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99.0 Significance assessment 

9.1 Aboriginal heritage 

9.1.1 Assessment criteria 

The Burra Charter of Australia defines cultural significance as 'aesthetic, historical, scientific or social value 
for past, present and future generations' (Aust. ICOMOS 1987). The assessment of the cultural 
significance of a place is based on this definition but often varies in the precise criteria used according to 
the analytical discipline and the nature of the site, object or place.  
 
In general, Aboriginal archaeological sites are assessed using five potential categories of significance:  
 
 Significance to contemporary Aboriginal people. 
 Scientific or archaeological significance. 
 Aesthetic value. 
 Representativeness. 
 Value as an educational and/or recreational resource.

 
Many sites would be significant according to several categories and the exact criteria used would vary 
according to the nature and purpose of the evaluation. Cultural significance is a relative value based on 
variable references within social and scientific practice. The cultural significance of a place is therefore not 
a fixed assessment and may vary with changes in knowledge and social perceptions.  
 
Cultural significance can be defined as the cultural values of a place held by and manifest within the local 
and wider contemporary Aboriginal community. Places of significance may be landscape features as well 
as archaeologically definable traces of past human activity. The significance of a place can be the result of 
several factors including: continuity of tradition, occupation or action; historical association; custodianship 
or concern for the protection and maintenance of places; and the value of sites as tangible and 
meaningful links with the lifestyle and values of community ancestors. Aboriginal cultural significance may 
or may not parallel the archaeological significance of a site. 
 
Scientific significance can be defined as the present and future research potential of the artefactual 
material occurring within a place or site. This is also known as archaeological significance. 
 
There are two major criteria used in assessing scientific significance:  
 
1) The potential of a place to provide information which is of value in scientific analysis and the 

resolution of potential research questions. Sites may fall into this category because they: contain 
undisturbed artefactual material, occur within a context which enables the testing of certain 
propositions, are very old or contain significant time depth, contain large artefactual assemblages or 
material diversity, have unusual characteristics, are of good preservation, or are a constituent of a 
larger significant structure such as a site complex.  

2) The representativeness of a place. Representativeness is a measure of the degree to which a place 
is characteristic of other places of its type, content, context or location. Under this criteria a place 
may be significant because it is very rare or because it provides a characteristic example or 
reference.  

 
The value of an Aboriginal place as an educational resource is dependent on: the potential for 
interpretation to a general visitor audience, compatible Aboriginal values, a resistant site fabric, and 
feasible site access and management resources.  
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The principal aim of cultural resource management is the conservation of a representative sample of site 
types and variation from differing social and environmental contexts. Sites with inherently unique 
features, or which are poorly represented elsewhere in similar environment types, are considered to 
have relatively high cultural significance. 
 
The cultural significance of a place can be usefully classified according to a comparative scale which 
combines a relative value with a geographic context. In this way a site can be of low, moderate or high 
significance within a local, regional or national context. This system provides a means of comparison, 
between and across places. However it does not necessarily imply that a place with a limited sphere of 
significance is of lesser value than one of greater reference.  
 
The following assessments are made with full reference to the scientific, aesthetic, representative and 
educational criteria outlined above. Reference to Aboriginal cultural values has also been made where 
these values have been communicated to the consultants. It should be noted that Aboriginal cultural 
significance can only be determined by the Aboriginal community, and that confirmation of this 
significance component is dependent on written submissions by the appropriate representative 
organisations.  
 

99.1.2 The study area  

A summary of Aboriginal assessments is presented in Table 9.1. 
 

G2B A5 reported subsurface distribution of artefacts 

This recording consists of the reported subsurface incidence of at least five stone artefacts, including two 
ground edge stone hatchets, at depths of between 10 cm and 450 cm. The potential for addition 
subsurface finds is considered to be high. The presence of two hatchet heads (an uncommon artefact 
type) at this location suggests that the site may contain the remains of more than low key occupation 
and interim camping activities. The subsurface context of the finds provides a basis for anticipating 
scientific value in any relatively undisturbed archaeological deposits. Despite the likelihood of extensive 
disturbance to deposits in the area of existing and former structures, and in relation to erosion control 
landscaping in the immediate area of the creek banks, there remains a degree of subsurface 
archaeological potential within garden beds, lawns and an adjacent agricultural field.  
 
Based on its scientific potential, the reported presence of hatchet heads, and the lack of similar known 
archaeological deposits elsewhere in the local area, this site is assessed as having moderate to high 
archaeological significance in a local context, subject to confirmation from archaeological test excavation. 
 

G2B A6 isolated find 

This recording consists of a single artefact, but is associated with a potential archaeologically sensitive 
area (PASA 34), which is yet to be tested. The current and a former highway alignment pass through the 
potential archaeologically sensitive area. Although the total number of surface artefact recordings within 
the hinterlands is low, it is reasonable to hypothesise that this is due to visibility constraints rather than a 
real indication of rarity. This site is not situated on a rare landform or on ground demonstrating a lesser 
degree of disturbance. It is reasonable to assume that a similar archaeological resource is well 
represented across other similarly low spurlines which border the coastal plain.  
 
Based on the confirmed site content (one artefact), this site has limited archaeological significance within 
a local context. This relates to the value of the recorded information to contribute towards a larger, yet 
to be generated, store of data, which may further scientific understanding of Aboriginal hinterland sites in 
the Southern Illawarra.  
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Given that the nature of any associated archaeological deposit remains undetermined, although thought 
to be low in incidence, this site can be tentatively assessed as having low archaeological significance 
within a local context, subject to review following the conduct of archaeological test excavation. 
 

GG2B A7 artefact distribution 

This recording consists of three artefacts exposed in recent areas of ground disturbance, with one find 
suggesting a low subsurface incidence of artefacts up to 30 cm below the current ground surface. The 
site is associated with a potential archaeologically sensitive area (PASA 38), which is yet to be tested. 
The site has been considerably disturbed through the establishment and operation of the Renfrew Park 
homestead and grounds, the Princes Highway and associated service easements.  
 
Although the total number of surface artefact recordings within the hinterlands is low, it is reasonable to 
hypothesise that this is due to visibility constraints rather than a real indication of rarity. This site is not 
situated on a rare landform or on ground demonstrating a lesser degree of disturbance. It is reasonable 
to assume that a similar archaeological resource is well represented across other similarly low spurlines 
which border the coastal plain.  
 
Based on the confirmed site content (three artefacts), this site has limited archaeological significance 
within a local context. This relates to the value of the recorded information to contribute towards a 
larger, yet to be generated, store of data, which may further scientific understanding of Aboriginal 
hinterland sites in the Southern Illawarra.  
 
Given that the nature of any associated archaeological deposit remains undetermined, although thought 
to be low in incidence, this site can be tentatively assessed as having low archaeological significance 
within a local context, subject to review following the conduct of archaeological test excavation. 
 

Aboriginal cultural significance 

The Aboriginal stakeholders involved in the proposal have stated that all artefactual material, regardless 
of its archaeological context, has cultural value and should be managed with a view to protecting this 
value. In the case of isolated finds and other low incidence artefact distributions an appropriate 
management action is often considered to be the collection of artefacts that may otherwise be impacted, 
and their re-positioning in a nearby location at a time when the potential for further construction impact 
has passed.  
 
Stakeholders have not indicated that any of the known artefact occurrences within the proposal study 
area warrant in situ conservation. However, any archaeological deposits should be archaeologically tested 
and verified deposits effectively managed for artefact and information recovery. 
 

PASA 31 to PASA 39 

The significance of the nine potential archaeologically sensitive areas identified within the study area 
cannot be determined until all, or a representative selection, have been subject to a systematic program 
of subsurface archaeological testing. 
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TTable 9.1: Summary of Aboriginal significance assessments (assessments in blue font are subject to confirmation by 
archaeological test excavation) 

ID Site type 
Significance assessment 

Archaeological Aboriginal cultural 

G2B A5 Reported subsurface artefact 
distribution  

Moderate to high in a 
local context 

Of cultural value 

G2B A6 Isolated find Low in a local context Of cultural value 

G2B A7 Artefact distribution Low in a local context Of cultural value 

PASA 31 - 
39 

PASAs 31 - 39 To be determine 
following archaeological 

testing 

To be determined following 
archaeological testing 

 

9.2 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

9.2.1 Assessment criteria  

The NSW Heritage Branch has defined a methodology and set of criteria for the assessment of cultural 
heritage significance for items and places, where these do not include Aboriginal heritage from the pre-
contact period (NSW Heritage Branch and DUAP 1996, NSW Heritage Branch 2000). The assessments 
provided in this report follow the Heritage Branch methodology. 
 
The following heritage assessment criteria are those set out for listing on the State Heritage Register. In 
many cases items would be significant under only one or two criteria. The State Heritage Register was 
established under Part 3A of the Heritage Act 1977 (as amended in 1999) for listing of items of 
environmental heritage that are of state heritage significance. Environmental heritage means those places, 
buildings, works, relics, moveable objects, and precincts, of state or local heritage significance (Section 4, 
Heritage Act).  
 
An item would be considered to be of State (or local) heritage significance if, in the opinion of the 
Heritage Council of NSW, it meets one or more of the following criteria: 
 
Criterion (a)  An item is important in the course, or pattern, of NSW’s cultural or natural history (or 

the cultural or natural history of the local area). 

Criterion (b) An item has strong or special association with the life or works of a person, or group of 
persons, of importance in NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural 
history of the local area).  

Criterion (c) An item is important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics and/or a high degree of 
creative or technical achievement in NSW (or the local area).  

Criterion (d) An item has strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 
in NSW (or the local area) for social, cultural or spiritual reasons.  

Criterion (e)  An item has potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of 
NSW’s cultural or natural history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area).  

Criterion (f) An item possesses uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of NSW’s cultural or natural 
history (or the cultural or natural history of the local area).  
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CCriterion (g) An item is important in demonstrating the principal characteristics of a class of NSW’s: 
 cultural or natural places; or 
 cultural or natural environments.

(or a class of the local area’s 
 cultural or natural places; or 
 cultural or natural environments.) 

 
An item is not to be excluded from the register on the ground that items with similar characteristics 
have already been listed on the register. Only particularly complex items or places would be significant 
under all criteria.  
 
In using these criteria it is important to assess the values first, then the local or State context in which 
they may be significant.  
 
Different components of a place may make a different relative contribution to its heritage value. For 
example, loss of integrity or condition may diminish significance. In some cases it is constructive to note 
the relative contribution of an item or its components. Table 9.2 provides a guide to ascribing relative 
value. 
 

Table 9.2: Guide to ascribing relative heritage value 

Grading  Justification  Status  

Exceptional Rare or outstanding item of local or State significance. 
High degree of intactness. 
Item can be interpreted relatively easily. 

Fulfils criteria for local 
or State listing. 

High High degree of original fabric. 
Demonstrates a key element of the item’s significance. 
Alterations do not detract from significance. 

Fulfils criteria for local 
or State listing. 

Moderate Altered or modified elements. 
Elements with little heritage value, but which contribute 
to the overall significance of the item. 

Fulfils criteria for local 
or State listing. 

Little Alterations detract from significance. 
Difficult to interpret. 

Does not fulfil criteria 
for local or State 
listing. 

Intrusive Damaging to the item’s heritage significance. Does not fulfil criteria 
for local or State 
listing. 
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99.2.2 The study area  

Where the following assessments discuss significance within a local context only, it is considered that a 
State or National level of significance has not been reached. A summary of the assessments is provided 
in Table 9.3. 
 

Table 9.3: Summary of Non-Aboriginal significance assessments (assessments in blue font are subject to confirmation, either 
by archaeological test excavation, or additional historical research) 

ID Recording 
Context of 
significance 

Significance ccriterion  

a  b  c  d  e  f  g  

G2B H31 (Harding) homestead 
site 

Local        

G2B H32 Former Toolijooa Public 
School 

Local        

G2B H33 1990s highway remnant Below criteria 
threshold 

       

G2B H34 Aorangi homestead and 
grounds 

Local        

G2B H35 Vehicle dump Below criteria 
threshold 

       

G2B H36 Agricultural dry stone 
wall 

Local        

G2B H37 Site of Stationmaster’s 
residence 

Local        

G2B H38 Renfrew Park 
homestead and grounds 

Local        

G2B H39 1940s highway remnant Local        

G2B H40 Former Omega Public 
School 

Local        

G2B H41 1940s highway remnant Local        

G2B H42 Site of (Bailey) 
Homeleigh homestead 

Local        

G2B H43 Innisfail property 
entrance 

Local        

 ---- Southern Illawarra 
coastal plain and 
hinterland cultural 
landscape 

Local        
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AArchaeological sites  

Sites of former Berry Estate tenant farm homesteads (G2B H31 and G2B H42) 

There are two recordings subject to assessment which comprise the archaeological remains of former 
Berry Estate tenant farm homesteads: the former Harding family holding (G2B H31), and Homeleigh, the 
Bailey holding (G2B H42).  
 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

The Berry Estate tenant farms as a group are historically important as they constitute an important phase 
in the management and development of the Berry Estate, especially in the generation of a higher 
population density (and thus viable local communities), the attraction of skilled farmers to the region, the 
creation of productive agricultural lands, and increases in agricultural productivity.  
 
Both G2B H31 and G2B H42, when considered as a part of the larger corpus of surviving tenant farms 
or their traces, fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

Little information has been found regarding the history of the Harding farm or family history. Graham 
(1998) notes that farm was later known as Har Mor and is now part of the Innisfail Estate. 
 
The Bailey holding however is associated with a number of locally important Bailey family members who 
took a leading role in public events or were notable at a local community level. These include William 
Bailey jnr who was one of first Trustees appointed for the Gerringong School of Arts, and was a 
founding provisional director of the Framers Co-op. 
 
The Bailey site G2B H42, fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

Neither of the two recordings are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Neither of the two recordings are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

Both of the sites contain surface features and probable sub-surface archaeological deposits which have 
the potential, following archaeological investigation, recording and analysis, to contribute to an 
understanding of the Berry Estate tenant farms, the lifestyle and living conditions of the tenant families, 
and their subsequent development following the breakup of the estate. The Bailey homestead is 
considered to have greater archaeological potential based on the variety of surface features evident, 
apparent lesser disturbance, and the known historical outline of the site.  
 
Subject to confirmation from archaeological investigations, both G2B H31 and G2B H42 fulfil this 
criterion with regard to local listing.  
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Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

The sites of standing or former Berry Estate tenant farm buildings are not rare in the Shoalhaven Region, 
however there is a lack of data to assess how rare or endangered associated archaeological deposits may 
be. Those sites with continuing and active farm structures are likely to have been subject to on-going 
disturbance from new infrastructure and building extensions. Former sites are likely to have been subject 
to ploughing or redevelopment.  
 
