. Context indicates disturbance 
and movement from original location of deposition. 
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Unit Site Name 
Landform 

Context 

Co-ordinates 

(GDA 1994) 

Site Type/ 

Features 
Description 

1 GPP MT8 Lower slope 304835 E 

6239499 N 
Not a site Possible scarred tree located to the north of Roy Watts road within an area of remnant 

vegetation. Scar height is 1300 mm, width 200 mm, height from floor 100 mm, tree 
circumference 2.60 m. Scar found to be caused by longicorn borers upon re-inspection. 

2 GPP MT9 Creek flats 306862 E 
6238881 N 

Not a site Possible scarred tree within remnant vegetation to the west of the Georges river. Scar 
height is 1100 mm, width 200 mm, height from floor 200 mm, tree circumference 2.2 m. 
Scar found to be caused by longicorn borers upon re-inspection. 

2 GPP PAD10 Creek flats 306964 E 
6238822 N 

PAD Potential archaeological deposit (PAD) on an alluvial terrace next to the Georges River, 
measuring approximately 600 m long (north-south) and 160 m wide (east-west). The PAD 
is characterised by patches of fine sand mixed with duplex soils and displays similarities 
to the deposit investigated by Extent (2018) 700m north at Moorebank Intermodal. Results 
from these excavations of the alluvial deposit revealed two distinct phases of transient 
occupation during the last 22,000 years. Dense grass cover limited ground surface visibility 
of the PAD further south of Belmont Road, in Transect 8, however the landform 

characteristics are identical and the PAD likely extends further south along the riverbank. 

N/A GPP MT11 Mid slope 304894 E 

6239644 N 
Not a site Possible scarred tree within transmission easement paddock north of Roy Watts Road. 

This area was not subject to inspection during original survey, but was re-investigated by 
Extent Heritage and Urban Tree Management Australia (UTMA). Scar height is 1285 mm, 
width 200 mm, height from floor 40 mm, tree circumference 1.4 m. Scar found to be caused 
by longicorn borers. 

N/A MFH#2 
(#45-5-2495) 

Creek flat 304405 E 
6238490 N 

Artefact Artefact scatter comprising three red silcrete flaked pieces, one yellow silcrete 
multiplatform core and one grey chert flake (Dallas, 1989). The five artefacts were 
identified over an area of 100x200 m on the southern bank of Bunbury Curran Creek. 
Subsequent test excavations by Dallas (2000) confirmed the presence of a low-density 
background scatter with low archaeological significance. This site could not be inspected 
and is likely to have been impacted by test excavation and SWRL construction. 

N/A MLE1 
(#45-5-2744) 

Crest 303605 E 
6238740 N 

Artefact One grey/yellow chert broken flake (20x15x10 mm) located on the surface of a grader track 
on a spur. ~500-700 m from Bunbury Curran Creek. The site could not be inspected and 
is likely to have been impacted by SWRL construction. 

N/A SWRL Site 
15/AAS1 

(#45-5-4253) 

Crest 303584 E 
6238681 N 

Artefact Artefact scatter identified during archaeological test excavation, where 33 artefacts were 
recovered from 13 m2. This site could not be inspected and is likely to have been impacted 

by test excavation and SWRL construction. 
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Figure 22. Identified Aboriginal sites within the study area. 
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7. The Archaeological and Cultural Resource 

This section provides a summary of the background research, field investigation and 

archaeological model of the study area. These conclusions will be used in subsequent sections 

to determine archaeological and cultural significance, identify potential impacts, and propose 

strategies to manage and mitigate impacts to Aboriginal cultural deposits prior to and during 

development. 

7.1 Identified Archaeological Sites 

The documentary research and archaeological survey resulted in the identification of 10 

Aboriginal archaeological and cultural sites within the study area. This included seven artefact 

sites (artefact scatters #45-5-2495 and #45-5-4253, and isolated finds #45-5-2744, ‘GPP IF1’, 

‘GPP IF4’, ‘GPP IF6’ and ‘GPP IF7’), one culturally modified trees (‘GPP MT2’), one unmodified 

tree of cultural value (‘GPP MT5’), and one potential archaeological deposit (PAD) (‘GPP 

PAD10’). Four trees with modifications were observed (‘GPP MT3’, ‘GPP MT8’, ‘GPP MT9’, 

‘GPP MT11’), but were ultimately discounted by an arboriculturist investigation (Appendix E). 

Three of these sites (#45-5-2495, #45-5-2744 and #45-5-4253) were not inspected during the 

field survey, but are likely to have been partially or completely impacted by archaeological test 

excavation and the construction of the SWRL. Further, they have been previously documented 

and assessed by other consultants. However, there has been no systematic investigation to 

determine whether these sites extend beyond of the footprint of the SWRL corridor. 

A further Aboriginal site, comprising a culturally modified (scarred) tree was identified by the 

Aboriginal community through the consultation process (see Section 2.3). However, the site is 

presently not registered on the AHIMS database, and its current location, condition and 

significance are poorly understood. The information provided by the CBNTC representative 

suggests that it is the stump of an Aboriginal scarred tree and is located within the electrical 

transmission line easement along the HAHS boundary. However, transects running the full 

length of the transmission line (albeit not within it) failed to identify such a feature. Regardless, 

it is understood that the transmission corridor is not proposed for development as part of this 

work.  

Of the identified sites, the predominant site features were Aboriginal flaked stone artefact 

scatters and isolated finds on the ground surface, as well as occasional culturally modified trees. 

The surface artefact sites have, in general, been identified in locations that have been subject 

to substantial ground disturbance, either from residential development, agricultural use and road 

and/or rail infrastructure. That is, the identification of the sites is likely to be largely due to the 

presence of good ground visibility in these areas of exposure. It is therefore possible that the 

identified surface sites are not the result of focussed or repeated occupation, but are simply 

visible surface expressions of a widespread low-density artefact distribution known to be present 

across most of the Cumberland Plain. Further, the dominance of isolated finds in the record is 

a general indication of the broader background scatter of stone artefacts across the Cumberland 

Plain, and provides no indication of where foci of past activity may have occurred. Those artefact 
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scatters that were documented reflect very low densities of Aboriginal objects when compared 

with known nodes of past occupation. As such, key areas of past archaeological activity are 

more likely to be present within areas determined as of high or very high archaeological 

potential.  

7.2 Areas of Archaeological Potential 

In addition to the discrete sites identified, regional archaeological models identify that cultural 

materials are prevalent near the major river systems, and in areas of sandstone outcrop where 

suitable surfaces for engraving and art, and overhangs for shelter can be identified. The 

Glenfield Planned Precinct is bordered by two major watercourses – to the east by Georges 

River and to the south by Bunbury Curran Creek – and as such the banks of these watercourses 

are considered to have high archaeological potential. 

The field survey suggests that parts of Bunbury Curran Creek are less likely to fit this model, 

since it is composed of rugged sandstone country that is clearly inundated during heavy rains. 

Conversely, the steep edges of Georges River initially believed to be less likely to be suitable 

for past occupation proved similar to nearby environments where cultural deposits of deep 

antiquity and high significance have been recovered. Specifically, excavations at the Moorebank 

Intermodal Terminal, on the edge of the Georges River, revealed a dense and diverse 

artefactual assemblage indicative of extensive, prolonged and/or repeated use of the river’s 

edge in two distinct phases, likely over the last 22,000 years (Extent Heritage 2018b). The field 

investigations undertaken as part of this assessment identified similar areas of archaeological 

interest to the west of Georges River, with a vast area of elevated levee highlighted as a PAD 

(‘GPP PAD10’), and much of the creek’s edge considered to have been subject to low 

disturbance (Figure 23). 

In addition, the documentary evidence indicates continued Aboriginal occupation of land within 

the Throsby estate in the early colonial period. This estate extended into the western portion of 

the study area, although the house itself is situated in Casula. However, the location and nature 

of any potential archaeological evidence associated with this period of occupation is difficult to 

predict; and no evidence for post-Contact Aboriginal sites was identified during the field 

investigation. 
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Figure 23. Aboriginal archaeological and cultural sensitivity of the study area.  
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8. Significance Assessment 

The statement of significance for each site was assessed based on a framework and range of 

criteria which are discussed in detail in Appendix F. Heritage NSW specifies that heritage 

significance should be assessed according to four criteria; social/cultural or spiritual, historic, 

scientific (archaeological) and aesthetic (OEH 2011:7; Australia ICOMOS 2013). The 

significance of the Aboriginal sites within the study area is summarised in Table 16. Since some 

sites could not be inspected, the relevant information is taken from the original reports or site 

card descriptions.  

8.1 Statement of Significance 

The study area consists of 10 Aboriginal archaeological sites, comprising low density artefact 

scatters, isolated finds, potential archaeological deposits and a culturally modified tree. The 

assessment also highlights the banks of the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek as 

having high potential for cultural materials to be present.  

In general, preliminary comments received from the RAPs over the course of the project indicate 

that all Aboriginal sites are considered to be of social/cultural significance, with particular 

significance being attributed to larger artefact scatters, rock shelters and engravings and 

scarred trees (with the exception of the latter, none of these were observed within the study 

area). In general, comments received from the RAPs do not distinguish ranking of social/cultural 

significance, but ‘high’ has been used for sites that were identified as being of particular interest 

or importance and/or where recorded in previous site registrations. The importance of 

conservation of modified trees within the study area, as adjacent areas are redeveloped, was 

also noted.  