There is insufficient comparative data to determine significance under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

Both of these sites may be demonstrative of their class, depending on the quality of the archaeological 
record which as yet remains undetermined. 
 
There is insufficient comparative data to determine significance under this criterion. 
 

Conclusion 

The Harding homestead, site (G2B H31), fulfils criteria (a) and (e) with regard to local listing. The 
assessment under criterion (e) is subject to confirmation of the extent and significance of the sites 
predicted archaeological deposits. 
 
The Bailey homestead site (G2B H42) fulfils criteria (a), (b) and (e) with regard to local listing. The 
assessment under criterion (e) is subject to confirmation of the extent and significance of the sites 
predicted archaeological deposits. 
 

SSite of the Omega Stationmasters residence (G2B H37) 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

The Omega Station does not hold a significant or historical role in the development and functioning of 
the South Coast Railway Line.  
 
This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

This site may contain archaeological deposits relating to the construction and occupation of the 
stationmasters residence, however the current surface condition of the site, makes this potential hard to 
evaluate. Although this site type is unlikely to be rare or even uncommon across the State, the content 
of any archaeological deposits may have value within a local research context.  
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Subject to confirmation from archaeological investigations, site G2B H37 fulfils this criterion with regard 
to local listing.  
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

The Draft Kiama Heritage Inventory for the Gerringong Stationmasters Cottage (16 Belinda Street, 
Gerringong) states that such residences are rare within the Kiama Local Government Area. 
 
This site therefore may have a degree of local significance under this criterion if archaeological deposits 
can be confirmed. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

The site of the Omega Stationmaster residence (G2B H37) may have significance under criterion (e) and 
(f) with regard to local listing. This assessment is subject to the confirmation of the potential 
archaeological deposits. 
 

FFormer school buildings and grounds (G2B H32 and G2B H40) 

There are two recordings subject to assessment which comprise the former structures and grounds of 
schools, the former Toolijooa Public School (G2B H32) and the former Omega Retreat National School 
and Omega Public School (G2B H40). 
 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

The Toolijooa School is historically important for the original function of the schoolhouse as an 
exhibition pavilion for the Berry Estate, The Omega School is historically important as one of the early 
National schools established in the Southern Illawarra. 
 
Both schools served an important educative and community function in their local districts from their 
inception till their closure in the mid twentieth century. 
 
Both G2B H32 and G2B H40, fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The Omega School is associated with James Mackey Grey, owner of the Omega Retreat Estate, and 
Magistrate and Member of the Illawarra District Council between 1844 and 1858; and with his son 
Samuel Gray, who was a member of the NSW Legislative Council and instrumental in establishing the 
school. 
 
The Toolijooa School is associated with Alexander Berry and his management of the Berry Estate. 
 
Both G2B H32 and G2B H40, fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

Neither of the two recordings are significant under this criterion. 
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Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Neither of the two recordings are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

Both of the sites contain surface features and probable sub-surface archaeological deposits which have 
the potential, following archaeological investigation, recording and analysis, to contribute to an 
understanding of the early National school system in the case of Omega, and the Berry Estate’s 
promotion of local agricultural produce via its pavilion (1867-1971), and sponsorship of education in the 
late nineteenth century (1871 to 1893).  
 
Subject to confirmation from archaeological investigations, both G2B H32 and G2B H40 fulfil this 
criterion with regard to local listing.  
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

Both of these sites have uncommon aspects. The Omega School commenced as a National school and 
there were a comparatively small number of such institutions established in the Southern Illawarra (refer 
Cousins 1948:321). Many of the buildings associated with this early phase would not have survived or 
been redeveloped. 
 
The Toolijooa School site began as an exhibition pavilion operated by the Berry Estate between 1867 
and 1871. This provides a selective time window for any archaeological record associated with this 
specialised function. 
 
The standing structures which relate to these aspects (the Omega Schoolhouse, and the re-configured 
and re-positioned pavilion building now in Gerringong) have, however, been considerably modified and 
have reduce integrity. 
 
Both G2B H32 and G2B H40, fulfil this criteria to a limited degree with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The remaining above ground structures at these sites have been considerably modified and do not 
comprise notable or representative examples of their type.  
 

Conclusion 

Both the Toolijooa (G2B H32), and Omega (G2B H40) school sites fulfil criteria (a) (b) (e), and to a 
limited degree (f) with regard to local listing. Fulfilment of criterion (e) is subject to confirmation of the 
extent and significance of the site’s predicted archaeological deposits. 
 

RRemnant highways (G2B H33, G2B H39 and G2B H41) 

There are three recordings within this category: a 1990s remnant just west of Aorangi, and two 1940s 
remnants, one near the Rose Valley Road intersection (G2B H39), and the other near the Willowvale 
Road intersection. 
 
The 1990s remnant (G2B H33) falls below the threshold of the specified criteria and accordingly does 
not fulfil criteria for local listing. 
 
The following evaluation relates to the 1940s highway remnants. 
 



 

Cultural Heritage Assessment – Gerringong upgrade 
 Page 156 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

Neither of these two remnants are considered to be historically important and do not fulfil this criterion. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

Neither of these two remnants are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

Neither of these two remnants are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Neither of these two remnants are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

Both of these remnants provide a limited opportunity to learn about the construction methods, 
standards and condition of the Princes Highway at the time of their abandonment in the 1940s. This 
information could be obtained via a program of archaeological recording and where necessary, 
excavation. 
 
Both G2B H39 and G2B H41 fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing.  
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

Given the extensive program of works by the Main Roads Board on State highways through the 1930s 
and 40s, including alignment straightening, it is considered likely that other similar highway remnants 
would have survived across the State. It is difficult to confirm this however, given the general lack of 
heritage recordings relating to former highway alignments. 
 
Neither of the two remnants are significant under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The G2B H41 remnant is difficult to discern and is too short and discontinuous to have significance 
under this criterion. 
 
The G2B H39 remnant includes some representative features which are demonstrative of its class, these 
include limited cut and fill, (probably gravel) single carriageway, and a ridge top context with a close 
association with adjacent farm buildings. There is a significant interval of the carriageway remaining 
(around 300 m) and it is visible from the present highway. These traits make G2B H39 a suitable site for 
public inspection and interpretation. 
 
Based on this potential representative and educational role, G2B H39 is considered to fulfil criteria (g) 
with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

Both the G2B H39 and G2B H41 highway remnants fulfil criteria (e) to a limited degree with regard to 
local listing, and G2B H39 fulfils criterion (g) within regard to local listing.  
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HHomesteads 

Aorangi (G2B H34) 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

Under the management of the Sharpe family, the Aorangi property built up a large land holding and 
herd. The estate became a progressive element in the adoption of new technologies and their 
application across large herds. James Sharpe, the first owner and builder of Aorangi, installed the first 
steam-driven boiler and cream separator in the district.  
 
The Aorangi homestead and grounds have a limited degree of significance under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The history and development of the Aorangi homestead and its grounds is closely associated with the 
Sharpe family, from its original construction around 1900, to the last resident member up to 1960.  
 
Of particular note is James Sharpe, the first owner and builder of Aorangi, who was a former Berry 
Estate tenant farmer on blocks adjacent to Aorangi. James and his family were key players in the local 
dairying industry, adopting new technologies and methods on their large holding. The property exhibited 
annually at the RAS ‘Easter’ show, as well as supporting local agricultural shows. 
 
The following is a list of James Sharpe’s known involvements: 
 
 Alderman on Gerringong Council, 1891 – 1930, including periods of service as mayor. 
 Director of the Gerringong Co-operative Dairy Society – Chairman 1908-1930. 
 Chairman for 30 years of the Board of Dairy Farmers, Harris Street Sydney. 
 Director, Pastures Protection Board. 
 President of the Gerringong Rifle Club. 
 Vice-President of the Milking Short-Horn Society. 
 Life Deacon of the Gerringong Congregational Church. 

 
James’s name was inscribed on the foundation stone of the Gerringong RSL Hall and the Kiama Hospital. 
 
The Aorangi homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

The draft Kiama Heritage Inventory notes that Aorangi displays an accomplished architectural design. 
 
The formal arrangement of the Aorangi gardens and tree plantings, many of which are mature and large 
in size, provides a basis for demonstrating the aesthetic characteristics of homestead gardens of this 
origin and age. The prominent and elevated position of the property, combined with the tall and mature 
character of many of the garden trees provides a significant aesthetic element to the local landscape and 
its cultural characteristics. 
 
The Aorangi homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

The Aorangi homestead and grounds do not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
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Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

The Aorangi homestead and grounds do not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

The draft Kiama Heritage Inventory notes that Aorangi is of a design that is unusual for the Kiama district 
and a rare example of its type in the local area and region.  
 
The Aorangi homestead and grounds fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The Aorangi homestead and grounds are representative, and characteristic of, the residential focus of a 
successful post tenant farming family, who accumulate considerable wealth and modify and extend the 
homestead to accommodate changing social status and function. 
 
The Aorangi homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

The Aorangi homestead and grounds (G2B H34) fulfil criterion (a) to a limited degree, and criteria (b) 
(c) (f) and (g) with regard to local listing. 
 

RRenfrew Park (G2B H38 

Renfrew Park is included on the Heritage Schedule of the Kiama Local Environmental Plan 1996, and the 
Illawarra Regional Environmental Plan 1986. It is also included on the State Heritage Inventory and the 
National Trust Register. 
 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds are historically important due to the early nature of the 
original land grant, and the early successful draining of the property’s swamp lands and consequential 
agricultural production. This facilitated the upgrading and shortening of the main road route to 
Gerringong, and acted as a precursor to the major drainage schemes on the Berry Estate. 
 
The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds have a limited degree of significance under this criterion. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The history and development of the Renfrew Park homestead and grounds is associated to a limited 
extent with William Smith the land grantee, and more fundamentally with Robert Miller and his 
descendants who were known for their ‘prominent and active part in all movements for the good of the 
district’ (Cousins 1948:66).  
 
The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

The Renfrew Park homestead and associated mature trees (including centrally placed palm), have 
considerable local aesthetic value. This is due to a combination of factors including: the locally prominent 
and near-highway location of the homestead, the well maintained quality of the building, the simple 
symmetry and accomplished architectural design of the building, and the unifying and visually striking red 
and white exterior painting scheme  
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The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds do not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds may have a degree of archaeological potential if the remains 
of Miller’s original wooden homestead could be identified and recorded. Any archaeological evidence 
relating to the early drainage of the Omega Flat Swamp (‘Smiths Swamp’) would also be of value given 
the early nature of the scheme (around 1840s and 50s) and its possible role as a precursor to the 
drainage of the Berry Estate Swamp basins adjacent to the Shoalhaven.  
 
The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing, subject to 
confirmation with future archaeological investigation. 
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds do not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The Renfrew Park homestead has a degree of representativeness given the relative intactness of the 
main homestead building and its prominent relationship to the surrounding landscape, notably the 
Omega Flat (former wetland basin and estuary), the highway, and the established pasture grasses on the 
surrounding basal slopes. The modifications and impacts to the front yard / garden, and new driveway, 
and the enclosed homestead verandas, all detract or reduce the sites representative and demonstrative 
value. 
 
The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds fulfils to a limited extent this criterion with regard to local 
listing. 
 

Conclusion 

The Renfrew Park homestead and grounds (G2B H38) fulfil criteria (a) and (g) to a limited degree, and 
criteria (b) (c) and (e) with regard to local listing. 
 

OOther recordings 

Disused vehicle dump (G2B H35) 

Based on the current available information, this recording falls below the threshold of the specified 
criteria and accordingly does not fulfil criteria for local listing. This assessment is subject to confirmation 
following the conduct of further research. 
 
Further research regarding the origin and history of the vehicle remains (which make up this recording) 
may potentially reveal a significant association with a individual or historical event, or a significant model 
or mechanical configuration. 
 

Agricultural dry stone wall (G2B H36) 

This wall falls within the National Trust (NSW) registered ‘Dry Stone Walls Conservation Area’ between 
Kiama and Gerringong, which is also included in the Register of the National Estate as an Indicative Place 
(Place No. 1/11/090/0019). 
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Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The maker and origin of this wall is currently not known. 
 
Based on current information, this site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement  

Although the construction of this dry stone walling probably involved a highly accomplished skillet, and 
the finished installation was potentially imbued with aesthetic appeal, the current discontinuous and 
degraded condition of the wall and its functionally unrelated modern residential context, all mean that an 
appropriate threshold is not reached with regard to this criterion.  
 
The site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Based on current information, this site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

There remains some potential, particularly in the potential conduct of further historical research, to 
better define the origin, function and extent of this wall. Through a better defined historical context, the 
presence, form and structure of the wall has the potential to contribute towards a greater understanding 
of local history  
 
Subject to the results of further historical research a possibly further field recording, site G2B H36 fulfils 
this criterion with regard to local listing.  
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

This wall fragment is one of a relatively small number of dry stone wall examples to the north-west of 
Gerringong. The majority of known examples within the broader region are centred within and around 
Kiama (Mayne, Wilson and Associates 2000).  
 
This site fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The discontinuous and degraded condition of the wall and its functionally unrelated modern residential 
context, all mean that this site falls below the threshold of a demonstrative or representative example.  
This site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

Subject to the results of additional research, the remnant dry stone wall (G2B H36) fulfils criterion (e) 
with regard to local listing. Results from further historical research may facilitate a better understanding of 
the feature, and thus other potential avenues of significance. 
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IInnisfail property driveway entrance (G2B H43) 

This recording is a small constructed element of a larger spatially separated but interrelated built 
environment which is the farm and residential buildings of the Innisfail Estate. The following assessment 
has been evaluated with reference to the dependent role of the entrance way within this broader 
context. 
 
The Innisfail homestead is included on the Royal Australian Institute of Architects 20th Century Register 
of Significant Buildings. 
 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

This recording does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The maker of this entrance feature is not currently known, but may have been the builder of the current 
Innisfail homestead Sandy Johnson of Berry. 
 
Based on current information, this recording does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement 

The entranceway serves an important aesthetic function by prefacing, for those entering, the 
architectural character and unifying exterior colour scheme for the large dairy and residential building 
complexes across the estate.  
 
Some of the design and style traits of the entrance pedestals occur locally elsewhere along the Princes 
Highway (such as at Renfrew Park, Aorangi, and Kellyong on Toolijooa Ridge). This suggests that this 
group of entrances represent a particular stylistic phase or chronology across the district. 
 