For the most part, the discrete Aboriginal sites present within the study area consist of 

moderately disturbed, low-density artefact scatters or isolated objects in shallow duplex soils, 

and therefore have limited ability to inform our understanding of past Aboriginal activity. Such 

sites can only provide limited information on the habitats and behaviours of past people, and 

limited chronology on when the site was utilised or occupied. As such these sites are considered 

to have low scientific significance, are not rare to the region, nor are they particularly good 

examples of these types of site (i.e., representativeness). The sites are likely to be of low 

historical significance, as no evidence has been found to indicate that these sites are associated 

with events or people of particular historical importance in the pre-Contact, Contact, or post-

Contact period. They do hold some aesthetic significance, and it is still possible to appreciate 

the natural setting of the sites, being in a relatively undeveloped region on mid- to -lower slopes. 

In contrast to the majority of sites, potential archaeological deposit ‘GPP PAD10’ and the areas 

in close proximity to Georges River and to a lesser extent Bunbury Curran Creek have greater 

potential to contain substantive cultural material, and to provide information about past 

Aboriginal occupation and behaviour. Specifically, based on other excavations in the area, 

cultural deposits in the vicinity of Georges River (and to a lesser extent, Bunbury Curran Creek) 

have recovered diverse and stratigraphically controlled cultural material of high scientific and 
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cultural significance. These sites have provided extensive information about the use of the 

region by Aboriginal people in the past. As such, it is considered that similar sites found within 

the study area, such as ‘GPP PAD10’ have the potential to contain comparable cultural material, 

have moderate to high research potential, and potential for rare and representativeness 

examples of important cultural materials. All of these areas also have some aesthetic 

significance, being situated adjacent major waterways in relatively undisturbed contexts. 

Table 16. Significance assessment of the Aboriginal sites identified within the study area. 

Site Name 
(AHIMS No.) 

Site feature 
Scientific 

significance 
Aesthetic 

significance 
Historical 

significance 

Social/ 
Cultural 

significance 

Overall 
Significance 

GPP IF1 Artefact Low Low Low Low Low 

GPP MT2 Culturally 
modified tree 

Low Low Low High High 

GPP MT3 Not a site - - - - - 

GPP IF4 Artefact Low Low Low Low Low 

GPP MT5 Cultural site Low Low Low High High 

GPP IF6 Artefact Low Low Low Low Low 

GPP IF7 Artefact Low Low Low Low Low 

GPP MT8 Not a site - - - - - 

GPP MT9 Not a site - - - - - 

GPP PAD10 PAD High Moderate Low Low High 

GPP MT11 Not a site - - - - - 

MFH#2 
(#45-5-2495) 

Artefact Low Low Low Low Low* 

MLE1 
(#45-5-2744) 

Artefact Low Low Low Low Low* 

SWRL Site 
15/AAS1 
(#45-5-4253) 

Artefact Moderate Low Low Low Moderate* 

 

* Based on rankings assigned by the consultants that investigated these sites (see Section 5). 
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9. Impact Assessment 

9.1 Indicative Layout Plan (ILP) 

The Department of Planning and Environment, in conjunction with City of Campbelltown 

Council, is in the process of planning for the future development of the Glenfield Planned 

Precinct – one of the precincts of the Glenfield to Macarthur Urban Renewal Corridor. Based on 

the findings of preliminary technical studies and their recommendations, an Indicative layout 

Plan has been prepared (Figure 24 and Figure 25). In general, the proposed layout is guided 

by existing and potential flood levels, riparian corridors and constrained/unconstrained land.  

9.2 Potential Aboriginal Heritage Impacts 

Rezoning of the study area will not in itself result in Aboriginal heritage impact. However, the 

potential Aboriginal heritage impact of subsequent development in accordance with the zonings 

proposed in the ILP is outlined below.  

In general, development in accordance with the ILP would require ground disturbance and result 

in impact to identified and potential Aboriginal archaeological sites. Conservation may be 

possible within those areas or zones where development will not necessarily require ground 

surface disturbance or vegetation removal. These areas include: 

 Open space / local park 

 School Sports and other sporting recreational facilities 

 River / Creek riparian corridor 

 Other landscaped areas, where modification is minimal or not required. 

The harm has been described according to the Heritage NSW categories below (Table 17). The 

potential impact to the identified archaeological sites is summarised in Table 18.  

Table 17. Heritage NSW categories of harm. 

Type of harm Degree of harm Consequence of harm 

Will not be harmed 

Movement (collection) only 

Excavation 

Community collection 

Directly harmed 

Whole 

Partial 

None 

Total loss of value 

Partial loss of value 

No loss of value 
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9.2.1 Identified Sites 

Ten Aboriginal sites have been identified within the Glenfield Planned Precinct. It is likely that 

two of these sites (#45-5-4253 and #45-5-2744) have previously been completely impacted by 

developments. Of the eight sites that remain within the study area, it is likely that one 

(#45-5-2495) has been partially impacted prior to the current investigation. Development in 

accordance with the ILP is likely to result in complete impacts to two of the eight sites (GPP IF1 

and GPP IF7), while the potential for conservation has been identified for the remainder of the 

sites (#45-5-2495) (Figure 26 and Table 18):  

 Culturally modified tree ‘GPP MT2’ is flagged for protection, despite being in an area 

zoned for construction of medium rise (3-6 storey) residential development and 

associated internal roads. This area is east of the proposed playing fields in the 

western half of the study area. 

 Artefact ‘GPP IF4’ and a tree of cultural value ‘GPP MT5’ are likely to be conserved 

within open space/local park near the Memorial Forest, in the western half of the 

study area. 

 If the existing Georges River Nature Reserve and Belmont Road are retained 

unmodified, potential archaeological deposit ‘GPP PAD10’ is likely to be conserved 

within open parkland, along the eastern boundary of the study area. 

 If the existing unnamed drainage line and riparian corridor are retained unmodified, 

artefact ‘GPP IF6’ is likely to be conserved within open parkland, to the south of the 

potential Cambridge Avenue upgrade in the western half of the study area. 

 Artefact scatter ‘MFH 2’ (#45-5-2495) is likely to have been impacted by previous 

archaeological test excavation and SWRL construction. Any remaining artefact 

comprising this low-density scatter are likely to be partially conserved within open 

parkland to the south of the rail corridor. 

 Artefact scatter ‘SWRL 15/AAS1’ (#45-5-4253) is listed in AHIMS as having a site 

status of “destroyed”, likely due to impacts from the construction of the SWRL. 

Although it has an AHIMS site status of “valid”, it is likely that artefact ‘MLE 1’ 

(#45-5-2744) has also been completely impacted by SWRL construction. Should any 

artefacts be present still at these sites, these are likely to be conserved within open 

parkland in the south western corner of the study area. 

 Artefact ‘GPP IF1’ will likely be impacted by the construction of mixed use (7+ storey) 

lots and associated internal roads in the Civic Space in the western half of the study 

area, but see section 9.2.1.1. 

 Artefact ‘GPP IF7’ is likely to be impacted by the construction of playing fields in the 

western half of the study area, but see section 9.2.1.1. 

The potential impact would result in the removal of 2 of the 6 sites assessed as being of low 

significance and some harm to the site identified as of moderate significance. Three sites of 
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high significance, one site of moderate significance and four sites of low significance may be 

conserved. 

While the potential for conservation has been identified for six sites (five in full, and part of an 

additional site), avoidance of ground disturbance and vegetation removal will be required in 

order to realise this conservation potential.  

Table 18. Potential impacts to identified Aboriginal archaeological sites on the basis of the ILP. 

AHIMS 
No. 

Site Name Significance Type of Harm 
Degree of 

Harm 
Consequence of 

Harm 

N/A GPP IF1 Low Directly harmed 

(but see 9.2.1.1) 

Whole Total loss of value 

N/A GPP MT2 High Directly harmed Whole No loss of value 

N/A GPP IF4 Low Directly harmed Whole No loss of value 

N/A GPP MT5 High Directly harmed Whole No loss of value 

N/A GPP IF6 Low Will not be harmed None No loss of value 

N/A GPP IF7 Low Directly harmed 

(but see 9.2.1.1) 

Whole Total loss of value 

N/A GPP PAD10 High Will not be harmed None No loss of value 

45-5-2495 MFH 2 Low Previously completely 
impacted  

None No loss of value 

45-5-2744 MLE 1 Low Previously completely 
impacted 

None No loss of value 

45-5-4253 SWRL Site 
15/AAS1 

Moderate Previously partially 
impacted 
Directly harmed 

Partial Partial loss of value 

9.2.1.1 Impacts to GPP IF1 and GPP IF7 

Isolated finds GPP IF1 and GPP IF7 will both likely be impacted by developments undertaken 

in accordance with the ILP. Without any other intervention, the type of harm to these sites will 

be direct harm (see Table 17). A better option would be the collection of these artefacts by 

Aboriginal stakeholders and the relocation and/or reburial of the artefacts elsewhere in an area 

that will not be impacted by future development. This option can be specified on the specific 

AHIP application that will eventually be made to impact these artefacts. 

9.2.2 Areas of Aboriginal Archaeological Sensitivity 

The identified Aboriginal sites are likely to form only a small part of the total archaeological 

resource of the Glenfield Planned Precinct. A model of archaeological sensitivity has been 

developed to identify areas where further archaeological material may be present, using four 

categories from nil to high. Development in accordance with the ILP would result in impacts to 

areas predominantly identified as having low and moderate sensitivity, and to a small portion of 

land identified as having high sensitivity (Figure 27). This is primarily along the southern 

boundary of the study area, where impacts are likely from the extension of Loftus and Bosavi 

Streets and Canterbury Road, and the construction of an electrical substation, detention basin, 

and playing fields.  
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Notably, however, significant portions of the areas identified as having high sensitivity (and 

associated with a landform of interest along the Georges River corridor) would remain as open 

space and parklands and are likely to be conserved under the ILP (Figure 27). 
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Figure 24. ILP for the central western portion of the Glenfield Planned Precinct. This ILP layout supersedes the same area shown in the previous 2018 ILP. See Figure 25 for the merged version of both ILPs (Source: DPIE 2020). 
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Figure 25. Version of the ILP merging the 2018 ILP with the detailed 2020 ILP update for the central western portion (Source: DPIE 2018 and 2020). 
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Figure 26. Indicative Layout Plan for the Glenfield Planned Precinct with Aboriginal sites. 
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Figure 27. Indicative Layout Plan for the Glenfield Planned Precinct overlain with Aboriginal sites and archaeological sensitivity. 
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10. Conclusions and Recommendations 

10.1 Key Findings 

 Ten Aboriginal sites have been documented within the study area, including artefact 

scatters, isolated finds, potential archaeological deposits, a culturally modified tree 

and a culturally important tree. 

 As well as discrete Aboriginal sites, the banks and areas in close proximity to the 

Georges River and to a lesser extent Bunbury Curran Creek are also considered to 

have potential to contain substantial and significant cultural materials based on other 

nearby studies. 

 While the ILP and rezoning would not in itself cause direct impact, the subsequent 

development will likely result in impacts to two Aboriginal sites (GPP IF1 and 

GPP IF7), though the ILP design allows for the other sites to be conserved. 

 Recommendations have been made to ensure appropriate investigation and 

assessment is undertaken to ensure Aboriginal heritage is managed, conserved 

and/or impact is mitigated in the future. 

10.2 Management Strategy 

Rezoning according to the ILP would not have a direct impact on the Aboriginal cultural and 

archaeological resource of the study area. However, it is anticipated that the eventual 

redevelopment would result in direct impacts to the ground surface and existing vegetation, and 

that harm would occur to Aboriginal sites. Further, the high-level scope of this assessment 

means that a comprehensive understanding of the Aboriginal resource across the study area 

has not been undertaken, and the potential for impact to unknown, and potentially significant, 

cultural heritage remains.  

Based on this assessment, the study area contains 10 Aboriginal sites, as well as large areas 

with archaeological potential, primarily adjacent to the Georges River and Bunbury Curran 

Creek; and within which substantial and significant cultural material is likely to be present. The 

results of previous assessments have been used in the creation of the ILP, and which notably 

has incorporated a significant number of them into areas of no, limited or low impact 

development (e.g., open space, local parks, sporting facilities, riparian corridor). It is understood 

a number of sites are in open space/parkland zones, which is effectively unchanged from its 

current condition, and would effectively allow for a form of conservation in the current 

development context.  

All Aboriginal heritage is protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, and harm or 

destruction of cultural material requires approvals from Heritage NSW and/or DPIE depending 

on the approval pathway. To ensure that future activities appropriately investigate, assess and 

manage Aboriginal heritage, a number of recommendations are made below. These include the 
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need to undertake due diligence assessments and/or Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment 

Reports (ACHAR) in accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines, which form the current best 

practice to assess and characterise cultural heritage on a site-by-site basis.  

10.3 Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made with respect to Aboriginal cultural heritage: 

 Following an arboriculturist review of a number of culturally modified trees, a single 

tree, GPP MT 2, was identified as an Aboriginal site. Given the rarity of such sites in 

southwest Sydney, this site along with a suitable buffer of not less than 20 metres 

should be protected and conserved in the ILP.  

 Along with the ANZAC memorial forest, a range of exotic and endemic tree species 

were observed throughout the Hurlstone Agricultural School grounds, and were 

identified as species Aboriginal people were known to use in the past. With the 

exception of GPP MT5 and Horne Park (Eco Logical Australia, 2016), none were 

specifically identified as of cultural value. However, following the ILP, consideration 

of re-use, re-planting and/or interpretation of the site’s current tree species within the 

broader development is recommended. This could form part of the wider interpretive 

outputs recommended below.  

 When AHIPs are eventually applied for in order to permit development at the 

locations of GPP IF1 and GPP IF7, the conditions of the AHIPs should be structure 

in a way that would allow the collection of these artefacts and the relocation and/or 

reburial of the artefacts elsewhere in areas that will not be impacted by development. 

 The findings and information in this report, along with a simplified heritage 

constraints map presented by lot/property, should be provided to Campbelltown City 

Council, DPIE and Heritage NSW in digital spatial format. This would ensure the 

Consent authorities involved in future environmental assessments across the study 

area under Part 4 or 5 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 are 

aware of the potential cultural heritage implications of any given project. 

 Regardless of the outcomes of the ILP and/or Development Control Plan (DCP) 

process, Aboriginal objects, sites and places as shown in Figure 22 - Figure 27 are 

protected under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, and any proposal for 

activities in these areas should ensure appropriate Aboriginal heritage assessment 

is undertaken in accordance with Heritage NSW guidelines prior to any ground 

disturbance.  

 Consultation with the Registered Aboriginal Parties should be maintained during the 

remainder of the rezoning process. Please note that should consultation lapse due 

to a discontinuation of communications for more than six months, the consultation 

process may no longer be in compliance with Heritage NSW’s policies and may need 

to be restarted. 
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 An Aboriginal Heritage Interpretation Strategy (HIS) and Aboriginal Heritage 

Interpretation Plan (HIP) should be developed in consultation with the Registered 

Aboriginal Parties to incorporate the promotion, celebration and/or commemoration 

of the Aboriginal cultural values and importance of the study area in future 

development. This may include naming conventions, cultural heritage walks, signage 

and/or artworks, etc. These documents should be incorporated into the DCP and/or 

provided to the Consent Authorities for inclusion in Development Approval 

conditions, to ensure implementation is undertaken in an holistic approach across 

the Precinct. 

Enacted recommendations 

The following was a recommendation made in earlier drafts of this report that has now been 

implemented in the latest Development Control Plans. It is included here for reasons of full 

disclosure.  

 The Development Control Plans (DCP) or equivalent produced from the ILP process 

must ensure appropriate Aboriginal heritage management requirements are 

included. These must include, but not be limited to: 

o In areas of known Aboriginal sites, and areas of moderate and high Aboriginal 

sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): an Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 

Assessment Report (ACHAR) must be undertaken in accordance with 

Heritage NSW guidelines prior to a Development Application (or equivalent) 

being approved. 

o In areas of low Aboriginal sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): an Aboriginal 

Due Diligence Assessment must be undertaken in accordance with Heritage 

NSW guidelines prior to a Development Application (or equivalent) being 

approved. 

o In areas of very low to nil Aboriginal sensitivity (Figure 22 - Figure 27): no 

further Aboriginal heritage assessment is required prior to a Development 

Application (or equivalent) being approved. 
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Appendix A. Legislation 

A1.1. Commonwealth Legislation 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 

The Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander Heritage Protection Act 1984 was enacted at a Federal 

level to preserve and protect areas (particularly sacred sites) and objects of particular 

significance to Aboriginal Australians from damage or desecration. Steps necessary for the 

protection of a threatened place are outlined in a gazetted Ministerial Declaration (Sections 9 

and 10). This can include the preclusion of development. 

As well as providing protection to areas, it can also protect objects by Declaration, in particular 

Aboriginal skeletal remains (Section 12). Although this is a Federal Act, it can be invoked on a 

State level if the State is unwilling or unable to provide protection for such sites or objects. 

 

Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 provides for the protection 

of natural and cultural heritage places. The Act establishes (amongst other things) a National 

Heritage List (NHL) and a Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL). Places on the NHL are of natural 

or cultural significance at a national level and can be in public or private ownership. The CHL is 

limited to places owned or occupied by the Commonwealth which are of heritage significance 

for certain specified reasons. 

Places listed on the NHL are considered to be of State and local heritage value, even if State 

or local various heritage lists do not specifically include them.  

The heritage values of places on the NHL or the CHL are protected under the terms of the EPBC 

Act. The Act requires that the Minister administering the EPBC Act assess any action which 

has, will have, or is likely to have, a significant impact on the heritage values of a listed place. 

The approval (or rejection) follows the referral of the matter by the relevant agency’s Minister. 

 

Native Title Act 1993  

The Native Title Act 1993 provides recognition and protection for native title. The Act established 

the National Native Title Tribunal to administer native title claims to rights and interests over 

lands and waters by Aboriginal people. The Tribunal also administers the future act processes 

that attract the right to negotiate under the Native Title Act 1993. 

The Act also provides for Indigenous Land Use Agreements (ILUA). An ILUA is an agreement 

between a native title group and others about the use and management of land and waters. 

ILUAs were introduced as a result of amendments to the Native Title Act in 1998. They allow 

people to negotiate flexible, pragmatic agreements to suit their particular circumstances. 
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An ILUA can be negotiated over areas where native title has, or has not yet, been determined. 

They can be part of a native title determination, or settled separately from a native title claim. 

An ILUA can be negotiated and registered whether there is a native title claim over the area or 

not. 

A1.2. NSW State Legislation 

Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) requires that environmental 

and heritage impacts are considered by consent authorities prior to granting development 

approvals. The relevant sections of the EP&A Act are: 

▪ Part 3A: A single assessment and approval system for major development and infrastructure 

projects [note that Part 3A has now been repealed and replaced with Part 4 (Division 4.1)]. 

▪ Part 4: Development that requires consent under consideration of environmental planning 

instruments. 

▪ Part 5: An assessment process for activities undertaken by Public Authorities and for 

developments that do not require development consent but an approval under another 

mechanism. 