In so far as the entrance feature forms part of the overall aesthetic function and design of the Innisfail 
built environment, this recording fulfils to a limited degree, this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Based on current information, this site does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

This recording does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

This recording does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The Innisfail property is representative of a successful dairying based estate which emerged during the 
consolidation of the dairy industry in the Shoalhaven following the completion of the railway in 1893 and 
the introduction of mechanical cream separators in the 1890s (Draft Kiama Heritage Inventory). 
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Of the other known estate entrances of this stylistic type along the Southern Illawarra Princes Highway, 
the Innisfail example is the most elaborate - originally including two paired pedestals, with interlinking 
wrought iron fencing. The current deteriorated condition of the entrance, (including the absence of the 
inner right post, and the loose wrought iron fence sections) detracts from the heritage value of the 
feature. 
 
This recording fulfils to a limited extent, this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

The Innisfail entranceway (G2B H43) fulfils criteria (c) and (g) to a limited extent and with regard to 
local listing. 
 

TThe Southern Illawarra coastal plain and hinterland cultural landscape 

This landscape area follows the National Trust (NSW) registered ‘Berry District Conservation Area’, 
which is also included in the Register of the National Estate as an Indicative Place (Place No. 
1/11/102/0053). 
 

Criterion (a) important in the course or pattern of cultural history 

The cultural landscape values inherent within this recording relate specifically to a number of historically 
important themes, events and patterns (see Section 8.4.2). Except for the unique Illawarra context, the 
historical themes represented occur elsewhere across the State and are not unique to the Southern 
Illawarra. 
 
The cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (b) strong or special association with an important person or group 

The cultural landscape values inherent within this recording relate generally to a number of historically 
important individuals and groups, such as the original Illawarra Aborigines, the initial European land 
grantees, the owners and managers of the Berry Estate Lands, the tenant farmers of that estate, the post 
Robertson Land Act selectors, and the communities functioning and defined by each village or town, and 
by important industries, such as forestry, dairying, and construction.  
 
The cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (c) important in demonstrating aesthetic characteristics or a high degree of creative and 
technical achievement 

Some of the cultural landscape values inherent within this recording relate to actions, events, and phases 
characterised by a high degree of technical achievement. These include the clearance of the original tall 
and dense forests of the hinterland, the canal cut by Alexander Berry in 1822 between the Shoalhaven 
River and Crookhaven River, the accurate survey and establishment of roads, freehold lands, and 
townships, the drainage of the coastal plain wetland basins, and the construction of the Nowra bridge. 
 
An integral defining element of the cultural landscape is its aesthetic values, many of which are a 
consequence of the interrelation of biogeographic and historical factors, such as: the European pattern of 
vegetation clearance, incidence and distribution of the built environment, the underlying form of the land 
and seascape, and the patterning of native revegetation.  
 
The cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
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Criterion (d) strong or special association with a particular community or cultural group 

Although the cultural landscape includes values of special significance to particular community or cultural 
groups, such as the descendents of the local Aboriginal tribes, in general, and as a totality, the cultural 
landscape does not fulfil this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (e) potential to yield information that would contribute to an understanding of cultural history 

The concept of a cultural landscape including evidence of a complex historical interrelation of causal and 
reactionary factors, means that this landscape provides considerable potential to yield information that 
would contribute to an understanding of local history (both cultural and natural). Such research is 
afforded a wide and geographic scope when approached on large geographic scale. Potential themes of 
such research include: the interrelation and reinterpretation of Aboriginal significant places according to 
traditional practice and post-European lore, and geographic patterning evident in the progression of the 
alienation of lands, the exploitation of resources, the establishment of service and community 
infrastructure, and the production of wealth. 
 
The cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (f) uncommon, rare or endangered aspects of cultural history 

The Southern Illawarra is representative of a similar cultural landscape, once present across the central 
and northern parts of that district, and now substantially changed along the coastal margin and valley 
floor through urban development. Urban development is now more or less continuous along the coastal 
margin from Kiama to Austinmer. Established and planned new urban developments are now focused on 
the hinterland, including the valley floor and adjoining escarpment slopes. The Southern Illawarra, to the 
south and east of the Cambewarra Range is the last section of the Illawarra where a predominantly 
agricultural landscape still predominates from the escarpment to the coastline. 
 
The cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Criterion (g) important in demonstrating the principal characteristic of a class of cultural place 

The cultural landscape of the Southern Illawarra coastal plain and hinterland display most of the principal 
characteristics of a nineteenth century agricultural landscape, which has been modified to a lesser degree 
by twentieth century factors. Except for specific areas of rural-residential and urban subdivisions, the 
underlying cadastral grid remains that established by a pattern of nineteenth century land alienation. Most 
of the roads reflect the same cadastral or historical constraints and the town locations still reflect 
nineteenth century habitation priorities and travel and communication nodes. Although these factors 
would be found to be common to many remaining agricultural regions, the specific frame provided by 
the Cambewarra Range makes this cultural landscape both representative and of outstanding aesthetic 
value. 
 
This cultural landscape fulfils this criterion with regard to local listing. 
 

Conclusion 

The Southern Illawarra coastal plain and hinterland cultural landscape fulfils all criteria except for (d) with 
regard to local listing. 
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110.0  Statutory and policy context 

10.1 National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 

The rationale behind the National Parks and Wildlife Act 1974 as amended is the prevention of 
unnecessary or unwarranted destruction of Aboriginal objects, and the active protection and 
conservation of Aboriginal objects that are of high cultural significance. 
 
With the exception of projects subject to the provisions of Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act 1979, the National Parks and Wildlife Act (as amended) provides the primary basis for 
the legal protection and management of Aboriginal sites within NSW. The implementation of the 
Aboriginal heritage provisions of the Act is the responsibility of the Department of Environment, Climate 
Change and Water (DECCW).  
 
The following summary is based on: 
 
 The provisions of the current National Parks and Wildlife Act as amended. 
 DECCW policy as presented in the 1997 Standards and Guidelines Kit for Aboriginal Cultural 

Heritage provided by the (then) NSW NPWS, and as communicated orally to the consultants on a 
periodic basis.  

 
The guideline documents presented in the 1997 Standards and Guidelines Kit were stated to be working 
drafts and subject to an 18 months performance review. The Standards Manual was defined not to be a 
draft and subject to periodic supplements.  
 
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.’ [s5(1)].

 
In practice, archaeologists use a methodology that groups 'Aboriginal objects' into various site 
classifications according to the nature, occurrence and exposure of archaeological material evidence. The 
archaeological definition of a site may vary according to survey objectives; however a site is not 
recognised or defined as a legal entity in the Act. It should be noted that even single and isolated 
artefacts are protected as Aboriginal objects under the Act.
 
The investigation, use or destruction of Aboriginal objects is managed through a system of Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permits under the provisions of Section 87 and Section 90 of the Act. Section 87 relates 
to actions which do not involve direct damage to Aboriginal objects, and Section 90 relates to damage 
or defacement of Aboriginal objects. 
 
Under Section 87 of the Act, it is an offence to do any of the following without a Permit from the 
Director General of DECCW: disturb or excavate any land for the purpose of discovering an Aboriginal 
object; disturbing or moving an Aboriginal object; take possession of or removing an Aboriginal object 
from certain lands; and erecting a building or structure to store Aboriginal objects on certain land 
(Section 86). The maximum penalty is $11,000 for individuals and $22,000 for corporations.  
 
Under Section 90 of the Act, a person who, without first obtaining the consent of the Director General 
knowingly destroys, defaces or damages, or knowingly causes or permits the destruction or defacement 
of or damage to, an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place is guilty of an offence against the Act. 
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Where salvage actions (such as collection or re-positioning) are proposed in conjunction with an 
application to destroy Aboriginal objects, then an application for a Section 87 permit must accompany 
the Section 90 application. This is because a consent issued solely under Section 90 of the Act is not 
considered to permit actions other than those which destroy, deface or damage Aboriginal objects. 
 
In January of 2005, the DECCW introduced Interim Guidelines for Aboriginal Community Consultation 
with regard to the preparation of applications for a consent or permit under Part 6 (Section 87 and 
Section 90) of the National Parks and Wildlife Act The Interim Guidelines include a required process of 
notification of intended applications in the local media, an invitation for stakeholder groups to register 
interest, and various time periods providing an opportunity for registered stakeholders to comment and 
review proposed methodologies and assessments.  
 
It should be noted that Section 85U of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act (as amended) 
establishes an exemption to the application of Section 87 and Section 90 of the National Parks and 
Wildlife Act. It states that a Permit under Section 87 or a consent under Section 90 of the National 
Parks and Wildlife Act  is not required for an approved project subject to the provisions of Part 3A of 
the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act. Section 75U also extends this exemption to include 
‘any investigative or other activities that are required to be carried out for the purpose of complying with 
any environmental assessment requirements under this Part in connection with an application for 
approval to carry out the project or of a concept plan for the project’ (Section 75(U)4 Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Act (as amended)). 
 
Section 175B of the National Parks and Wildlife Act outlines circumstances where corporation directors 
may be taken to have contravened these provisions, based on the acts or omissions of that Corporation. 
 
The processing and assessment of permit and consent applications is dependent upon adequate 
archaeological review and assessment, together with an appropriate level of Aboriginal community liaison 
and involvement (refer Standards for Archaeological Practice in Aboriginal Heritage Management in 1997 
NPWS Standards and Guidelines Kit).  
 
The Minister may declare any place which, in his or her opinion, is or was of special Aboriginal 
significance with respect to Aboriginal culture, to be an Aboriginal place (Section 84). The Director 
General has responsibility for the preservation and protection of the Aboriginal place (Section 85). An 
area declared to be an Aboriginal place may remain in private ownership, or be acquired by the Crown 
by agreement or by a compulsory process (Section 145). 
 
The Director General may make an interim protection order and order that an action cease where that 
action is, or is likely to, significantly affect an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place. Such an order is 
current for 40 days (Section 91AA, Schedule 3[10]). Such an order does not apply to certain actions, 
such as where they are in accordance with development consents or emergency procedures. 
 

110.1.1 General management constraints and requirements  

Except where a project is subject to the provisions of Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act, the National Parks and Wildlife Act, together with the policies of the DECCW provide 
the following constraints and requirements on land owners and managers: 
 
 It is an offence to knowingly disturb an Aboriginal object (or site) without an appropriate permit or 

consent (Section 87 and Section 90). 
 Prior to instigating any action which may conceivably disturb an Aboriginal object (this generally 

means land surface disturbance or felling of mature trees), archaeological survey and assessment is 
required (refer Standards for Archaeological Practice in Aboriginal Heritage Management in 1997 
NPWS Standards and Guidelines Kit). 
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 When the archaeological resource of an area is known or can be reliably predicted, appropriate 
land-use practices should be adopted which would minimise the necessity for the destruction of 
sites / Aboriginal objects, and prevent destruction to sites / Aboriginal objects which warrant 
conservation (refer Standards for Archaeological Practice in Aboriginal Heritage Management in 
1997 NPWS Standards and Guidelines Kit). 

 Documented and appropriate consultation with relevant Aboriginal community representatives is 
required by DECCW as part of the prerequisite information necessary for endorsement of 
consultant recommendations or the provision of consents and permits by DECCW (refer Standards 
for Archaeological Practice in Aboriginal Heritage Management in 1997 NPWS Standards and 
Guidelines Kit). 

 

110.1.2 Statutory constraints arising from artefacts which constitute background scatter  

Background scatter is a term used generally by archaeologists to refer to artefacts that cannot be usefully 
related to a place or focus of past activity. There is no single concept for background 'scatter' or discard, 
and therefore no agreed definition. The recognition of background material within a particular study area 
is dependent on an appreciation of local contextual and taphonomic factors. Artefacts within a 
‘background’ scatter can be found in most landscape types and may vary considerably in density. 
 
Standard archaeological methodologies cannot effectively predict the location of individual artefacts 
within background scatters. Surface survey may detect background material either as individual artefacts 
(‘isolated finds’), or even as small, low-density ‘sites’. Subsurface testing may sample, and through analysis, 
characterise background material. However, beyond the scope of archaeological sampling, the potential 
to encounter background artefacts within the context of development related ground disturbance would 
always remain.  
 
Most previous cultural resource management archaeological methodologies have acknowledged that 
there is little scientific justification for the conduct of archaeological salvage or ground disturbance 
monitoring to effect the recovery of background artefacts. The intrinsic scientific value of any recovered 
artefacts does not, in general, outweigh the expense of conducting the monitoring. However, low density 
distributions of artefacts are a current subject of interest by some heritage practitioners and DECCW 
policy regarding this issue may change in the future. The monitoring of construction related ground 
works by Aboriginal groups is now increasingly practiced. The recovery of background scatter artefacts is 
often a probable outcome of such monitoring exercises.  
 
Given the nature of statutory and DECCW policy requirements in NSW, the detection of background 
artefacts during monitoring can be problematic. Except where a project is subject to the provisions of 
Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, or where an Aboriginal object is covered by 
a current Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit from DECCW, all further impact to an Aboriginal object 
detected during development works, and to the ground in its immediate vicinity, must cease until an 
appropriate Permit or Consent is gained. It may take up to eight weeks for this to occur. However, in 
the past DECCW has not as a general rule granted consents to cover artefacts within background 
scatters which remain undescribed and undetected. This is because DECCW sought to provide consents 
where the significance and location of the Aboriginal objects to be impacted could be reliably defined. By 
their very nature, this may not be possible for artefacts that constitute a background scatter. 
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The present application of policy of DECCW does not provide for a consistent or proactive means of 
dealing with the statutory constraints posed by the detection of background scatter artefacts during 
development works. In those cases where the provisions of Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and 
Assessment Act do not apply, an option is the provision by the DECCW of a Section 87 Permit or 
Section 90 Consent which includes all Aboriginal objects situated within the defined development site 
rather than specific sites or finds within it. This approach has been adopted by some DECCW branch 
jurisdictions where an assessment has been provided which suitably investigates the known and 
predicted incidence of Aboriginal objects potentially subject to disturbance. Other DECCW jurisdictions 
do not accept this approach and only provide permits and consents for known and defined Aboriginal 
object occurrences.  
 
It should therefore be noted, that in the event that an Aboriginal artefact (‘Aboriginal object’) is detected 
during ground disturbance within a development study area, and that area or Aboriginal object is not 
covered by an Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit, there may be considerable delays to development 
works while an application for a ‘Consent to Destroy’ is processed.  
 

110.2 National Parks and Wildlife Amendment Act 2001 

This Act was passed by both houses of the NSW Parliament in 2001, and gazetted on 4 December 
2006. Revisions to the National Parks and Wildlife Act include the following: 
 
 The requirement for a Section 90 ‘Consent to Destroy’ from the Director General is replaced by a 

‘heritage impact permit’ (Schedule 3[1]). 
 The offence under Section 90 of the Principal Act of ‘knowingly’ destroying, defacing or damaging 

Aboriginal objects and Aboriginal places without consent is changed so that the element of 
knowledge has been removed (Schedule 3 [2]). The amended Section 90, Subsection 1 reads: 

 
‘A person must not destroy, deface, damage or desecrate, or cause or permit the 
destruction, defacement, damage or desecration of, an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place.’ 
 

 Section 90, Subsection 1 does not apply when an Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place is dealt with 
in accordance with a heritage impact permit issued by the Director General (Schedule 3[3], Section 
90(1B) in amended Act). 

 It is a defence to a prosecution for an offence against Subsection 1 if the defendant shows that: 
a) ‘He or she took reasonable precautions and exercised due diligence to determine whether the 

action constituting the alleged offence would, or would be likely to, impact on the Aboriginal 
object of Aboriginal place concerned; and 

b) The person reasonably believed that the action would not destroy, deface, damage or 
desecrate the Aboriginal object or Aboriginal place.’ (Schedule 3[3], Section 90(1C) in 
amended Act). 

 A court is able to direct a person to mitigate damage to or restore an Aboriginal object or an 
Aboriginal place in appropriate circumstances when finding the person guilty of an offence referred 
to in Section 90 of the Principal Act (Schedule 3[9]). 
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110.3 NSW Heritage Act 1977 and Heritage Amendment Acts 1998 and 2009 

10.3.1 Overview 

The purpose of these Acts is to ensure that the heritage of New South Wales is adequately identified 
and conserved. In practice the Acts have focused on items and places of non-indigenous heritage to 
avoid overlap with the National Parks and Wildlife Act, which has primary responsibilities for nature 
conservation and the protection of Aboriginal relics and places in NSW.  
 
The Heritage Amendment Act 1998 came into effect in April 1999. The Act instigated changes to the 
NSW heritage system, which were the result of a substantial review begun in 1992. A central feature of 
the amendments was the clarification and strengthening of shared responsibility for heritage management 
between local government authorities, responsible for items of local significance, and the NSW Heritage 
Council. The council retained its consent powers for alterations to heritage items of State significance. 
 
The Heritage Amendment Act 2009 came into effect in October 2009. The Act includes greater fairness 
and rigour in the heritage listing process while retaining key elements of the current system, including 
local and State listings, and the Heritage Council. One of the changes to the former Heritage Act has 
been the move from the arbitrary 50 year age-based definition for archaeology, to one based on 
significance where relics have to demonstrate local or State significance. Under the Heritage Act a 'relic' 
had been defined as any deposit which related to the European settlement of NSW and was 50 years 
old or more. This broad definition captured too many items – many of which would not generally be 
considered part of the State's archaeological heritage. This approach brings archaeological heritage 
management more consistently within the management of other heritage items, which is based on an 
assessment of significance. The previous definition of archaeological relic encompassed a significant 
number of items over 50 years of age that had no heritage value. 
 
The Heritage Act is concerned with all aspects of conservation ranging from the most basic protection 
against damage and demolition, to restoration and enhancement. It recognises two levels of heritage 
significance – State and local significance across a broad range of values. Some key provisions of the Act 
are: 
 
 The establishment and functions of the Heritage Council (Part 2); 

 Interim heritage orders (Part 3), the State Heritage Register (Part 3A);  

 Heritage Agreements (Part 3B); 

 Environmental planning instruments (Part 5); 

 The protection of archaeological deposits and relics (Part 6); and  

 The establishment of Heritage and Conservation Registers for State Government owned and 
managed items (Part 7). 

 
Generally this Act provides protection to items that have been identified, assessed and listed on various 
registers including State Government Section 170 registers, local government local environmental plans 
and the State Heritage Register. The Interim Heritage Order provisions allow the minister or his 
delegates (local government may have delegated authority) to provide emergency protection to 
threatened places which have not been previously identified.  
 
In addition, the Act includes provisions which relate to the definition and protection of relics.  
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110.3.2 Protection of relics and archaeological deposits  

Section 139 of the Act specifically provides protection for any item classed as a relic. A relic is defined as 
"...any deposit object or material evidence: 
 

(a) relates to the settlement of the area that comprises New South Wales, not being Aboriginal 
settlement. 

(b) is of State or local heritage significance." 
 
(Heritage Amendment Act 2009, Part 1, Section 4). 
 

Section 139 of the Act disallows disturbance of a relic unless in accordance with an 'excavation permit' 
from the Heritage Council. This section also allows the Heritage Council to create exceptions to the 
requirement for an excavation permit with respect to certain types of relic, contexts, or types of 
disturbance (refer below).  
 
Section 146 of the Act requires that the discovery of a previously unknown relic be reported to the 
Heritage Council within a reasonable time of its discovery. 
 
Current policy and interpretation by the NSW Heritage Office (Department of Planning) limits the 
scope of the ‘relic’ definition to exclude above ground structures and a range of ground features or 
‘works’ which may include roads, embankments and other forms of constructed ground relief. This 
interpretation is based on the definition of ‘environmental heritage’ in Section 4 of the Act which states 
that environmental heritage means ‘those places, buildings, works, relics, moveable objects and precincts, 
of State or local significance’. The Heritage Office interprets each of these categories to be mutually 
exclusive (correspondence from Reece McDougall, Executive Director, Dept of Planning, to K. Officer, 
Navin Officer Heritage Consultants 30/5/07). 
 

10.3.3 Permits and approval requirements 

The Act includes two key approval requirements: 
 
 A permit must be obtained for works which have the potential to interfere with a heritage item or 

place which is either listed on the State Heritage Register or the subject of an Interim Heritage 
Order (Section 57). 

 A permit must be obtained to disturb or excavate land where it is known (or there is reasonable 
cause to suspect) that such action would or is likely to uncover or affect a relic (Section 139). This 
permit is known as an excavation permit and can be applied for under Section 140 of the Act. 
Current interpretation of the Act by the Heritage Office indicates that excavation permits are only 
applicable to relics which are situated below the ground surface. 

 

10.3.4 Exemptions for works requiring Heritage Council approval  

Certain activities which may be conducted on heritage item listed on the State Heritage Register are 
exempted from the Section 57 approval requirements. Such exemptions are granted by the Minister and 
fall into two groups, standard exemptions and site specific exemptions. 
 
A schedule of Section 57 standard exemptions has been formulated which includes activities such as 
certain types of maintenance and repair, minor excavations, changes of use, some temporary structures 
and ‘anything which in the opinion of the Director is of a minor nature and would not adversely affect 
the heritage significance of the item’. In many cases notification of such proposed activities must be made 
by the applicant to the Director, and written notification from the Director received regarding his 
satisfaction that the exemption criteria have been met. 
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110.3.5 Exceptions from Excavation Permit requirements 

Certain activities are excluded from the Section 139 permit approval requirements. A series of 
exceptions have also been established for Section 139 Permit approval requirements. This includes 
demolition and maintenance of bridges not listed on the State Heritage Register, some forms of 
excavation and maintenance of underground services, conservation and repair of monuments and grave 
markers, and the exposing of survey marks in the course of survey operations. 
 
On 5 September 2008, the following Section 139 exceptions were notified: 
 

1. Excavation or disturbance of land of the kind specified below does not require an 
excavation permit under Section 139 of the Heritage Act, provided that the Director 
General is satisfied that the criteria in (a), (b) or (c) have been met and the person 
proposing to undertake the excavation or disturbance of land has received a notice advising 
that the Director General is satisfied that: 
(a) An archaeological assessment, zoning plan or management plan has been prepared 

in accordance with guidelines published by the Heritage Council of NSW which 
indicates that any relics in the land are unlikely to have State or local heritage 
significance. 

(b) The excavation or disturbance of land would have a minor impact on archaeological 
relics including the testing of land to verify the existence of relics without destroying 
or removing them. 

(c) A statement describing the proposed excavation demonstrates that evidence relating 
to the history or nature of the site, such as its level of disturbance, indicates that the 
site has little or no archaeological research potential. 

 
A person proposing to excavate or disturb land according to the above criteria must write to the 
Director General and describe the proposed excavation or disturbance of land and set out why it 
satisfies the criteria. If the Director General is satisfied that the proposed development meets the 
above criteria then the Director General shall notify the applicant. 
 

10.3.6 The Heritage Council of NSW 

The role of the Heritage Council is to provide the Minister with advice on a broad range of matters 
relating to the conservation of the heritage of NSW. It also has a role in promoting heritage conservation 
through research, seminars and publications. The membership of the Heritage Council is designed to 
reflect a broad range of interests and areas of expertise. 
 

10.3.7 Interim heritage orders 

Under the provisions of Part 3 of the Act, the Minister can make an Interim Heritage Order. A 
recommendation with respect to an order can come from the Heritage Council, either based on a 
request for the Minister, or the Council’s own considerations. The Minister can also authorise local 
councils to make Interim Heritage Orders within their area. An interim conservation order may remain 
in force for up to 12 months, until such time as it is revoked or the item is listed on the State Heritage 
Register. A heritage order may control activities such as demolition of structures, damage to relics, places 
or land, development and alteration of buildings, works or relics.  
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110.3.8 The State Heritage Register 

Changes to the Heritage Act in the 1998 amendments established the State Heritage Register which 
includes all places previously protected by permanent conservation orders and items identified as being 
of state significance in heritage and conservation registers prepared by State Government 
instrumentalities. Sites or places which are found to have a state level of heritage significance should be 
formally identified to the Heritage Council and considered for inclusion on the State Heritage Register.  
 

10.3.9 Heritage agreements 

Under Section 39 of the Act, the Minister can enter into an agreement with the owner of a heritage 
item listed on the State Heritage Register to ensure its conservation. Such an agreement can cover a 
range of responsibilities including financial or specialist assistance and can be attached to the title of the 
land. 
 

10.3.10 Environmental planning instruments 

Part 5 of the Act gives the Heritage Council the authority to request that an environmental planning 
instrument be prepared covering certain lands. It also directs that the Heritage Council shall be consulted 
by others when preparing a draft planning instrument affecting land to which an Interim Heritage Order 
applies or which includes an item listed on the State Heritage Register. In addition it gives the Heritage 
Council the authority to produce guidelines for the preparation of such planning instruments. 
 

10.3.11 Heritage and Conservation Registers 

Section 170 of the Act requires all state government instrumentalities to establish and maintain a 
Heritage and Conservation Register that lists items of environmental heritage. The register is to include 
items which are, or could potentially be, the subject of a conservation instrument, and which are owned, 
occupied or otherwise under the control of that instrumentality. 
 

10.4 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 and its regulations, schedules and associated 
guidelines require that environmental impacts are considered in land-use planning and decision making. 
Environmental impacts include cultural heritage assessment. The Act was reformed by the Environmental 
Planning and Assessment Amendment (Infrastructure and other Planning Reform) Act 2005. 
 
There are four main areas of protection under the Act: 
 
 Planning instruments allow particular uses for land and specify constraints. Part 3 governs the 

preparation of planning instruments. Both Aboriginal and historical (non-Aboriginal) cultural heritage 
values should be assessed when determining land-use. 

 A separate streamlined and integrated development assessment and approvals regime for major 
infrastructure and other projects of significance to the State is defined by Part 3A. 

 Section 90 lists impacts which must be considered before development approval is granted. Part 4 
relates to the development assessment process for local government authorities. Impact to both 
Aboriginal and historical (non-Aboriginal) cultural heritage values are included. 

 State Government agencies which act as the determining authority on the environmental impacts of 
proposed activities must consider a variety of community and cultural factors in their decisions, 
including Aboriginal and historical (non-Aboriginal) cultural heritage values. Part 5 relates to activities 
which do not require consent but still require an environmental evaluation, such as proposals by 
government authorities. 
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Under the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act the Minister for Planning may make various 
planning instruments such as regional environmental plans (Section 51) and local environment plans 
(Section 80). The Minister may direct a public authority such as a local council, to exercise certain actions 
within a specified time, including the preparation of draft local environmental plan and appropriate 
provisions to achieve the principles and aims of the Act (Section 117). 
 
These planning instruments may identify places and features of cultural heritage significance and define 
various statutory requirements regarding the potential development, modification and conservation of 
these items. In general, places of identified significance, or places requiring further assessment, are listed 
in various heritage schedules that may form part of a regional environmental plan or local environmental 
plan. Listed heritage items are then protected from certain defined activities, normally including 
demolition, renovation, excavation, subdivision, and other forms or damage, unless consent has been 
gained from an identified consent authority. The consent authority under a local environmental plan is 
normally the Local Shire or City Council. 
 
In addition to the development of these environmental planning instruments, the Director of the 
Department of Planning or a local council may prepare a Development Control Plan, where it is 
considered that more detailed provisions or guidelines are required over any part of land covered by a 
regional environmental plan, local environmental plan or their Drafts (Section 51A and Section 72). 
 
Recent amendments to the Act require a single local environmental plan to be prepared according to a 
standard template, for each local government area within the next five years. 
 
In determining a development application, a consent authority, such as a local council, must take into 
consideration any of the following which are relevant to the subject application (Section 79C(1) 
Potential Matters for Consideration): 
 
 The provisions of any environmental planning instrument, or draft environmental planning 

instrument (which has been placed on public exhibition) any development control plan and the 
regulations. 

 The likely impacts of that development on the natural and built environments, and the social and 
economic impacts on the locality. 

 The suitability of the site for the development. 
 Any submissions made in accordance with the Act or the regulations. 
 The public interest.  

 
If a development consent is required from council under the provisions of a local environmental plan and 
a permit or license is also required from a State Government Agency an integrated development must 
be submitted to the consent authority. A development is an 'integrated development' if it requires an 
approval under Section 90 of the National Parks and Wildlife Act or if the Director General of DECCW 
is of the opinion that consultation with an Aboriginal group or organisation should be consulted prior to 
a determination being made. Any development approval issued for an integrated development of this 
kind must be consistent with the general terms of approval or requirements provided by the relevant 
State Government Agency.  
 
The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act, as amended, provides for the listing of heritage items 
and conservation areas and for the protection of these items or areas through environmental planning 
instruments (like regional environmental plan and local environmental plan) at the local government and 
State planning levels. These statutory planning instruments usually contain provisions for the conservation 
of these items and areas as well as an assessment process to reduce the impacts of new development 
on the heritage significance of a place, building or conservation area.  
 



 

Cultural Heritage Assessment – Gerringong upgrade 
 Page 173 

110.4.1 Part 3A of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

Part 3A of the Act is an amendment which establishes a separate streamlined and integrated 
development assessment and approvals regime for major State Government infrastructure projects, 
development that was previously classified as State Significant development, and other projects, plans or 
programs declared by the Minister for Planning.  
 
Part 3A removes the stop-the-clock provisions and the need for single-issue approvals under eight other 
Acts, including the National Parks and Wildlife Act and the Heritage Act. Environmental planning 
instruments such as the heritage provisions within regional environmental plan and local environmental 
plan, (other than State environmental planning policies) do not apply to projects approved under Part 
3A. 
 