Where Project Approval is to be determined under Part 4 (Division 4.1) of the Act, further 

approvals under the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974, are not required. In those instances, 

management of Aboriginal heritage follows the applicable Aboriginal assessment guidelines 

(the Guidelines for Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Impact Assessment and Community 

Consultation, July 2005) and any relevant statement of commitments included in the 

Development Approval. 

 

National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 (NPW Act) provides blanket protection for Aboriginal 

objects (material evidence of Indigenous occupation) and Aboriginal places (areas of cultural 

significance to the Aboriginal community) across NSW. An Aboriginal object is defined as: 

... 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. 

An Aboriginal place is any place declared to be an Aboriginal place by the Minister for the 

Environment, under Section 84 of the Act. 

It is an offence to disturb Aboriginal objects or places without a permit authorised by the Director-

General of the Office of Environment and Heritage. In addition, anyone who discovers an 

Aboriginal object is obliged to report the discovery to OEH. 
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The operation of the NPW Act is administered by OEH. With regard to the assessment of 

Aboriginal cultural heritage, OEH has endorsed the following guidelines: 

▪ Due Diligence Code of Practice for the Protection of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 

(2010). 

▪ Code of Practice for Archaeological Investigation of Aboriginal Objects in New South Wales 

(2010). 

▪ Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Consultation Requirements for Proponents (2010). 

▪ Guide to Investigating, Assessing and Reporting on Aboriginal Cultural Heritage in NSW 

(2011). 

 

Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 

The Aboriginal Land Rights Act 1983 allows for the transfer of ownership to a Local Aboriginal 

Land Council of vacant Crown land not required for an essential purpose or for residential land. 

These lands are then managed and maintained by the Local Aboriginal Land Council. 
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Appendix B. Aboriginal Consultation 

B.1. Aboriginal consultation log 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

OEH Regional Operations 

Group (Greater Sydney 

Branch) 

NTS Corp 

Tharawal LALC 

Campbelltown City Council 

Greater Sydney Local Land 

Services 

- 30.8.18 Request for details of Aboriginal individuals or groups 

who may have an interest in the study area. 

Fenella Atkinson 

National Native Title Tribunal - 30.8.18 Search of the NNTT registers online, and via Native Title 

Vision. The study area is not affected by a registered or 

confirmed Native Title Claim. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Office of the Registrar, 

Aboriginal Land Rights Act 

1983 

- 30.8.18 Request for search of the Register of Aboriginal 

Owners. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Greater Sydney Local Land 

Services 

Margaret Bottrell 3.9.18 Margaret advised that GSLLS is not a source for 

Aboriginal stakeholder details, and recommended 

contacting OEH. 

Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

OEH Regional Operations 

Group (Greater Sydney 

Branch) 

Giles Hamm 10.9.18 Giles provided the OEH list of Aboriginal stakeholders 

for the Greater Sydney Branch 

Fenella Atkinson 

Badu Karia Lea Bond 11.9.18 Distributed project information and an invitation to 

register an interest. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field  

Biamanga Seli Storer 

Bidjawong Aboriginal 

Corporation 

James Carroll 

Bilinga Simalene Carriage 

Bilinga Cultural Heritage 

Technical Services 

Robert Brown 

Butucarbin Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jennifer Beale 

Corroboree Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Steve Johnson 

Marilyn Carroll 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Glenda Chalker 

Cullendulla Corey Smith 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessments 

Celestine 

Everingham 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc Des Dyer 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Justine Coplin 

Darug Land Observations Gordon Workman 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

John Reilly 

D'harawal Mens Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Elwyn Brown 

Dharug Andrew Bond 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Paul Boyd 

Lilly Carroll 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  111  
 

Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Duncan Falk Consultancy Duncan Falk 

Garrara Aboriginal Corporation Raymond Ingrey 

Ginninderra Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Steven Johnson 

Goobah Development Basil Smith 

Gulaga Wendy Smith 

Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Cherie Carroll 

Turrise 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

Wendy Morgan 

Gunyuu Kylie Ann Bell 

Gunyuu Cultural Heritage 

Technical Services 

Darlene Hoskins-

McKenzie 

Jerringong Jodi Anne Stewart 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 

Kawul Cultural Services Vicky Slater 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Merrigarn Indigenous 

Corporation 

Shaun Carroll 

Minnamunnung Aaron Broad 

Munyunga Kaya Dawn Bell 

Munyunga Cultural Heritage 

Technical Services 

Suzannah McKenzie 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous 

Corporation 

Jesse Johnson 

Murra Bidgee Mullangari 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Darleen Johnson 

Murramarang Roxanne Smith 

Murrumbul Mark Henry 

Murrumbul Cultural Heritage 

Technical Services 

Levi McKenzie-

Kirkbright 

Nerrigundah Newton Carriage 

Nundagurri Newton Carriage 

Pemulwuy CHTS Johnson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

- 

Thauaira Shane Carriage 

Thoorga Nura John Carriage 

Tocomwall Scott Franks 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group Phil Boney 

Walbunja Hika Te Kowhai 

Walgalu Ronald Stewart 

Warragil Cultural Services Aaron Slater 

Wingikara Hayley Bell 

Wingikara Cultural Heritage 

Technical Services 

Wandai Kirkbright 

Wullung Lee-Roy James 

Boota 

Wurrumay Consultancy Kerrie Slater 

Yerramurra Robert Parsons 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 

Tocomwall Scott Franks 11.9.18 Scott registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Ginninderra Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Krystle Elliott 11.9.18 Krystle registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

Wendy Morgan 11.9.18 Wendy registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

John Reilly 11.9.18 John registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Boorooberongal Elders 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Gordon Workman 11.9.18 Gordon registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

Rebecca Jarvis 11.9.18 Rebecca registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Land Observations Anna 11.9.18 Anna registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Campbelltown Macarthur 

Advertiser 

- 12.9.18 Advertisement placed inviting registrations of interest in 

the project. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group Phil Boney 12.9.18 Phil registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 12.9.18 Phil registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field  12.9.18 Lee registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 12.9.18 Arika registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 12.9.18 Bo registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Paul Boyd 

Lilly Carroll 

12.9.18 Paul and Lilly registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Gulaga Wendy Smith 12.9.18 Wendy registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Glenda Chalker 14.9.18 Glenda registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 15.9.18 Phil followed up with a letter registering his interest in 

the project. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 18.9.18 Phil requested a hard copy of documentation. Fenella Atkinson 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous 

Corporation 

Anthony Johnson 19.9.18 Anthony registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 19.9.18 Mailed hard copy to Phil. Fenella Atkinson 

PD Ngunawal Consultancy Peiro Delponte 19.9.18 Peiro registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Des Dyer 19.9.18 Des registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessments 

Celestine 

Everingham 

21.9.18 Celestine registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Graeme Dobson 23.9.18 Graeme registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Justine Coplin 25.9.18 Justine registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Office of the Registrar, 

Aboriginal Land Rights Act 

1983 

Jodie Rikiti 26.9.18 Jodie provided the results of a search of the Register of 

Aboriginal Owners. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 26.9.18 Jody registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 3.10.18 Provided the proposed assessment methodology to the 

RAPs for their review, requested comments by 31 

October. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field  
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Glenda Chalker 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessments 

Celestine 

Everingham 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Des Dyer 

Darug Boorooberongal Elders 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Gordon Workman 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Justine Coplin 

Darug Land Observations Anna 

Jamie Workman 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

John Reilly 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Paul Boyd 

Lilly Carroll 

Ginninderra Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Krystle Elliott 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Gulaga Wendy Smith 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

Wendy Morgan 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous 

Corporation 

Anthony Johnson 

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Graeme Dobson 

PD Ngunawal Consultancy Peiro Delponte 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

Rebecca Jarvis 

Tocomwall Scott Franks 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group Phil Boney 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Tocomwall Scott Franks 3.10.18 Scott noted that the study area contained a continued 

camp site. He advised that he supported the proposed 

methodology. 

Fenella Atkinson 

A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey 3.10.18 Carolyn registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Justine Coplin 3.10.18 Justine provided some background information on the 

interests, experience and activities of Darug Custodian 

AC, and context for understanding the significance of 

Darug archaeological sites and landscapes. She noted 

concern with the ongoing destruction of Darug sites as 

a result of development, and raised issues with the 

current OEH consultation process. 

Justine provided support for the proposed assessment 

methodology. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group Phil Boney 3.10.18 Lee provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 

Services 

Amanda Hickey 4.10.18 Amanda registered an interest in the project. Fenella Atkinson 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field 4.10.18 Lee provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 4.10.18 Arika provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 4.10.18 Bo provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey 4.10.18 Sent a copy of the proposed methodology to Carolyn for 

review. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 

Services 

Amanda Hickey 4.10.18 Sent a copy of the proposed methodology to Amanda 

for review. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Widescope Indigenous Group Donna Hickey 4.10.18 Donna rang to ask why Widescope had not been 

notified of the project and invited to register an interest. 

Laressa followed up with an email, advising that 

Campbelltown LGA was not included in Widescope’s 

area of interest in the OEH list of stakeholders. 

Laressa Barry 

Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey 4.10.18 Steven registered an interest in the project. 