10.5 Implications for the proposal 

10.5.1 Aboriginal heritage 

This assessment has identified both known Aboriginal sites and areas of potential archaeologically 
sensitive areas within the area of anticipated construction impact associated with the Gerringong 
upgrade proposal.  
 
The sites, each being a distribution of artefacts, are protected under fall National Parks and Wildlife Act 
because artefacts fall within the category of Aboriginal objects, as defined by that Act. Except in 
accordance with the provisions of a Section 87 or 90 Permit or Consent (Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Permit), all forms of impact or disturbance to Aboriginal objects are illegal. In order for the proposal to 
proceed along the preferred alignment, a Section 90 Consent (Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit) for 
sites G2B A6 and G2B A7 would be required. 
 
Both of these sites are associated with potential archaeologically sensitive areas, and it is unlikely that 
DECCW would consider the provision of Section 90 consents without first requiring an assessment of a 
program of archaeological subsurface testing within these areas. A Section 87 permit (Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permit) would be required in order to conduct such a program. 
 
It should be noted that the provision by DECCW of a Section 90 Consent (Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Permit) would be subject to the results of the subsurface testing programs and Aboriginal stakeholder 
inputs. 
 
Areas with an identified degree of predicted archaeological sensitivity or potential are not on face value 
protected by the National Parks and Wildlife Act. This is because there is no known occurrence of 
Aboriginal objects within the identified areas. However, excavation with the objective of finding 
Aboriginal objects is an offence except in accordance with the provisions of a Section 87 or 90 permit or 
Consent (Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit). Receipt of a Section 87 permit (Aboriginal Heritage Impact 
Permit) is therefore a prerequisite for the conduct of any recommended program of archaeological test 
excavation.  
 
Excavation within areas of identified archaeological potential, and which is unassociated with an intent to 
find Aboriginal objects (such as during geotechnical investigations) may also be associated with legal 
liability, in the event that Aboriginal objects are disturbed or impacted. 
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110.5.2 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

This assessment has identified both above ground structures, potential subsurface archaeological 
deposits, items of movable heritage, and ground relief features (or earthworks), such as sections of 
remnant highway. None of the identified items are assessed as having State significance. 
 
Any impact to subsurface archaeological deposits would require an excavation permit (applied for under 
Section 140 of the Heritage Act) from the Department of Planning except where the disturbance 
complies with one or more of the exceptions established under Section 139 of that Act. In brief these 
exceptions are, where disturbance is unlikely to occur to relics with local or State significance, or 
disturbance to relics would be minor, or where a site has little or no research potential. A process of 
application and notification of an approved exception must be followed in the latter cases prior to the 
commencement of any disturbance works. 
 
Any proposed investigative program involving archaeological test excavation to determine the nature of 
any archaeological deposits would require as a pre-requisite an excavation permit. 
 
Impact to above ground heritage structures or relics does not attract a requirement for an excavation 
permit, nor does impact to ‘works’ such as road carriageways, and ground relief. The planning and 
approval provisions of local and regional environmental plans are relevant to items listed on local 
environmental plan and regional environmental plan heritage schedules, but only where the local council 
is a determining authority. This is not the case with the proposal.  
 
Despite the absence of a clearly defined statutory requirement for approval to impact some classes of 
heritage item, the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning may take an interest to ensure that 
heritage values, in whatever material form (or statutory class) are to be managed in an effective way. The 
Department of Planning may delay Development Approvals until satisfactory strategies are defined or 
prescribed.  
 
Heritage items or places which may fall into this category include those of assessed local context 
significance only, and which are not included on the State Heritage Register, and may or may not be 
listed on local government local environmental plan or regional environmental plan heritage schedules.  
 
Only one non-Aboriginal heritage recording within the proposal study area is currently included on a 
statutory list. This is the Renfrew Park homestead and grounds which is listed on the heritage schedule of 
the Kiama Local Environmental Plan 1996 and the Illawarra Regional Plan of 1986. This listing does not 
pose a statutory constraint on the RTA as council is not a determining authority for its development 
proposals. However, the RTA should be mindful of listed items and attempt to avoid or minimise 
impacts wherever possible. This would be one focus of Department of Planning scrutiny of any 
development approval. 
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111.0 Management of the potential impacts of the upgrade 
development 

11.1 Aboriginal heritage 

11.1.1 Development impact 

Aboriginal heritage recordings which may potentially be subject to one or more of these impacts are: 
sites G2B A5, G2B A6 and G2B A7, PASA 31 to PASA 39, and mature fig trees MTF2, MTF 3, MTF4, 
MTF5, MTF9 and MTF10. 
 

11.1.2 Site management 

With regard to the known sites containing Aboriginal objects, all have Aboriginal cultural value, and, 
subject to the results of test excavation, G2B A5 is assessed as having moderate to high local significance, 
and G2B A6 and G2B A7 as having limited value within a local context. In all cases, a potential option to 
avoid impact to known artefact occurrences through the amendment of the proposed upgrade poses an 
unacceptable risk of damage to potentially less disturbed deposits situated away from the present road 
corridor. This constraint results from the fact that all sites have potential to contain additional artefacts 
and that this potential is closely correlated with landform type. In all cases the subject landform extends 
continuously to either side of the current highway. 
 
In order to verify and manage the cultural heritage values of these sites it is recommended that within 
the area of development impact, a salvage program involving the recovery of surface artefacts, be 
combined with  a program of archaeological test excavation in potential archaeologically sensitive areas 
associated with each site. The drafting of further management actions would be dependent on the 
results of the testing program.  
 
Possible actions arising from the potential archaeologically sensitive area test results may be: 
 
1) No further action required. 
2) Conduct some form of further salvage, either through collection and/or archaeological excavation. 
 
Or in the rare case of a high significance find: 
 
3) Amend the design of the upgrade to ensure in situ conservation. 
 
A Section 87 Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit would be required from DECCW to conduct the 
artefact collection and potential archaeologically sensitive area test excavation programs.  
 

11.1.3 Potential archaeologically sensitive area management 

The archaeological survey found that ground surface exposures across the study area were very limited 
in both area and occurrence, and could not provide a reliable basis for the identification and assessment 
of the likely archaeological resource. As a consequence, a program of subsurface archaeological 
investigation would be required to test and assess potentially occurring archaeological deposits.  
 
Eight of the nine potential archaeologically sensitive areas described in this assessment would be 
impacted by the Gerringong upgrade. These are PASA 32, PASA 33, PASA 34, PASA 35, PASA 36, 
PASA 37, PASA 38 and PASA 39. PASA 31 is situated immediately to the south-west of the proposal 
area and thus falls outside of the subject development footprint.  
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Of the remaining eight subject to impact, all are integral to continuous landforms (such as fluvial 
corridors, valley floors and spurline slopes), which extend well beyond the confines of the anticipated 
development footprint. The area potentially subject to direct impact, relative to the total area of 
potentially sensitive area, remains small. Impact to PASA 39 would be limited and restricted to its 
eastern edge.  
 
Forty-two potential archaeologically sensitive areas have been identified cross the whole length of the 
Gerringong to Bomaderry Princes Highway upgrade proposal. Many of these areas share defining 
landscape characteristics and fall into similar landform categories. Given the need to further refine the 
predictive model prior to clarifying potential archaeological deposit status, it is proposed to focus the 
archaeological test excavation program in the first instance on a representative sample of the total 
Gerringong to Bomaderry Princes Highway upgrade potential archaeologically sensitive area recordings.  
 
Of the eight potential archaeologically sensitive areas subject to impact across the Gerringong upgrade 
study area, four are considered to be locally representative of the potential archaeologically sensitive 
area variation across the Gerringong to Bomaderry Princes Highway upgrade proposal area. These are 
proposed for inclusion within an initial program of archaeological subsurface testing to validate their 
significance prior to the determination of the REF. These locations are: PASA 32, PASA 33, PASA 34, 
PASA 35, PASA 37 and PASA 38. Table 8.2 presents the topographic variables upon which 
representativeness was evaluated. (Note: due to the continuity of the landforms involved, four of the 
potential archaeologically sensitive areas are paired together, and effectively treated as two areas).  
 
A proposed methodology for the potential archaeologically sensitive area subsurface test excavation 
program is presented in Appendix B. 
 
Three of the selected representative locations incorporate areas with recorded surface artefacts (site 
recordings G2B A5, G2B A6 and G2B A7), (Refer Figure 8.32 and Appendix A). 
 
A Section 87 Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit would be required from DECCW to conduct the 
potential archaeologically sensitive area test excavation program.  
 

111.1.4 Mature fig tree management 

Aboriginal stakeholders have indicated that mature fig trees have high Aboriginal cultural significance and 
should be conserved wherever possible. Eleven mature fig trees have been recorded in or near to the 
proposal study area, all roughly within 100 m of the current highway. Given the conduct of management 
strategies aimed at preventing accidental or unnecessary impact, the potential for unavoidable direct 
impact remains relevant only for four trees (MFT2, MFT3, MFT4 and MFT5), all are situated within the 
Renfrew Park homestead grouping. Refer to Figure 11.1 for tree locations. 
 
With regard to the management of potential impact to mature fig trees it is recommended that: 
 
1) Wherever feasible, direct impact to mature fig trees is avoided and the continued and sustainable 

health of near or adjacent trees is considered in the detailed design of the upgrade. 
2) In cases where direct impact to mature fig trees is unavoidable: 

a) Wherever feasible, trees with reduced health, condition or vigour are impacted in preference 
to examples displaying good condition, health and vigour. 

b) Establish a management and impact mitigation program in consultation with the Aboriginal 
Focus Group; 

3) Consultation with Aboriginal stakeholder groups should be conducted with regard to all incidences 
of anticipated impact to mature fig trees. The objective of this consultation is to propose strategies 
for the management of the Aboriginal cultural values which may be affected by the impact. Some 
impact mitigation strategies previously suggested by Aboriginal stakeholders for consideration by the 
RTA include: 
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a) Conducting a program of propagation (such as via semi-hardwood cuttings) for replanting 
within and outside of the development.  

b) Make available established cuttings to members of the local Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
community for use in private gardens and landholdings. 

c) Removal and transplantation of high or exceptional value trees, to a new secure location and 
providing necessary aftercare. 

 

TThe Renfrew Park fig tree group 

Figure 11.1 illustrates the anticipated direct and indirect construction impact of the concept design on 
mature fig trees in the Renfrew Park group. This interchange configuration is the result of a lengthy 
review process in which all variables were reassessed relative to the objective of minimising cultural 
heritage impacts. The evaluation included input from an arborist on trees MFT2 and MFT3, situated to 
the west of the current highway (Potts 2009), and a review of heritage issues (Navin Officer Heritage 
Consultants 2009b).  
 
Without compromising safety and functionality, a number of configurations were evaluated. The 
evaluation concluded that: 
 
 It was not possible to retain all mature fig trees.
 The large tree west of the highway (MFT2) was a conservation priority based on Aboriginal cultural 

and Non-Aboriginal heritage evaluations, age, health, and life expectancy. However this tree could 
not be conserved without significant impact to the front compound of the (heritage listed) Renfrew 
Park homestead, including MFT4, located at the south-west corner of the homestead front 
compound. 

 The northbound exit ramp could not be effectively routed between the two trees west of the 
highway (MFT2 and MFT3). Given property constraints and elevation requirements the ramp 
alignment would necessitate the removal of one of the western trees. 
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FFigure 11.1: Anticipated impacts to mature fig trees resulting from construction of the concept design for the Rose Valley 
Road interchange  
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The finalisation of the concept design was therefore dependent on a comparative evaluation of the 
relative values of trees MFT2, MFT3 and MFT4, and the western margin of the front garden compound 
of the Renfrew Park homestead. An evaluation was required to determine which of these elements 
warranted conservation priority.  
 
The following points were salient in the evaluation: 
 
 MFT2 is a vigorous and healthy tree, with a 40+ safe useful life expectancy (see Figure 11.11 and 

Figure 11.12), MFT3 is comparatively unthrifty but has no obvious pathology, It has a safe useful life 
expectancy of up to 40 years (see Figure 11.9 and Figure 11.10) (Potts 2009). 

 
 MFT4 is comparatively unthrifty and has been seriously impacted (both above and below ground) 

by previous road widening and underground service easement placement (see Figure 11.6, Figure 
11.7 and Figure 11.8). 

 
 All trees have Aboriginal cultural significance however many Aboriginal stakeholders emphasised 

MFT2 as having conservation priority due to its age, size, form and good condition.  
 
 The large and spreading form of MFT2 has considerable aesthetic appeal, which, as a road side tree 

along an upgraded highway, could support a gateway statement / installation for the Gerringong 
area (see Figure 11.11). 

 
 There is a strong argument that supports the contention that MFT2 was planted by Europeans as 

part of the formal plantings making up the grounds of the Renfrew Park homestead: 
 
Both MFT2 and MFT3 post-date the clearance of the forest as indicated by their growth form (see 
Figure 11.4 and Figure 11.5). The clearing of forest in the area of the homestead must have 
occurred at, or before the time of, the first homestead which was constructed by Miller around 
1845. The estimated minimum age of MFT2 is 160 years (Potts 2009), giving an approximate 
germination date of 1849 which is also contemporaneous with the first homestead and post-dates 
likely forest clearance. MFT2 is therefore highly likely to date from the time of early occupation by 
the Miller family.  

 
A review of the placement of the eastern Ficus indicates that it is situated on the central east-west 
axis of the current Renfrew Park homestead, its formal approach and front grounds (see Figure 
11.3). When combined with the two Ficus trees (almost certainly planted) as an entrance pair, at 
the south western and north western corners of the grounds, the three trees would have 
established a formalised garden and vista axis which could have been appreciated from the front 
door and veranda of the homestead. Such formal axes were typical for gardens established in the 
nineteenth century.  

 
 If it is accepted that MFT2, is part of the Renfrew Park homestead plantings, then a decision as to 

which tree(s) should be impacted by the upgrade must evaluate the contributory values of the trees 
on each side of the highway, relative to the heritage value of the homestead grounds and landscape 
context. 

 
In such a comparison, the Ficus on the east side of the highway (MFT4 - situated near the south 
western corner of the homestead grounds) is considered to have lesser value for the following 
reasons: 

 
- Due to the past removal of the Ficus on the north-western corner of the homestead grounds, 

this tree no longer functions as one of a pair of symmetrical trees framing the formal entrance 
gateway (see Figure 11.3). 
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- When combined with the removal of the north-western corner of the homestead grounds to 
make room for a new driveway, this tree now causes a visual and structural asymmetry to the 
south-west which is contrary to the original grounds design and central axis (see Figure 11.2 
and Figure 11.3). 