Fenella sent a copy of the proposed methodology to 

Donna and Steven to review. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 

Services 

Amanda Hickey 4.10.18 Amanda provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey 4.10.18 Carolyn provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Boorooberongal Elders 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Gordon Workman 5.10.18 Gordon provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 

Widescope Indigenous Group Steven Hickey 7.10.18 Steven provided support for the methodology. Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Des Dyer 9.10.18 Des provided support for the methodology. He 

recommended that any artefacts found in the course of 

the works be salvaged and moved, that any rock 

carvings and scarred trees be recorded and preserved, 

and that any artefacts be reburied in a safe place or put 

on display in the local museum or on site. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 9.10.18 Jody advised that she was happy to proceed with the 

methodology as proposed. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

Rebecca Jarvis 10.10.18 Submitted list of project RAPs. Fenella Atkinson 

Office of Environment and 

Heritage 

- 10.10.18 Submitted list of project RAPs. Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

John Reilly 11.10.18 John rang to discuss the project and methodology. He 

is happy with the methodology, so long as it includes 

survey. He recommended consulting with Glenda 

Chalker regarding any previous archaeological 

investigation in the area, and local Aboriginal heritage 

more generally. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Phil Khan 12.10.18 Phil provided support for the proposed assessment 

methodology. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Darug Land Observations Anna 16.10.18 Anna send a response supporting the proposed 

assessment methodology. DLO recommends reburial of 

Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Jamie Workman 

Gordon Workman 

any artefacts on Country, and would like to be involved 

in any fieldwork to be carried out as part of the project. 

A1 Indigenous Services Carolyn Hickey 22.10.18 Carolyn followed up to provide support for the 

methodology, as she could not find a record of 

responding previously. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Didge Ngunawal Clan Paul Boyd 

Lilly Carroll 

22.10.18 Paul and Lilly provided support for the proposed 

methodology. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 23.10.18 Jody followed up to ask about engagement for the 

fieldwork and provide some details on experience and 

availability. Fenella told Jody that no plans had yet been 

made for the fieldwork, but that engagement of RAPs 

would be discussed with the proponent, and she would 

pass information on to Jody as soon as available. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Glenda Chalker 29.10.18 Glenda advised that the proposed methodology was 

suitable. She said that a recent test excavation was 

undertaken by AMAC at the Glenfield Special School 

(Campbell House School?), but did not recovern ay 

artefacts. Construction of the new Leppington railway 

line has involved the salvage and destruction of sites 

through the area. Mary Dallas tested an area near the 

Fenella Atkinson 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

creek line some time ago. And there is a scarred tree 

(stump only) in the transmission easement. 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field 7.11.18 Lee, Bo and Arika followed up to ask if they were going 

to be involved in the fieldwork. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 

Barraby Cultural Services Lee Field 12.11.18 Fenella advised that details for the fieldwork and RAP 

engagement had not yet been determined. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Yulay Cultural Services Arika Jalomaki 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services Bo Field 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

Wendy Morgan 28.12.18 Wendy sent through details of rates and insurances, 

with certificates of currency, incorporation, ABN. She 

also provided a summary of the culture and heritage 

officer’s relevant knowledge and experience, and an 

explanation of how information is distributed to and from 

GARI membership. 

Fenella Atkinson 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

 09.01.19 Notification sent to RAPs for engagement for survey 

work. Requested a response for if RAPs are interested 

and available to participate in the survey work; happy 

with the daily rate offered for the survey work; and to 

Alistair Hobbs 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessments 

Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Darug Land Observations 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

Tocomwall 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Darug Boorooberongal Elders 

Aboriginal Corporation 

provide copies of insurances i.e., public liability, 

professional indemnity and workers compensation. 

Barraby Cultural Services 

Didge Ngunawal Clan 

 09.01.19 Notification sent to RAPs not engaged for survey work, 

provided the option of a site visit. 

Alistair Hobbs 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Ginninderra Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Gulaga 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara 

Working Group 

Muragadi Heritage Indigenous 

Corporation 

Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal 

Corporation 

PD Ngunawal Consultancy 

Wailwan Aboriginal Group 

Yulay Cultural Services 

Yurrandaali Cultural Services 

A1 Indigenous Services 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 

Services 

Widescope Indigenous Group 

Tocomwall Scott Franks 09.01.19 Scott confirmed that Tocomwall are available to 

undertake the survey work 

Alistair Hobbs 

Muragadi Anthony Johnson 09.01.19 Anthony emailed to say Muragadi will not be attending 

on a voluntary basis. 

Alistair Hobbs 

Guntawang Aboriginal 

Resources Inc 

 

Wendy Morgan 09.01.19 Wendy emailed to say Guntawang are happy to 

participate in the survey on a voluntary basis. 

Alistair Hobbs 

Amanda Hickey Cultural 

Services 

 

Amanda Hickey 09.01.19 Amanda emailed to decline the offer of a voluntary site 

visit but stated she would be grateful to be involved in 

future stages of the project.  

Alistair Hobbs 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

 

Glenda Chalker 09.01.19 Phone call from Glenda saying Cubbitch Barta will be 

available to undertake the site visit.  

Alistair Hobbs 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

 

Rebecca Jarvis 09.01.19 Phone call from Rebecca and Robin expressing their 

concern that a RAP group will not be engaged for the 

full duration of the survey. Robin expressed that this 

would maintain consistency for the survey in dealing 

with cultural values.  

Alistair Hobbs 

Barking Owl Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Jody Kulakowski 09.01.19 Emailed to say they will be available for the survey work. 

Provided insurances and work docs. Put into the work 

folder. 

Alistair Hobbs 

Darug Boorooberongal Elders 

Aboriginal Corporation 

Gordon Workman 10.01.19 Gordon emailed to say they will be available to 

undertake the site visit and provided insurances. 

Documents put into the job folder.  

Alistair Hobbs 

PD Ngunawal Consultancy Tammy Muscat 21.01.19 Tammy emailed to confirm that Pete Delponte would 

like to attend the survey on a voluntary basis. 

Alistair Hobbs 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Darug Custodian Aboriginal 

Corporation 

Tharawal Local Aboriginal 

Land Council 

 05.02.19 Notified RAPs engaged for survey work of a change of 

schedule. 

Cameron Neal 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

Darug Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage Assessments 

 

Cubbitch Barta Native Title 

Claimants Aboriginal 

Corporation 

 

Glenda Chalker 06.02.19 Glenda emailed to confirm a representative would be on 

site. 

Cameron Neal 

Darug Tribal Aboriginal 

Corporation 

John Reilly 06.02.19 John emailed to advise that no DTAC representatives 

would be available for the survey. 

Cameron Neal 

DPE Luke Johnson 08.03.19 Provided DPE with a draft copy of the ACHAR for 

review. 

Laressa Barry 

GARI Wendy Morgan 18.03.19 Wendy emailed asking whether the site works had been 

completed and if there were any opportunities for GARI 

to be involved if the works were continuing 

Rebekah 

Hawkins 

DPE Luke Johnson 18.03.19 Provided quotation for an arborist to inspect potential 

scarred trees on site. 

Alan Williams 

GARI Wendy Morgan  20.03.19 Replied to Wendy’s email and advised that the survey 

works had been completed though there is discussion 

about a possible additional phase. GARI should be 

Rebekah 

Hawkins 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

contacted if any further works are undertaken as part of 

this project. 

  17.04.19 Arborist investigation  

UTMA Danny Draper 16.05.19 Provided copy of draft Scarred Tree Report Alan Williams 

DPE Thomas Holmes 17.05.19 Advised that DPE were discussing amendments to the 

ILP in response to the findings of the ACHAR, and 

requested feedback as to whether the report could be 

updated to reference a new ILP. 

Revised draft report sent to DPE for review on 21 May 

2019. 

Thomas resolved to get back to Extent with revised 

comments. 

Alan Williams 

DPE Thomas Holmes 18.07.19 Provided DPIE comments for report, and sought 

clarification on next steps in project. 

Alan Williams 

All RAPs Various 18.12.19 Provided project update to all RAPs, noting that the 

project was on hold whilst DPIE sorted out internal 

matters with the Education Department. Advised that 

the project was likely to kick back up again, and that 

shortly in the New Year we would amend the ACHAR 

and provide it to the RAPs for review. 

Laressa Barry 
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Organisation/Group Representative Date Comments Extent Heritage 

Contact 

GARI Wendy Morgan 18.12.19 Thanked Extent for the update Laressa Barry 

KYWG Phil Khan 18.12.19 Thanked Extent for the update Laressa Barry 

DTAC John Reilly 19.12.19 Thanked Extent for the update Laressa Barry 

Muragadi Jesse Johnson 16.01.20 Asked for an update on the ACHAR. Laressa replied 

that we had provided updated costings a week earlier, 

but had not yet been instructed to commence with the 

reporting updates. 

Laressa Barry 

All RAPS Various 07.04.20 Provided update to all RAPS, noting that the intended 

reporting updates had not yet gone ahead. Advised we 

would check in with DPIE, and get back as soon as any 

more information was provided. 

Laressa Barry 

All RAPs Various 17.09.20 Provided project update to all RAPs, noting that the 

project had been on hold since December while DPIE 

sorted out internal matters, and though we had thought 

we would make updates in Feb-March, this never 

eventuated. Advised that the project was likely to kick 

back up again, and that hopefully the updated ACHAR 

could be provided to the RAPs soon. 