- The roots of this tree have been substantially impacted by past highway widening and recently 
by the installation of an underground water main. This leaves the tree vulnerable to future 
impacts and introduces the possibility of structural failure or diminishing tree health in the 
future (Figure 11.6, Figure 11.7 and Figure 11.8).  

- By comparison, MFT2 on the western side of the highway is vigorous, has an undisturbed root 
zone and retains its original function as an anchor of the formal axis of the homestead grounds 
and associated westward vista. 

 
Based on this reasoning it was concluded that conservation priority should rest with MFT2. As a 
consequence the concept design configuration necessarily required the loss of the western margin of the 
homestead grounds, including the removal of MFT4, and the removal of MFT3 to allow a safe alignment 
of the north exit ramp away from MFT2. 
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FFigure 11.2: Schematic diagram of changes in tree cover since 1958, and to the Renfrew Park grounds as a consequence of 
highway upgrade works and the establishment of a new vehicle driveway 

 

Source: top: extract from aerial photograph NSW 700-5108 SHI Dapto – Ulladulla Run GK6 2/8/58; bottom 2009 Google 
Earth image) 
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FFigure 11.3: Interpretation of 1971 aerial photograph of Renfrew Park, showing the arrangement of Ficus trees relative to the 
homestead, its front grounds, garden plantings and central axis. The position of the three front trees relative to 
the central axis and the front corners of the enclosed grounds, strongly suggests that these trees was deliberately 
planted as formal components of the homestead grounds and front viewshed. 

 
Source: Extract from aerial photograph Nowra – Jervis Bay NSW 1760  Run OJI 27/11/71 5204 
 

Figure 11.4: The two Ficus on the west side of the highway, 
looking south from Rose Valley Road. Note the 
llow and spreading nature of the trees, indicating 
that these trees developed in an open context 
rather than a high forest 

 

 

Figure 11.5: A remnant rainforest Ficus (strangler) tree 
located at Toolijooa. Compare the height, long 
trunk and limited crown of this tree (which 
began life as an epiphyte within a tall forest) with 
the Renfrew Park examples which grew in an 
‘open field’ context 
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FFigure 11.6: MFT4 looking north-east 
 
 

 

Figure 11.7: MFT4 looking east 
 
 

 

Figure 11.8: MFT4 detail of limb 
loss and trunk 
deterioration 

 

Figure 11.9: MFT3 vview looking south 

 

Figure 11.10: MFT3 detail 

 

Figure 11.11: MFT2 looking north west 

 

Figure 11.12: MFT2 detail of trunk and buttresses 
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111.1.5 Management of recovered artefacts 

Except in the event that all Aboriginal stakeholders agree on an alternative management strategy, and 
such a proposal is approved in a Care Agreement issued by DECCW, all recovered artefacts, following 
completion of the archaeological analysis of the assemblage, must be lodged with the Australian 
Museum, Sydney, as required by the National Parks and Wildlife Act. 
 
In the event that stakeholders agree on an alternative to lodgement with the Australian Museum, it is 
recommended that an application in support of the agreed proposal should be lodged with the relevant 
statutory authorities for their consideration.  
 

11.2 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

11.2.1 Development impact 

The potential impacts of the proposed Gerringong upgrade on non-Aboriginal heritage consist of: 
 
1) Destruction or gross disturbance to: above and below-ground structures and relics, ground relief 

features, and archaeological deposits present within the direct construction footprint of the 
development. This can be expected to involve up to 100 per cent of the planned highway 
easement, although there may be some limited potential for site remnants to survive in 
undeveloped areas of the easement. 

2) Destruction or gross disturbance to above and below-ground structures and relics, ground relief 
features, and archaeological deposits present within proposed construction and storage depots and 
other ancillary areas situated outside of the post-construction highway easement. 

3) Minor or partial impact to a heritage recording in the form of direct impact to a limited area of the 
site / feature. Depending on the nature of the site / feature, this may pose a minor or incidental 
degree of direct impact, (such as at each end of a curved section of remnant highway) or may still 
constitute a significant impact given the content of the loss, or the reduction in site integrity. 
Included in this category may be impact to a small proportion of a heritage tree’s root network.  

4) Destruction or gross disturbance to a margin or strip of land which forms part of the associated 
grounds or a property block within which a heritage item/place is situated, such as a homestead 
building, or associated tree(s). 

5) Indirect impacts (such as to the contextual values of place(s) and/or item(s)) which are now 
adjacent to or closer to the upgraded highway; or to the overall values of the landscape through 
which the upgrade passes. 

6) Indirect impact to items of movable heritage which may have been moved to avoid direct impact 
and as a consequence lost contextual integrity. 

 
Of the 14 non-Aboriginal heritage recordings: 
 
 Two would be located immediately adjacent to the upgrade, and although not directly impacted by 

earthworks, existing property boundaries may be affected to a minor extent by land acquisition 
depending on the width of the easement required (G2B H31 and G2B H40). 

 Four may be marginally impacted by earthworks conducted within existing property boundaries, but 
in areas where the risk of impacting heritage values is low (G2B H32, G2B H33, G2B H35 and G2B 
H39). 

 Five are likely to be directly impacted to a more significant, but still limited extent, within existing 
property boundaries (G2B H34, G2B H36, G2B H38, G2B H41 and G2B H42). 

 One, a potential archaeological deposit (G2B H37) would be situated outside of the direct 
construction footprint but within a probable construction traffic and ancillary area. 

 One would be fully impacted (G2B H43). 
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 The identified cultural landscape would be impacted significantly, but moderated by the already 
dominant presence of the highway, and the small proportion of land effected relative to the whole. 

 

TTable 11.1: Summary of construction impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage recordings 

ID Recording 

Impact ccategory  

No direct 
impact, minor 

land 
acquisition  

Marginal 
impact 

Significant but 
limited impact  

Within 
construction 
traffic area  

Full 
direct 
impact  

G2B 
H31 

Site of (Harding) 
homestead (PAD) 

     

G2B 
H32 

Former Toolijooa 
Public School 

     

G2B 
H33 

1990s highway 
remnant 

     

G2B 
H34 

Aorangi homestead 
and grounds 

     

G2B 
H35 

Vehicle dump      

G2B 
H36 

Agricultural dry 
stone wall 

     

G2B 
H37 

Site of Omega 
Stationmaster’s 
residence (PAD) 

     

G2B 
H38 

Renfrew Park 
homestead and 
grounds 

     

G2B 
H39 

1940s highway 
remnant 

     

G2B 
H40 

Former Omega 
Public School 

     

G2B 
H41 

1940s highway 
remnant 

     

G2B 
H42 

Site of (Bailey) 
Homeleigh 
homestead 

     

G2B 
H43 

Innisfail property 
entrance 

     

 ---- Southern Illawarra 
coastal plain and 
hinterland cultural 
landscape 
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111.2.2 Site and landscape management 

The following analysis is based on an anticipated construction footprint as outlined on the mapping 
presented in AAppendix A.  
 

G2B H31 (Harding) homestead site 

This site and its associated mature fig trees is situated 22 m to the south of the upgrade footprint which 
at this point consists of a fill embankment. Given this margin, and the location of the site on the opposite 
side of a creek, it is clear that direct impact to this site can be avoided.  
 
It is recommended that impact to this be avoided. In the event that it is anticipated that there is a risk of 
accidental damage to the site, then the site should be temporarily fenced and identified as a no go area 
to vehicles, materials storage, and ground surface disturbance. 
 

G2B H32 former Toolijooa Public School 

This existing property boundaries of the former Tooliooa Public School fall just outside of the 
construction footprint, however a yet to be determined strip of land would be required beyond the 
footprint for the upgrade easement. This acquired area would probably be subject to substantial ground 
disturbance from heavy vehicles and landscaping. The acquired area would include a portion of an 
unnamed creekline, the gully of which is known to have been used as a European dump further 
downstream. 
 
It is recommended that the width of the land required for acquisition adjacent to the former school 
property be kept to a minimum and that where feasible, nearby tree plantings on the property are 
excluded from the acquisition area. Archaeological test excavation would be required in the area of the 
tributary gully to determine if there is potential for subsurface archaeological material, and if a salvage 
excavation program is required. 
 
An excavation permit from the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning would be required to 
conduct the archaeological excavation program(s). 
 

G2B H33 1990s highway remnant 

The construction footprint of the upgrade would directly impact the two ends of this curved remnant. 
However, given that the site does not have heritage significance, there are no related heritage constraints 
nor recommended or required management strategies. 
 

G2B H34 Aorangi homestead and grounds 

The construction of the upgrade adjacent to the northern Aorangi property boundary would require an 
area of cut which would extend around seven metres into the north-eastern corner of the property. 
This falls at the edge of the canopy of a large mature pine tree within the Aorangi garden. The area of 
cut would also extend to the edge of the property’s north-western corner. A requirement for an as yet 
unspecified easement width beyond the edge of the cut would necessitate land acquisition within the 
northern margin of the Aorangi formal garden. This may include the previously mentioned pine tree, 
together with some smaller plantings.  
 
It is recommended that the potential for reducing the extent of the cut adjacent to Aorangi be 
investigated with the aim of minimising the impact to the large pine tree and other northern garden 
plantings. The mature trees within the Aorangi gardens are an important component of the significance 
of this property. An optimal outcome would be the retention of the tree within the Aorangi property. In 
the event that this is not possible, it is recommended that where feasible, the large pine tree be retained 
alive and in situ within the upgrade easement. 
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In the event that the retention of the pine tree and any other northern garden plantings is to be realised, 
then temporary fencing should be erected around the plantings (including a radius around the stem 
which includes the tree canopy), and identified as a no go area to vehicles, materials storage, and ground 
surface disturbance. 
 

GG2B H35 vehicle dump 

The construction of the upgrade adjacent to this site would require the creation of a cut which would 
directly impact many of the collected disused vehicles which make up this recording. Required land 
acquisition for a yet to be determined easement width beyond the cut would increase the eastern 
extent of impact to the collected disused vehicles. 
 
The significance of this collection of disused vehicles, all in a poor condition, has been tentatively 
determined to fall below the criteria threshold, but is subject to the conduct of further historical research 
in case a significant historical association or a rare model type can be identified. 
 
If it is the intention of the current owner of the items not to recover them prior to RTA acquisition of 
the land, then it is recommended that further research be conducted into the origin and identification of 
the collection. If the assessment of the items remains the same, then the items can be disposed of 
without heritage management constraints. Where research determines a level of significance, then an 
appropriate management strategy should be developed in consultation with relevant stakeholders and 
complied with. Likely management options given this scenario may include the conduct of an archival 
record prior to disposal, selective salvage, or re-positioning of item(s) to a new location.  
 

G2B H36 agricultural dry stone wall 

The construction of the upgrade adjacent to this site would require the creation of a cut, the upslope 
edge of which would virtually abut the eastern end of the stone wall. Any required land acquisition for a 
yet to be determined easement width beyond the edge of the cut could potentially require partial the 
demolition of the wall to accommodate either pedestrian access along the verge of a new  boundary 
fence for the adjacent property. 
 
It is recommended that impact to the stone wall be avoided where feasible. The potential for reducing 
the extent of the cut, and any associated easement margin, in the area adjacent to the wall should be 
investigated with the aim of avoiding, where feasible, or otherwise minimising, the impact to the eastern 
portion of the wall. In the event that direct impact to the wall cannot be avoided than an archival 
recording of the remnant wall should be conducted, together with an analysis of its probable age and 
function, prior to the demolition of the wall. 
 

G2B H37 site of Omega Stationmaster’s residence 

This site consists of a potential archaeological deposit that may include the remains of the former 
Omega Stationmasters residence. The potential of the potential archaeological deposit is limited by the 
probably extensive subsequent disturbance that has occurred in places across the site, including the 
construction of two sheds, dumping of gravel and the construction of a dry stone feature wall. The 
potential archaeological deposit is situated within a triangular portion of flat ground within Omega Flat 
(former swamp basin) and is bounded by existing roads (Fern Street and the Princes Highway), the rail 
line, and a drainage channel.  
 
The immediate footprint of the upgrade works, including a proposed overpass across the rail line is 
situated away from the potential archaeological deposit area. Despite this, the requirement for access, 
detour lanes, and working space around the overpass would probably mean that the potential 
archaeological deposit area would be required for a variety of ancillary functions. 
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The current existence of hard stand gravels across much of the site, together with the recently 
constructed sheds and dry stone feature wall, mean that some sections of the site would be off-limits to 
construction activity, and the upper sediments / gravels across the remaining open space areas are 
unlikely to be archaeological sensitive or related to the potential archaeological deposit below.  
It is recommended that disturbance to the deposit is avoided below a depth of around 100 cm. If the 
area is required for ancillary activities (not associated with significant ground disturbance), then additional 
hard stand gravels be applied to protect any remaining archaeological deposits. In the event that 
excavations below a depth of 100 cm are anticipated and unavoidable in this area, then an archaeological 
test excavation should be conducted to ascertain the nature, significance and management requirements 
of any potentially occurring archaeological deposits.  
 
An excavation permit from the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning would be required to 
conduct the archaeological excavation program(s). 
 

GG2B H38 Renfrew Park homestead and grounds 

As a consequence of an evaluation of competing heritage requirements within a limited available area for 
the upgrading of the highway in front of Renfrew Park, a concept design has been proposed which 
would necessitate the loss of a significant margin of the homestead front grounds (see Figure 11.1). In 
summary, the combined European and Aboriginal heritage values of a large mature fig tree (MFT2) to 
the west of the highway were considered to out-way the competing conservation requirements of the 
front margin of Renfrew Park. The latter has been substantially altered already with the loss of a north-
western corner fig tree (thus removing the intended symmetry of front corner trees), previous 
foreshortening to accommodate highway widening, and the establishment of a new driveway entrance. 
The remaining corner tree (MFT4), has been impacted by previous highway widening, the loss or 
removal of major limbs on its western and northern sides (introducing decay into the trunk wood), and 
the recent installation of an underground water main across its near root zone (Navin Officer Heritage 
Consultants 2009b). In contrast, the tree to be conserved to the west of the highway (MFT2) is healthy 
and vigorous, and probably deliberately planted at the time of Miller’s original homestead construction in 
the 1840s to emphasis a formal central axis from the building into the garden / front enclosure. Refer to 
Section 11.1.4 for further detail on the justification of this outcome.  
 
The upgrade design requires the edge of a cut to encroach within 9.5 m of the trunk of the palm tree, 
currently positioned in the rough centre of the front enclosure. The cut would also involve direct impact 
to the existing formal entrance gateway (see Figure 8.84), and the large mature fig tree (MFT4) situated 
at the south-western corner of the front enclosure (see Figure 11.6, Figure 11.7 and Figure 11.8). 
 