Laressa Barry 

Ginnindera Krystle Carroll-Elliot 17.09.20 Thanked Laressa for the update Laressa Barry 
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B.2. List of identified Aboriginal stakeholders 

 

▪ Badu 

▪ Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Barraby Cultural Services 

▪ Biamanga 

▪ Bidjawong Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Bilinga 

▪ Bilinga Cultural Heritage Technical Services 

▪ Butucarbin Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Corroboree Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Cullendulla 

▪ Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments 

▪ Darug Aboriginal Landcare Inc 

▪ Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Darug Land Observations 

▪ Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ D'harawal Mens Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Dharug 

▪ Didge Ngunawal Clan 

▪ Duncan Falk Consultancy 

▪ Garrara Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Goobah Development 

▪ Gulaga 

▪ Gunjeewong Cultural Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Guntawang Aboriginal Resources Inc 

▪ Gunyuu 

▪ Gunyuu Cultural Heritage Technical Services 

▪ Jerringong 

▪ Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group 

▪ Kawul Cultural Services 

▪ Merrigarn Indigenous Corporation 

▪ Minnamunnung 

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  132  
 

▪ Munyunga 

▪ Munyunga Cultural Heritage Technical Services 

▪ Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 

▪ Murra Bidgee Mullangari Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Murramarang 

▪ Murrumbul 

▪ Murrumbul Cultural Heritage Technical Services 

▪ Nerrigundah 

▪ Nundagurri 

▪ Pemulwuy CHTS 

▪ Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council 

▪ Thauaira 

▪ Thoorga Nura 

▪ Tocomwall 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group 

▪ Walbunja 

▪ Walgalu 

▪ Warragil Cultural Services 

▪ Wingikara 

▪ Wingikara Cultural Heritage Technical Services 

▪ Wullung 

▪ Wurrumay Consultancy 

▪ Yerramurra 

▪ Yulay Cultural Services 

▪ Yurrandaali Cultural Services
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B.3. List of registered Aboriginal parties for the project 

 

▪ Tocomwall 

▪ Ginninderra Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Guntawang Aboriginal Resources Inc 

▪ Darug Tribal Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Darug Boorooberongal Elders Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Tharawal Local Aboriginal Land Council 

▪ Wailwan Aboriginal Group 

▪ Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group 

▪ Barraby Cultural Services 

▪ Yulay Cultural Services 

▪ Yurrandaali Cultural Services 

▪ Didge Ngunawal Clan 

▪ Gulaga 

▪ Cubbitch Barta Native Title Claimants Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Kamilaroi-Yankuntjatjara Working Group 

▪ Muragadi Heritage Indigenous Corporation 

▪ PD Ngunawal Consultancy 

▪ Darug Aboriginal Landcare 

▪ Darug Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessments 

▪ Ngunawal Heritage Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ Darug Custodian Aboriginal Corporation 

▪ A1 Indigenous Services  

▪ Barking Owl Aboriginal Corporation 
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B.4. Pre-notification documentation sent and received  
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Note that the actual list of stakeholders has been omitted for sensitivity reasons. 
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B.5. Notification documentation sent and registrations received 
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B.6. Notification documentation – newspaper advert 

 

Campbelltown Macarthur Advertiser 

12 September 2018 
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B.7. Presentation of information/assessment methodology sent 

and any feedback received 
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B.8. Report review 

 

TBD FOLLOWING RAP REVIEW OF FINAL DRAFT REPORT 
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Appendix C. Archaeological Background 

C.1. Site type information 

Aboriginal Sites 

Aboriginal sites are classified in a number of ways. At the most basic level, sites are recorded 

as 'closed sites' or 'open sites'. Closed sites are associated with rock shelters, and include other 

evidence of Aboriginal occupation that may be present, such as accumulated cultural deposit 

within the shelter (‘potential archaeological deposit’ or PAD), faunal remains (animal bone or 

shell), and rock art on the shelter walls (paintings or engravings). Open sites are broadly 

defined, and encompass all other types of Aboriginal sites identified where there is no rock 

shelter. The most common types of open sites found in NSW include artefacts, which can occur 

almost anywhere in the landscape, grinding grooves, rock art across formations, culturally 

modified trees, and shell deposits (middens) (OEH 2012:7). The presence or absence of stone 

artefacts is often a defining factor, although it is worth pointing out that almost any site is likely 

to have at least some associated artefacts, as discard or loss of this most ubiquitous and 

practically indestructible marker of Aboriginal archaeology is likely to have occurred anywhere 

that Aboriginal people stopped or gathered for any length of time.  

Any one site (or close group of linked sites described as a ‘site complex’) can contain several 

different site features. For example, a shelter may have art on the walls, artefacts on the floor 

surface or outside the shelter, and be predicted to contain faunal remains and further artefacts 

in the accumulated deposit inside. 

A description of terms used to describe different site features is provided in Table 19. Other 

features or types of Aboriginal cultural sites that do not necessarily leave physical evidence may 

exist or have once existed in the study area however such sites have not previously been 

recorded reflecting the archaeological focus of the past studies and the loss of traditional 

knowledge of such places in this area. Similarly there may be places of contemporary 

significance to Aboriginal people in the precincts and this will require consultation with the 

Aboriginal community to identify such places. 
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Table 19. Aboriginal site feature definitions (OEH 2012) 

Site Feature Definition 

Artefact 
Objects such as stone tools, and associated flaked material, spears, manuports, grindstones, 
discarded stone flakes, modified glass or shell demonstrating evidence of use of the area by 
Aboriginal people. 

Potential 
Archaeological 
Deposit (PAD) 

An area where Aboriginal objects may occur below the ground surface. The term ‘potential 
archaeological deposit’ was first applied in Sydney regional archaeology in the 1980s, and 
referred to rock shelters that were large enough and with enough accumulated deposit to 
allow archaeologists to presume that subsurface cultural material was highly likely to be 
present. Since then it has come to include open sites where the same prediction can be 
made.  

Modified Tree 
(Carved or 

Scarred) 

Trees which show the marks of modification as a result of cutting of bark from the trunk for 
use in the production of shields, canoes, boomerangs, burials shrouds, for medicinal 
purposes, foot holds etc., or alternately intentional carving of the heartwood of the tree to 
form a permanent marker to indicate ceremonial use/significance of a nearby area, again 
these carvings may also act as territorial or burial markers. 

Stone Quarry 
Usually a source of good quality stone which is quarried and used for the production of stone 
tools 

Burial 
A traditional or contemporary (post-contact) burial of an Aboriginal person, which may occur 
outside designated cemeteries and may not be marked, e.g., in caves, marked by stone 
cairns, in sand areas, along creek banks etc. 

 

Stone Artefacts  

Aboriginal stone artefacts are an important source of archaeological information because stone 

is preserved for long periods of time whereas organic materials such as bone, shell, wood and 

plant fibres often decay. Stone artefacts provide valuable information about technology, 

economy, cultural change through time and settlement patterning. Stone has also been used 

for ‘relative’ dating of sites where direct methods such as radiocarbon dating cannot be applied. 

A technological sequence for stone artefacts for the region was first described in the late 1940s 

by Fred McCarthy and has since been refined over time by Hiscock and Attenbrow (Hiscock 

and Attenbrow 1998, 2005) into the ‘Eastern Regional Sequence’:  

▪ Capertian – is distinguished by large uniface pebble tools, core tools, horse-hoof cores, 

scrapers and hammerstones. Backed artefacts occasionally present. Generally dates to 

before 5,000 years BP.  

▪ Early Bondaian – Aspects of the Capertian assemblage continue, but backed artefacts and 

ground-edged artefacts increase. Artefacts during this period were predominantly made 

from fine-grained siliceous stone such as silcrete and tuff. Generally dated from 5,000 BP 

to 2,800 BP.  

▪ Middle Bondaian – Characterised by backed artefacts, particularly Bondi Points and ground-

edged artefacts. Artefacts made from siliceous materials, however quartz becomes more 

frequent. Generally dated from 2,800 BP to 1,600 BP.  

FI
NAL 

DRA
FT

 

PRI
OR 

TO
 

ST
AKEH

OLD
ER

 

RE
VIE

W



 

Extent Heritage Pty Ltd | Glenfield Planned Precinct: Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment  188  
 

▪ Late Bondaian – characterised by bipolar technology, eloueras, ground-edged artefacts, 

and bone and shell artefacts. Bondi points are virtually absent and artefacts are 

predominantly made from Quartz. Generally dated from 1,600 BP to European contact. 

 

Survivability of the Archaeological Record 

The following observations can be made about the nature and survivability of the archaeological 

record across the Cumberland subregion: 

▪ Archaeological material is often found in areas of sub-surface exposure, such as those 

caused by erosion.  

▪ Surface evidence (or the absence of surface evidence) does not necessarily indicate the 

potential, nature or density of sub-surface material. Extensive excavations have shown that 

areas with no surface evidence often contain sub-surface deposits buried beneath current 

ground surfaces (JMCHM 2001; Kohen 1984).  

▪ Due to the limitations of surface surveys, test excavation is often required to establish the 

nature and density of archaeological material.  

▪ Aboriginal cultural material is more likely to survive in areas that contain remnant portions 

of the pre-European soil profile, in contrast to landforms that have been impacted by 

historical or recent disturbances.  

▪ The potential for survival of any archaeological sites will largely depend on the degree of 

past disturbance.  

▪ Past disturbance to the soil profile can be due to European activity such as clearing, 

ploughing, grazing, and urban development and/or due to environmental factors such as 

flooding events, erosion and colluvial movement. These activities may disturb, erode or 

remove the natural soil profile completely.  

▪ Aboriginal stone artefacts are more likely to survive because stone is preserved for long 

periods of time whereas organic materials such as bone, shell, wood and plant fibres decay.  

▪ A major impact of more than 200 years of post-contact settlement on Aboriginal sites would 

have been the destruction of carved and scarred trees, which would have been removed as 

part of clearing for agricultural activities and the construction of infrastructure such as 

buildings and roads. However, there is some potential for culturally modified trees to survive 

in areas where there are stands of remnant native vegetation. 
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C.2. AHIMS sites 

A copy of the AHIMS search and Site Cards are provided in the subsequent pages. 
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Appendix D. Field Investigation
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D.1. Survey transect descriptions 

Unit Transect Landform(s) 
Survey 

unit area 
(m²) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 

(%) 

Effective 
coverage 
area (m²) 

Description 

1 1 Mid slope, flat 121,300 40 30 12 14,556 

Landforms mostly occupied by sporting fields, sporting 
facilities and open paddocks. These areas and others (dams, 
vehicle access tracks and railway fence line) subject to 
significant disturbance. Visibility limited due to grass 
coverage across majority of landforms. One artefact site 
located along ground exposure next to tree line in cattle 
paddock. 