It is recommended that the following actions be undertaken to mitigate the impact to the heritage values 
of the Renfrew Park front enclosure and remnant garden plantings: 
 
 Conduct an archival record of the front portion of the homestead grounds.  
 Ensure that the palm tree remains undisturbed and viable. 
 Develop and instigate, in consultation with the landowner and a heritage garden specialist, a 

landscaping plan for the remaining portion of the homestead front enclosure. The objective of the 
plan would be to integrate the upgrade batter and easement requirements with the redevelopment 
of the homestead frontage. Subject to owner and Kiama Municipal Council heritage requirements, it 
is recommended that the plan seek to retain the palm tree, re-establish the formal and symmetrical 
garden schema (see Figure 11.3), and reinstate the existing entrance posts and gateway along the 
central axis. 

 Integrate the MFT2 fig tree on the west side of the highway with any planned, northbound exit, 
gateway installation for the Gerringong area. 

 



 

Cultural Heritage Assessment – Gerringong upgrade 
 Page 189 

GG2B H39 1940s highway remnant (north of Renfrew Park) 

Construction of the upgrade would cause a minor degree of direct impact to this highway remnant at its 
northern end. This is the best and longest remnant of a 1940s highway within the study area and has 
public interpretation and educational value.  
 
It is recommended that impact to this remnant is minimised wherever feasible, and any adjacent 
easement landscaping or other treatments take into account the desirability of maintaining the ability of 
the public to view the feature either from the road during travel, and/or via a pedestrian path. 
 

G2B H40 former Omega Public School 

The former Omega Public School building is set well back on its block and would not be directly 
impacted by construction of the upgrade. The block boundary adjacent to the highway is also set back 
from the highway and the construction footprint would not directly impact upon the property grounds. 
In order to maintain a regular easement margin, there may be a necessity to acquire a narrow margin of 
land from the school block. Such an acquisition would not impact upon the heritage values of the site. 
 
There would be no required management actions for this site. 
 

G2B H41 1940s highway remnant (west of the Crooked River crossing) 

Up to half of this highway remnant would be directly impacted by the upgrade construction. This 
recording has limited heritage value given its poor ground surface definition, smaller size, and already 
compromised integrity with the current highway dividing it into two sections. 

It is recommended that an archival recording of this site be compiled prior to the commencement of 
construction disturbance. It is suggested that, where good preservation is evident, the record could be 
augmented with details regarding construction materials and subsurface structure gained from an 
excavated section across the carriageway.  
 
An excavation permit may be required from the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning to 
conduct this excavation, depending on whether the site is interpreted by the department as a deposit or 
a ‘work’.  
 

G2B H42 site of (Bailey) Homeleigh homestead 

The construction footprint of the upgrade is likely to extend southwards from the current easement 
boundary up to 16 m across the area of this site. This is required for an area of cut. An additional, 
distance may be required so that the new road easement to include a safe margin around the cut. This 
encroachment onto the site is likely to directly impact a significant proportion of the site and its potential 
archaeological deposits. 
 
Given that: 
 
 The significance of this site rests primarily with its archaeological potential. 
 The limited flexibility in the alignment of the upgrade at this point.  
 This type of site (a PAD associated with a former Berry Estate tenant farm location) is not 

considered to be locally rare, 
 
...the most effective means of managing these heritage values is considered to be the conduct of an 
archival recording combined with an archaeological salvage excavation program. These actions would 
need to be conducted prior to the commencement of construction impact. 
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Both actions would aim to recover information and excavated artefacts that could assist in defining the 
nature, quality and sequence of occupation at the site, and to provide a better understanding of tenant 
farmers and their families on the Berry Estate.  
 
An excavation permit from the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning would be required to 
conduct the archaeological excavation program. 
 

GG2B H43 Innisfail property entrance 

This feature occurs within the construction footprint of the upgrade and would be directly impacted. 
The primary heritage value of this formal entranceway is its conceptual and functional relationship to the 
other Innisfail buildings, notably the dairy and homestead complexes. The continued presence of the 
feature would assist in maintaining the heritage values of the estate as a whole, and the experience of 
these values by estate visitors.  
 
It is recommended that prior to the commencement of construction, an archival record of the entrance 
way be compiled. Subject to stakeholder agreement, the feature should be appropriately dismantled and 
temporarily stored (if necessary), then re-installed, and restored to its original form, at a new driveway 
entrance location.  
 

Southern Illawarra coastal plain and hinterland cultural landscape 

In terms of landscape impacts, manifest on a large-scale, the proposal would increase the visual impact 
and dominance of the existing highway alignment through: 

 Widening and the introduction of parallel dual carriageways. 
 Increasing cut depths and raising fill elevations. 
 The standardisation of curves.  

 
In addition, interchange networks would become larger and the associated works would extend further 
from the main carriageway corridor.  
 
Important factors in the creation of a dominant landscape presence is the standardisation of curves and 
narrow grade tolerances. These have the effect of reducing the capability of the highway corridor to 
manifest the natural directional changes and variable elevations of the surrounding topography. The 
consequence is that the upgraded highway corridor becomes a dominant and unresponsive landscape 
element, displaying its own limited design tolerances through raised or recessed carriageways, and its 
own directional agenda.  
 
For these reasons, the proposal would increase the already dominant presence of the existing highway 
corridor. Consequential impacts on the cultural values of the surrounding landscape are: 
 
 Further reduction in the remaining nineteenth century characteristics of the highway alignment. 
 Increased contrast between the upgrade highway and the nineteenth and early to mid twentieth 

century characteristics of the surrounding landscape. 
 
This would amount to a significant impact to the cultural landscape, however this is moderated by the 
already modified and transformed nature of the existing highway and its corridor. The proposal would 
not be deviating from the current alignment corridor and the scope of the direct impact is relatively 
confined. In terms of the percentage of the landscape directly affected, the impact relative to the overall 
landscape is small. 
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Management of the impacts to the cultural landscape must necessarily be defined by the feasible, and 
constrained by the knowledge that most of the impacts cannot be prevented due to the function, design 
and safety objectives of the proposal. 
 
The primary objective for the mitigation of the landscape impacts should be the reduction and ‘softening’ 
of the visual impact of the upgraded highway corridor and its associated works. The main strategy 
available is the establishment of vegetation to reduce visual impact, and to form visual barriers and 
buffers. The establishment of a relatively continuous margin of roadside vegetation either side of the 
carriageways would be in keeping with the region’s existing network of vegetation corridors that persist 
along creeks, road easements and ridge slopes. This would have the effect of pulling back the visually 
intrusive quality of the highway corridor and providing a visual buffer and landscape transition to the 
surrounding country. 
 
Species used in revegetation should include both native and exotic species. The latter should be 
representative of those already present in the landscape and be established in the proximity of towns, 
historical estates or where dictated by the surrounding landscape.  
 

111.2.3 Management of recovered artefacts 

Subject to stakeholder agreement, it is proposed to lodge any non-Aboriginal artefactual material 
recovered during test and salvage excavations with the local Gerringong Museum. The material would be 
appropriately inventoried and accompanied by supporting documentation. 
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112.0 Recommendations 

12.1 Aboriginal heritage 

It is recommended that: 
 
1) Aboriginal stakeholders would continue to have the opportunity to actively participate in an on-

going consultation program regarding the management of Aboriginal cultural heritage within the 
proposal areas.  

2) A systematic program of archaeological test excavation would be conducted across all potential 
archaeologically sensitive areas identified within the proposal area prior to the determination of the 
REF. A Section 87 permit (Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit) has been obtained from DECCW as 
a prerequisite to the conduct of this program.  

3) Where the destruction (including ‘salvage’) of known Aboriginal objects or confirmed archaeological 
deposits is anticipated as part of the direct impact of proposal related actions, application would be 
made to the DECCW for a Section 90 consent (Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit) to undertake 
such impact. No impact can occur to Aboriginal objects prior to the receipt of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permit, and any impact must be consistent with the provisions of the Aboriginal 
Heritage Impact Permit.  

4) RTA protocols provided in Appendix D would be adopted and followed in the event that proposal 
related disturbance involves the unanticipated discovery of Aboriginal objects or suspected human 
remains. 

5) With regard to the management of mature fig trees within the proposal area: 
a) Wherever feasible, direct impact to mature fig trees should be avoided. 
b) The continued and sustainable health of near or adjacent trees should be considered in the 

detailed design of the upgrade. This action is relevant to MTF2 and MT5, and possibly other 
examples. 

c) In cases where direct impact to mature fig trees is unavoidable: 
- Wherever feasible, trees with reduced health, condition or vigour are impacted in 

preference to examples displaying good condition, health and vigour. 
- Establish a management and impact mitigation program in consultation with the Aboriginal 

Focus Group. This action is relevant to the anticipated removal of MFT3 and 4. 
d) Consultation with Aboriginal stakeholder groups should be conducted with regard to all 

incidences of anticipated impact to mature fig trees (MTF3 and 4). The objective of this 
consultation is to propose strategies for the management of the Aboriginal cultural values 
which may be effected by the impact. 

6) An appropriate means of commemorating the traditional Aboriginal culture of the country being 
traversed by the upgrade should be adopted where and as feasible. This may take the form of 
signage, adopted nomenclature for built structures or wayside stops, the use of motifs in any 
incorporated artwork, or the erection of commemorative markers and/or monuments. The 
development, source material, and approval of any such proposal should be the subject of 
continuing consultation with Aboriginal stakeholders. 
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112.2 Non-Aboriginal heritage 

It is recommended that: 
 
7) Where feasible, direct impact to known sites and features with assessed heritage significance should 

be avoided, and where not feasible, that impact should be minimised and mitigated. 
8) Consideration would be given to reducing the extent of the cuts required adjacent to Aorangi (G2B 

H34) and the dry stone wall (G2B H36), with the objectives of avoiding or reducing the extent of 
direct impact (including the loss of mature garden plantings at Aorangi), and the width of the 
required easement and consequential property acquisition. 

9) The boundary of the upgrade easement should be defined so that the loss of freehold land is 
minimised in the area of the following sites G2B H31 (site of Harding tenant farm) G2B H32 
(former Toolijooa School), G2B H32 (Aorangi), G2B H36 (dry stone wall), G2B H38 (Renfrew 
Park), G2B H40 (former Omega school) and G2B H42 (site of original Homeleigh). 

10) Temporary fencing should be erected between the following sites / features and the zone of 
construction activity, for the duration of construction works: G2B H31 (site of Harding tenant farm), 
trees to be retained along the northern boundary of Aorangi (G2B H34), the dry stone wall (G2B 
H36), the portion of Renfrew Park front enclosure not subject to impact (G2B H38), and the 
portion of Homeleigh archaeological site not subject to impact (G2B H42). Fencing around trees 
should include a radius around the stem that includes the canopy. The fenced off areas should be 
identified as ‘no go’ areas for vehicles, and exclude materials storage or the conduct of ground 
surface disturbance. 

11) An archival record should be prepared of the following sites prior to the commencement of 
construction impact:  
a) The front formal garden of Aorangi (G2B H34) if it is determined that significant plantings 

would be directly impacted (the recording of non impacted portions of the garden can be at a 
lesser detail and are required to provide a context for the impacted items). 

b) Items directly impacted at the disused vehicle dump (G2B H35), where and if further research 
indicates that recoding is justified. 

c) The agricultural dry stone wall (G2B H36), if it is determined that the wall would be directly 
impacted.  

d) The front grounds and enclosure of Renfrew Park (G2B H38); 
e) The 1940s highway remnant G2B H41, (consideration should be given to conducting a cross 

sectional excavation as part of this recording). 
f) The site of the original Homeleigh homestead (G2B H42).  
g) The Innisfail driveway entrance (G2B H43). 

12) A program of archaeological test excavation, and where warranted, subsequent archaeological 
salvage excavation, should be conducted at relevant locations within the area of impact at sites G2B 
H32 (former Toolijooa School), and G2B H42 (site of the original Homeleigh homestead). The 
scope of excavations at G2B H42 may extend beyond the area of impact, depending on the 
management objectives of the program and the need to clarify the nature and extent of the site. 

13) With regard to site G2B H37 (site of Omega Stationmasters residence), disturbance to the deposit 
should avoided below a depth of around 100 cm. If the area is required for ancillary activities (not 
associated with significant ground disturbance), then additional hard stand gravels should be applied 
to protect any remaining archaeological deposits. In the event that excavations below a depth of 
100 cm are anticipated and unavoidable, then an archaeological test excavation should be 
conducted to ascertain the nature, significance and management requirements of any potentially 
occurring archaeological deposits.  

14) With regard to the Renfrew Park property (G2B H38), it is recommended that the following 
actions be undertaken in addition to the archival record outlined in Recommendation No.16: 
a) Ensure that the palm tree remains undisturbed and viable. 
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b) Develop and instigate, in consultation with the landowner and a heritage garden specialist, a 
landscaping plan for the remaining portion of the homestead front enclosure. The objective of 
the plan would be to integrate the upgrade batter and easement requirements with the 
redevelopment of the homestead frontage. Subject to owner and Kiama Municipal Council 
heritage requirements, it is recommended that the plan seek to retain the palm tree, to re-
establish the formal and symmetrical garden schema, and to reposition the existing entrance 
posts and gateway in a new location along the central axis. 

c) Integrate the MFT2 fig tree on the west side of the highway with any planned, northbound 
exit, gateway installation for the Gerringong area. 

15) With regard to site G2B H39 (1940s highway remnant north of Renfrew Park), impact to this 
feature should be minimised where feasible, and adjacent landscaping and other treatments within 
the easement adjacent to the site should take into account the desirability of maintaining the ability 
of the public to view the feature either from the road during travel, and/or via a pedestrian path. 

16) With regard to the Innisfail property entrance feature (site G2B H43), and in addition to the 
archival record outlined in Recommendation no.16, the following actions should be conducted 
subject to agreement by stakeholders: 
a) The feature should be appropriately dismantled.  
b) Temporarily stored (if necessary). 
c) Re-installed, and restored to its original form, at a new entrance location along the Innisfail 

property driveway.  
17) A program of revegetation along the upgrade easement and associated works should be conducted 

with the aim of mitigating the impact to the cultural values of the immediate and larger surrounding 
landscape. The program should include the use of both native and exotic species. The latter should 
be representative of those already present in the landscape and be established in the proximity of 
towns, historical estates or where dictated by the surrounding landscape. 
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AAppendix A Large scale mapping showing location of cultural heritage recordings within 
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AAppendix B Proposed methodology for archaeological test excavation program 

B.1 Excavation methodology 

Two excavation methodologies are proposed: 
 
 Mechanical test pit excavation using a backhoe or excavator. 
 By-hand test pit excavation. 