1 2 Mid slope, flat 80,310 40 30 12 9,637 

Landforms largely occupied by sporting fields and open 
paddocks. Some disturbance, although visibility is low. Two 
potential scarred trees (GPP-2 and GPP-3) located within 
flat. 

1 3 
Ridgeline, mid 
slope, flat 

111,800 20 30 6 6,708 

Ridgeline to south of Roy Watts Road is characterised by 
large stand of trees planted in rows; one potential culturally 
modified tree (GPP-4) is located along adjacent vehicle 
access track. Roy Watts Road runs along the top of the 
ridgeline. Open paddocks continue along mid slope until 
another stand of trees within flat. Ground has been 
significantly built up to accommodate a dam within the flat. 
Ground surface visibility is generally very poor. Moderate to 
heavy disturbance in all areas.  

1 4 
Ridgeline, mid 
slope, creek flat 

70,806 40 30 12 8497 

Ridgeline north of Roy Watts Road mostly occupied by 
agricultural buildings and open paddocks. A dam and artificial 
creek line occupy the northern portion of these paddocks. 
Significant disturbance indicated by spoil heaps. Some 
remnant trees with one potential culturally modified tree 
(GPP-6). One isolated find (GPP-7) consisting of a broken 
quartz pebble located along access track in the north western 
section of transect. 

1 5 Ridgeline 70,568 30 80 24 16,936 

Ridgeline to the south of Roy Watts Road, within the 
boundary of Ajuga School, Campbell House and Glenfield 
Park School. Largely occupied by buildings associated with 
the schools, cleared areas, sporting facilities, including 
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Unit Transect Landform(s) 
Survey 

unit area 
(m²) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 

(%) 

Effective 
coverage 
area (m²) 

Description 

swimming pool, basketball court and tennis court. Multiple 
rows of planted trees evident around boundary and within 
school grounds. In most areas localised high visibility 
indicated removal of topsoil with red clay apparent. 
Significant disturbance across the transect due to 
construction of buildings and facilities. 

1 6 
Ridgeline, mid 
slope, creek flats 

359,100 20 70 14 50,274 

Covered ridgeline to the east of Quarter Sessions road down 
to creek flats associated with Bunbury Curran Creek. View 
from the ridgeline is expansive down to Bunbury Curran 
Creek and further, at least 15 km to the south-east. Landform 
is characterised by mostly cleared paddocks, with high 
percentage of medium-tall grass cover. Several rows of 
planted trees in the western portion of the transect. Some 
significant disturbance evident with car tracks, two dams and 
buildings/facilities associated with agricultural activities. One 
isolated find (GPP-8) consisting of a complete yellow silcrete 
flake located on the inside of the dam embankment. 

1 7 
Ridgeline, mid 
slope 

151,800 30 50 15 22,770 

Transect located north of Roy Watts road and south of 
transmission line. Landforms largely occupied by cleared 
paddocks for agricultural use with medium-high grass. 
Ridgeline highest in the western portion of the transect, 
gently sloping to the east. Some significant disturbance 
through agricultural practices (such as trampling) and the 
construction of three dams. Some remnant vegetation within 
central portion, including one possible scarred tree (GPP-9).  

2 8 
Creek flats and 
creek gorge 

147,600 30 50 15 22,140 

Creek flats located to the south of Belmont road within the 
Georges River Nature Reserve. The flats are associated with 
the Georges River and Bunbury Curran Creek. Creek flats 
sloping gently towards the east, with steeply angled slopes 
directly adjacent to the river and creek. Mostly cleared with 
some remnant vegetation predominantly located in the 
southern portion adjacent to where the creek joins the river. 
Some sandstone exposures evident. Tall grass reduced 
exposure greatly across the flats. The creek was dominated 
by eroded sandstone exposures with no evidence of grinding 
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Unit Transect Landform(s) 
Survey 

unit area 
(m²) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 

(%) 

Effective 
coverage 
area (m²) 

Description 

grooves, engravings or rock shelters. Older trees were 
assessed for cultural modification. Some disturbance 
apparent, in particular within the south-west corner of the 
transect area where residential buildings and horse 
paddocks are located. Within the remainder of the transect 
area, apart from clearing, little disturbance evident with two 
main vehicle tracks and fence lines. Dumping and burning of 
rubbish has occurred in this area. 

2 9 Creek flats 190,900 30 80 24 45,816 

Creek flats north of Belmont road within the Georges River 
Nature Reserve. Landform is mostly flat with a slight slope 
down towards the river to the east. Mostly cleared in the 
eastern half with remnant vegetation along the steep banks 
for the Georges River. Within the western half of the transect, 
larger pockets of remnant vegetation exist. Within this area 
one possible scarred tree was identified (GPP-10). Some 
areas of significant disturbance, including localised 
depressions, artificial drainage line, disused road in the 
northern portion, concrete pad, old abandoned stables and 
vehicle tracks. Fine, light yellow/light red sand present in 
large patches parallel and within 50 m of the Georges river. 
These patches are interspersed with areas of duplex soils. 
Due to the similarities to the Moorebank deposit 
(Extent 2018), the area within 50 m of the Georges River has 
been designated as a PAD (GPP-11). 

2 10 
Lower slope, 
creek flats and 
creek gorge 

60,510 50 80 40 24,204 

Lower slope and creek flats south of Harrow road, Glenfield. 
Landform is sloping mid-slope down to creek flats adjacent to 
Bunbury Curran Creek. Higher visibility in localised vegetated 
areas due to recent burning. Creek banks not as steep here 
in comparison with that observed in Transect 8 closer to the 
confluence of Bunbury Curran Creek and the Georges River. 
Sandstone exposures and overhangs observed for evidence 
of Aboriginal habitation. The overhangs investigated 
displayed evidence of flooding with debris from flood events 
up to 3 m above the creek banks. Overhang floors revealed 
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Unit Transect Landform(s) 
Survey 

unit area 
(m²) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 

(%) 

Effective 
coverage 
area (m²) 

Description 

evidence of sediment deposition due to flooding, reducing the 
likelihood of cultural material.  

2 11 
Creek flats and 
creek bank 

30,120 20 50 10 3,012 

Creek flats observed around Canterbury road bridge over 
Bunbury Curran Creek. Densely vegetated area reducing 
visibility. Remnant vegetation covered with invasive vine 
weed. Major disturbance where Canterbury road crosses the 
creek line. Small drainage lines also evident running off from 
Canterbury road. 

3 12 Creek flats 108,900 40 80 32 34,848 

Transect area entirely within Seddon park. Landform 
dominated by creek flats to the north of Bunbury Curran 
Creek. Area is turfed and mostly cleared of vegetation. Some 
raised areas around the oval may indicate that cutting and 
levelling has occurred to create the oval. Some localised 
areas of higher visibility reveal clay, indicating removal of 
topsoil and subsoil. In the south-east corner of the transect 
some remnant vegetation may still remain around the 
previous Bunbury Curran Creek line before re-alignment. 

2 13 Creek flats 20,190 30 50 15 3,029 

Creek flats south of Aseki Avenue and north of re-aligned 
Bunbury Curran Creek. Major disturbance associated with re-
aligning of the creek. Area is mostly cleared, with some 
possible remnant vegetation in the eastern portion of the 
transect. Dense grass cover reduces visibility. 

3 14 
Mid and lower 
slopes 

51,620 30 80 24 12,389 

Transect within the boundary of Glenfield park. Landforms 
characterised by mid to lower slopes, angling slightly towards 
the creek flats to the west. Parkland is mostly cleared with 
dense grass cover. Some localised areas of higher visibility 
indicate lack of topsoil, with grass cover sitting on clay. Some 
possible remnant vegetation and several larger trees. No 
trees displayed evidence of cultural marking. 

3 15 Mid-slope 19,740 30 80 24 4,738 

Transect within the boundary of Childs Reserve, largely 
cleared with few remaining trees. Landform undulates 
towards a possible drainage line in the middle of the reserve, 
aligned east-west. Dense grass cover reduces visibility, 
though localised areas of higher visibility (Plates). Trees were 
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Unit Transect Landform(s) 
Survey 

unit area 
(m²) 

Visibility 
(%) 

Exposure 
(%) 

Effective 
Coverage 

(%) 

Effective 
coverage 
area (m²) 

Description 

observed for evidence of cultural marking with none 
identified. 

3 16 
Mid and lower 
slopes and creek 
flats 

71,460 30 80 24 17,150 

This transect is within the confines of Blinman Oval and 
Trobriand Park. The landform is largely occupied by a 
sporting field and mostly cleared parkland. Likely that 
significant disturbance has occurred with levelling of the 
playing field at Blinman Oval, producing areas of erosion 
where slopes are steep. These exposures reveal the 
underlying shale and mudstone with topsoil from higher up 
the slope washed down. Exposures were observed for 
artefacts, though none were identified. Original drainage line 
runs through Blinman Oval and Trobriand park towards the 
Georges River and appears to have been slightly realigned 
with the addition of pipes to direct the water under the 
surrounding road. Some possible remnant vegetation within 
the northern and north-west section of Blinman Oval. No 
evidence of cultural marking was observed. 

4 17 
Mid and lower 
slopes 

155,400 20 80 16 24,864 

Bounded to the north by Atlantic Boulevard and to the south 
by the transmission line, this landform is largely occupied by 
regrowth and residential areas. Drainage lines have been 
constructed, causing significant disturbance. In the eastern 
section of the transect higher visibility along a path through 
an area of regrowth reveals made ground. This includes a 
mixture of clay and soil, reflecting the nature of the regrowth 
area construction and the extent of disturbance to the area. 
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Appendix E. Arboriculturist’s Report 
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Appendix F. How Significance was Assessed 

General 

While all Aboriginal objects in NSW are protected under NSW legislation, the NPW Act, 1974 

recognises that the destruction of sites may be necessary to allow other activities or 

developments to proceed. In order for the State regulator to make informed decisions on such 

matters, a consideration of the significance of cultural heritage places and objects is an 

important element of the cultural heritage assessment process. The heritage significance of 

Aboriginal archaeological sites can be assessed using the four criteria outlined in the Burra 

Charter; aesthetic, historic, scientific, and social or spiritual (Australia ICOMOS, 2013).  

Significance Levels and Thresholds 

Most cultural places and objects are of cultural value to at least some individuals or community 

groups. The assessment process requires the analysis and ranking of significance. Australia 

has a four tiered system of heritage protection that has been implemented across all levels of 

government i.e., Commonwealth, State and Local governments (see Appendix A for details on 

legislation). While heritage in NSW is managed under NSW legislation it is compliant with this 

four tiered system. Under this system, cultural heritage places and objects once identified are 

assessed according to their significance at World, National, State and Local levels and whether 

they are above or below threshold for listing or protection. For ease of discussion here we can 

set aside discussion of world heritage places as such places must meet a threshold of 

‘Outstanding Universal Value’ (OUV) and such places are unlikely to occur in the study area. It 

is a requirement of this process that the higher levels will meet and exceed the thresholds for 

the level below. In other words a place or object of World Heritage Significance will also be of 

National significance and so on. This process can be visualised as shown in Figure 28 where 

each of the protected categories of Local, State and National are subset of each other and 

indeed a broader inventory of places that have been assessed and considered. It can be seen 

that places that meet the threshold for a particular level of significance will have met the 

thresholds for the levels below: e.g., nationally significant places will as a prerequisite have 

satisfied the thresholds for State significance and Local significance. 

In NSW ‘State heritage significance’, in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable object 

or precinct, means significance to the State in relation to the historical, scientific, cultural, social, 

archaeological, architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the item, and ‘Local heritage 

significance’, in relation to a place, building, work, relic, moveable object or precinct, means 

significance to an area in relation to the historical, scientific, cultural, social, archaeological, 

architectural, natural or aesthetic value of the item (S 4A, NSW Heritage Act 1977). 
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In assessing the significance of sites aspects such as rarity and representativeness and the 

integrity (sometimes referred to as the intactness of the site) must be considered. Generally 

speaking a site or object that is rare will have a heightened significance although a site that is 

suitable of conservation as ‘representative’ of its type will also be significant. Conversely an 

extremely rare site may no longer be significant if its integrity has been sufficiently compromised. 

For example a rare Pleistocene era site that would normally be considered of high scientific 

significance may be below threshold if the site has suffered substantial subsurface damage. 

A summary of these values is presented below.  

 

 

Figure 28. A4-1. The tiered heritage system operating in Australia 
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Aesthetic Significance 

This criterion refers to aspects of sensory perception and the ability of the site to elicit emotional 

responses referred to as sensory or sensori-emotional values. The guidelines to the Burra 

Charter note that assessment may include consideration of the form, scale, colour, texture and 

material of the item or place, as well as sounds and smells. With regard to pre-contact Aboriginal 

cultural heritage sites, the placement within the landscape would be considered under this 

criterion as would memory-scapes and the ability of the site to transmit such memories. It is 

important to consider that sensori-emotional values are not always equated with “beauty”; for 

example massacre sites or sites of incarceration may have value under this criterion. Individual 

artefacts, sites and site features may also have aesthetic significance.
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Table 20. A4-1. A summary of criteria and rankings used to determine a site’s significance 

Criterion Threshold indicators State 
Threshold indicator 
local 

Below threshold for 
significance 

Aesthetic 

The site or object elicits a 
strong emotional response 
and is part of a state or 
national narrative. 

Is set within a landscape that 
inspires awe. 

The site is known or 
suspected of eliciting 
strong responses from the 
local community. 

While similar sites may 
exist elsewhere, they are 
rare in the local area. 

The site or object does not elicit 
a relevant sensori-emotional 
response; or 

The site has been disturbed to 
the extent that it can no longer 
elicit a relevant sensori-
emotional response. 

Historic 

The site or object is 
important in representing an 
aspect of history important to 
the State or National as 
reflected in the Australian 
(and State) Historical 

Thematic Framework 

The site or object is rare in 
the local area; and 

Would provide strong 
opportunities for 
interpretation to the public. 

The site illustrates 
elements of the history of 
the local area  

The site is common in the local 
area, does not provide 
opportunities for interpretation to 
the public and does not 
contribute substantially to an 
understanding the historic 
themes relevant to the local area 
and/or the State.  

(Note – individuals may still feel 
attachment for sites below 
threshold) 

Cultural and or 

spiritual 

The site or object is 
important to an 
understanding of pre or post 
contact Aboriginal cultural 

life in NSW. 

The site or object is part of a 
Dreaming story or track. 

The site or object is part of 
ongoing ceremony or ritual. 

Substantial cultural 
knowledge about this site 
exists within the relevant 
Aboriginal community or 
custodians for this site or has 
been previously 
documented. 

The site is important to 
local Aboriginal 
community, or subset of 
the community, and this 
importance can be 
articulated. 

 

There is little or no knowledge in 
the Aboriginal community about 
this site or object. 

The knowledge that does exist 
falls into the category of family 
history and is not generally 
relevant to the broader 
Aboriginal community, and/or 
Aboriginal historical narrative. 

(Note – individuals may still feel 
attachment for sites below 
threshold) 

Scientific 
(archaeological) 

The site or object has 
potential to answer key 
questions about Aboriginal 
culture and society in NSW 
or Australia as a whole pre or 
post contact. 

The site or object is unique 
and/or rare and intact; or 

The site is the best 
representative (and intact) 
example of a type of site that 
may be common, but not 
conserved elsewhere. 

The site or object is rare in 
the local area; and 

It provides potential to 
learn more about a little 
understood aspect of 
Aboriginal cultural or 
society in the local area. 

The site has a high 
artefact density, and is 
large enough in size to be 
used to interpret larger 
scale questions about 
technology and 
occupation in the local 
area. 

The site or object is common in 
the local area and/or the state. 

The site does not have 
excavation /research potential or 
the site is common but has some 
potential information to be 
salvaged. 
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Historic Significance 

The guidelines to the Burra Charter include the following discussion of historic significance: 

A place may have historic value because it has influenced, or has been influenced by, an historic 

figure, event, phase or activity. It may also have historic value as the site of an important event. 

For any given place the significance will be greater where evidence of the association or event 

survives in situ, or where the settings are substantially intact, than where it has been changed 

or evidence does not survive. However, some events or associations may be so important that 

the place retains significance regardless of subsequent treatment. 

 

In relation to Aboriginal cultural heritage, many post-contact places and sites would have historic 

value. Pre-contact places and items may also be significant according to this criterion, although 

the association with historic figures, events, phases or activities may be more difficult to 

establish. Places of historic significance may include sacred or ceremonial sites, sites of 

resistance battles and massacres, and archaeological sites with evidence of technological 

developments. 

Social and Spiritual Significance 

In Aboriginal heritage this criterion concerns the relationship and importance of sites to the 

contemporary Aboriginal community. Aspects of social and spiritual significance include 

people’s traditional and contemporary links with a place or object as well as an overall concern 

by Aboriginal people for sites and their continued protection. Aboriginal cultural values may 

partially reflect or follow on from archaeological values, historic values, aesthetic values or be 

tied to values associated with the natural environment. This criterion requires the active 

participation of Aboriginal people in the assessment process as it is their knowledge and values 

that must be articulated. 

Scientific Significance 

Scientific value is associated with the research potential of a site. Rarity and representativeness 

are also related concepts that are taken into account. Research potential or demonstrated 

research importance, is considered according to the contribution that a heritage site can make 

to present understanding of human society and the human past. Heritage sites, objects or 

places of high scientific significance are those which provide an uncommon opportunity to 

provide information about the specific antiquity of people in an area, or a rare glimpse of artistic 

endeavour or a chronological record of cultural change of continuity through deep 

archaeological stratigraphy.  

The comparative rarity of a site is a consideration in assessing scientific significance. A certain 

site type may be “one of a kind” in one region, but very common in another. Artefacts of a 

particular type may be common in one region, but outside the known distribution in another.  
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The integrity of a site is also a consideration in determining scientific significance. While 

disturbance of a topsoil deposit with artefacts does not entirely diminish research value, it may 

limit the types of questions that may be addressed. A heavily cultivated paddock may be 

unsuited to addressing research questions of small-scale site structure, but it may still be 

suitable for answering more general questions of implement distribution in a region and raw 

material logistics. 

The capacity of a site to address research questions is predicated on a definition of what the 

key research issues are for a region. In the region including the study area, the key research 

issues revolve around the chronology of Aboriginal occupation and variability in stone artefact 

manufacturing technology. Sites with certain backed implements from the Holocene are very 

common, but sites with Pleistocene evidence are extremely rare, and hence of extremely high 

significance if found. 
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