 
It is proposed to employ the mechanical test pit methodology for all test pit excavations except where 
there is evidence to indicate that the mechanical method should be suspended and a by-hand excavation 
methodology should be adopted.  
 
In the event that one or more of the following Aboriginal cultural features is detected on the land 
surface or during machine excavation (either by backhoe or excavator), then the machine methodology 
would be suspended and a by-hand excavation methodology would be conducted in the area of the 
find: 
 
 In situ bone material relating to Aboriginal occupation. 
 The remains of a hearth in a relatively undisturbed condition. 
 A lithic flaking floor in a relatively undisturbed condition. 
 An arrangement of stones (showing evidence of deliberate placement by a human agency) in a 

relatively undisturbed condition. 
 A disposal pit or post hole in a relatively undisturbed condition. 
 A dense layer or lens of cultural material which could be significantly damaged / fragmented by a 

mechanical excavation methodology. 
 A deposit containing artefacts which displays well preserved fine scale stratigraphy which probably 

relates to cultural episodes or phases. 
 
The term undisturbed condition in this context is defined as: 
 

Archaeological material evidence which can be reliably interpreted to be in a context, 
arrangement or position, which is substantially unchanged since the human behaviour that resulted 
in its current context, arrangement or position. 

 

B1.1.1 Arrangement of test pits 

Wherever possible, test pits would be situated within the anticipated ‘footprint’ (area subject to direct 
impact) associated with the upgrade works. Test pits would be arranged in straight line transects, which 
in most cases would be aligned according to the confines of the development footprint and therefore in 
parallel to the upgrade and/or the existing highway. The distance between test pits would be 20 m, 
except in the following circumstances:  
 
 Where the avoidance of an erosional or other disturbance feature requires a one-off larger or 

smaller interval. 
 An on-site appreciation of landform and archaeological potential indicates that a larger or smaller 

interval is necessary. 
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Where possible, within the confines of the footprint, transects would be positioned according to an 
appreciation of natural micro-topographic characteristics, and any corresponding variation in 
archaeological potential. In this way transects may preferentially be situated along spurline crests or 
creekbanks (see Figure B.1). Two types of transect would be conducted: primary and secondary 
transects. At least one primary transect would be conducted at each test location. Primary transects 
would generally traverse the full length of the test area and consist of test pits situated at nominal 20 m 
intervals. Secondary transects would be conducted as necessary and typically intersect a primary transect 
and may include test pits spaced at smaller than nominal intervals (such as 10 m). Secondary transects 
may be employed to sample micro-topographic variation outside of the primary transect and/or to test 
wider portions of the development footprint.  
 
Examples of an indicative layout of test pit locations across two generic test locations are provided in 
Figure B.1.  
 
Where a test pit falls within an area of: 
 
 large stone cobbles or tors (with maximum linear dimensions greater than 300 mm), 
 outcropping bedrock, 
 highly disturbed or eroded ground, 
 substantial vegetation (with stem diameter of 500 mm or greater), 

 
 then the location of the test pit would be amended to the nearest location which avoids the 
constraint(s) listed above. 
 

BB1.1.2 Mechanically excavated test pits 

The following excavation methodology would be followed: 
 
1) Mark out and record the required location of mechanical excavation pit(s). 
 
2) Remove turf. 

Excavate pit.  

Pits would be excavated by backhoe or excavator using, a straight-edged toothless bucket which is 
750 mm in width. If a bucket of this width and type cannot be sourced, then approval would be 
gained from DECCW Planning and Aboriginal heritage (South) for an alternative bucket size prior 
to commencement.  
 
A straight edged bucket would be employed wherever possible and in all cases where there is 
evidence indicating that the deposits to be excavated are of moderate or greater archaeological 
sensitivity (in most cases this is the upper soil profile). Where excavation is to occur within deposits 
assessed as having less than moderate archaeological sensitivity and a straight edged bucket 
becomes unusable in compact or gravelly sediments, a toothed bucket would be employed, of 
similar or smaller width than the bucket used for the above spits. A toothed bucket is generally only 
necessary when excavating below the upper soil profile (and consequently below the zone where 
artefacts are most commonly encountered), and in circumstances where the motivation for 
continued excavation is to identify information about the geomorphology of the soil profile, or to 
rule out the low probability of palaeosols (i.e. a buried old land surface) occurring at depth (see 
Figure B.7 for an example of a palaeosol).  
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FFigure B.1: Indicative layout of test pit locations across two generic test locations 
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The intended depth interval for each spit would be 100 mm. In some cases, unforeseeable deposit 
characteristics, such as large cobbles or sudden changes in consistency, can cause the excavated spit 
depth to vary. This is an unavoidable consequence of the machine methodology and in most cases, 
involves variation of 40 per cent or less (ie up to or less than 40 mm). In any circumstance where a 
spit depth is greater than 1400 mm, the methodology would be reviewed and if the depth variation 
is considered to be unacceptable relative to the archaeological sensitivity of the deposits being 
excavated, then the machine excavation would be suspended and a by-hand excavation method 
would be adopted for the excavation of those deposits with problematic characteristics. 
 
Machine excavated pits would have a potential final length of between one metre and four metres. 
The width of the pit would generally correspond to the width of the bucket plus up to 200 mm 
(depending on the width of any material systematically removed from the side of the pits (refer 
below)). The final length of the test pit is dependent both upon the final depth achieved in the test 
pit, and the nature of the deposit. It is impossible to provide definitive or maximum pit dimensions 
because the final pit depth and the nature of the deposits are unknown. If for example, a deposit 
contains many large cobbles, the machine removal of this material can enlarge the dimension of the 
pit. In another example, a deposit which has the potential to be unstable, may require more gradual 
end batters (or stepped pit sides), than a stable one, and consequently would be longer than a pit 
of equal depth within a stable deposit. 
 
The following machine excavation sequence would be followed (see Figure B.2):  
 
 Where necessary, removal of top vegetation by scraping the surface with the edge of the 

machine bucket. 
 Excavation of spit one along an interval ranging between 0.7 m and 1.5 m in length. A sample 

of spoil is removed from machine bucket for sieving (refer below), and the remaining spoil is 
set aside. 

 Following the removal of spoil from the bucket, a 50 mm to100 mm wide strip may be 
removed from (normally) one or (sometimes) both sides of the pit and the spoil set aside in a 
‘mixed provenance’ pile. This would be done where the sediment is loose or friable. This pit 
modification is conducted to make the pit marginally wider than the bucket so that on the next 
spit excavation, the sides of the bucket do not contact the pit sides and dislodge material into 
the bucket from upper levels.  

 Following the removal of the machine bucket from each spit excavation, loose surface material 
or other sediment would be removed either manually or using the mechanical bucket 
(depending on the risk of contamination from upper levels) prior to the commencement of 
the following spit excavation. This spoil would be incorporated with the corresponding spit 
material unless it is considered that contamination from upper levels is likely, in which case it 
would be set aside in the ‘mixed provenance’ pile. 

 Notable and representative areas of the base of the spit would be manually cleaned with a 
hand trowel and inspected for stratigraphic and pedological characteristics. 

 Excavation of Spit 2 (and all subsequent spits) would begin approximately 20 mm to100 mm 
from the far end of the previous spit, this is done to create a 'clean' wall and to prevent 
contamination from loose sediments at the start of the pit. The bucket would be tilted and 
drawn up and away from the near end of the pit to minimise the risk of contamination from 
previous spits. The removal of a strip from one or both sides of the pit would be conducted as 
for Spit 1, as would the manual or mechanical clean-up of the base of the spit prior to the next 
spit excavation. 

 Following Spit 2 (and after all subsequent spits), the near end of the pit may be extended by 
up to 300 mm in order to remove any fallen sediment from upper levels and to provide a 
'clean' end point for the backhoe bucket. 
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 Following each spit excavation, a consistent sample of the excavated sediment would be 
recovered for sieving. The size of the recovered sample will, if necessary, vary according to the 
depth of the spit so that the volume is equivalent to the in situ deposit which would be 
recovered from an excavation area of 1000 mm x 500 mm1.  

 
These varying sample sizes are shown in Table B.1. In the case of a spit with the preferred depth 
interval of 100 mm, the sample size would be 5.5 litre x 10 litre buckets.  
 
The material for sieving would preferentially be taken from the middle of the backhoe / excavator 
bucket, prior to the emptying of the bucket. This minimises the potential for contamination from 
sediments falling to lower levels from the pit sides. All material remaining in the bucket after 
recovery of the sample for sieving (if any) would be set aside in a separate pile.  
 
A larger sample for sieving may be recovered from this separate pile, if an in-field assessment of 
results indicates that a larger sample would be beneficial.  
 
All sieving would be conducted with the aid of pressurised water from a water truck or an 
appropriate environmental water source. All material would be sieved through 4 mm x 4 mm mesh, 
with the use of a top 10 mm x 10 mm mesh when required by the presence of large gravels.  
 
All identified or suspected cultural material recovered from sieving would be retained, bagged and 
labelled. Materials which offer the potential for radiometric or other forms of dating may also be 
sampled, bagged and removed, where these relate to cultural or key stratigraphic features. In 
addition samples of sediment may be taken for the purposes of palaeo-environmental analysis. A 
reference collection of natural gravels may be collected to aid in lithic interpretation, where 
appropriate.  
 

3) Following cessation of excavation, the face of one or both sides of the pit would be cleaned and the 
stratigraphic and pedological characteristics of the soil profile described and checked with the 
separately documented incremental spit descriptions. pH measurements may be taken from 
representative pits at various vertical increments down the profile. The soil profile would be 
photographed, and where appropriate, also drawn and measured. 
 

4) Excavation would cease according to an on-site appreciation of the vertical distribution of the 
archaeological deposit or when one or more of the following are encountered: 
 Bedrock. 
 Massive clay substrate. 
 Large cobbles or gravels preventing further effective excavation. 
 The water table. 
 Material considered to pose a health or safety risk to field personnel. 

 
5) In the event that sterile sediment is reached (sterile in this context means the absence of artefactual 

material), and an assessment is made that further archaeological material is unlikely but that 
exploratory excavation into deeper deposits would aid geomorphological interpretation of the 
deposit, then subsequent spits of variable depth may be conducted without sieving of the spoil, and 
with basic recording only (this generally occurs within massive clay substrate) 

                                                   
1 This sample volume has been determined over a number of field programs as the most effective in providing a consistent 
sample within the constraints of a backhoe/excavator methodology. These constraints include necessary pit dimensions to allow 
access and recovery at depths of potentially 1.5 metre or more, and to allow for the discard of contaminated materials.  
55 litres of loose sediment represents about 50 litres of in situ sediment (allowing for 10 per cent expansion following 
excavation). 50 litres of in situ sediment represents an in situ volume of 50,000 cubic cm or 50 per cent of a 100 x 100 x 10 cm 
spit volume. 
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6) All pits would be backfilled with the remaining excavated and sieved spoil. Where and as necessary, 
clean material would be sourced separately to allow backfilling of pits. Topsoil would be placed in 
the correct position. 
 

7) Where necessary pits would be fenced to exclude stock. 
 
Figure B.3 to Figure B.7 provide examples of mechanically excavated pits and field activities 
 
TTable B.1 Sample size of sediment recovered from each spit relative to spit depth 

Spit depth 
interval cm  

No. of 10  litre 
buckets*  

Loose volume 
(litress) 

Equivalent  in situ 
volume (litres)  

2.5 1.4 13.7 12.5 

5 2.8 27.5 25.0 

7.5 4.1 41.2 37.5 

10  5.5  55.0  50.0  

12.5 6.9 68.7 62.5 

15 8.3 82.5 75.0 

17.5 9.4 94.0 85.5 

20 11.0 110.0 100.0 

22.5 12 120.0 108 

25 13.3 133.3 120 

*Multiply spit depth (cm) by 0.535 to get no. of required 10 litre buckets 
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FFigure B.2: Indicative pit profile (not to scale) showing sampling methodology and sequence for mechanical pit excavation 

 
 
Figure B..3:  Example of excavation conducted by a 

backhoe 

  

Figure B..4:  Transportinng excavated deposit 
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FFigure B..55:  WWet sieving deposit  

  

FFigure B..66:  EExample of mechanically excavated pit  

  

FFigure B.7: A radiocarbon date of 14,000 years BP (before 
present) was obtained from a hearth located at 
depth within a fossil soil layer (or palaeosol) in 
this large mechanically excavated pit (Wombeyan 
Caves NSW). The palaeosol is evident as a thin 
dark layer just above the backhoe bucket. 

  

 

B1.1.3 Hand excavated test pits 

1) Mark out and record pit location(s).  
The minimum size of an individual pit would be 500 mm x 500 mm, and the maximum size would 
be 1000 mm x 1000 mm. The arrangement of by-hand excavation areas would vary according to 
the circumstances of the finds which warrant this methodology and the characteristics of the site. 
The most probable arrangement within the context of the current test excavation methodology 
would be single pits in isolated locations where, and as warranted.  
 

2) Excavate pit. 
Pits would be excavated by shovel and trowel using standard by-hand archaeological methodologies 
including vertical and horizontal recording of spit levels and sedimentary, cultural and stratigraphic 
features. (Figure B.8 provides an example of hand-excavated pits). 
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Spit intervals would be 100 mm, except in circumstances where the excavation of cultural features 
or stratigraphic units require that this interval to be varied. 
 
Excavation would cease according to an on-site appreciation of the vertical extent of the 
archaeological deposit and the presence of features requiring by-hand excavation.  
 

3) Where cultural features are identified, such as heat treatment pits or hearths, detailed plans would 
be drawn and samples of dateable material would be obtained.  
 

4) Other samples may be obtained for the potential analysis of palaeo-environmental indicators such 
as pollen, phytoliths and microfauna. 

 
5) All excavated archaeological deposit would be sieved either dry or with the aid of pressurised water 

from a water truck. The use of a dry sieving technique would be determined according to an 
appreciation of on-site characteristics (such as the potential presence of fragile organic remains). All 
material would be sieved through 4 mm x 4 mm mesh, with use of a top larger mesh (10 mm x 
10 mm) where appropriate. All identified or suspected cultural material recovered from sieving 
would be retained, bagged and labelled.  

 
6) All pits would be backfilled with the remaining excavated and sieved spoil (depending upon 

construction requirements). 
 
FFigure B.8: Example of hand excavated pits (Barlings Beach NSW) 

 
 

B.2 Environmental safeguards 

Minimal vegetation would be removed to facilitate the testing program.  
 
All pits would be backfilled after completion of excavations at each location.  
 
Sediment barriers would be set up around sieve stations to contain the spread and deposition of water-
borne sediment. Sieve stations would be established in locations and managed so that surface runoff 
water does not reach the open water of creeks, rivers, lakes or swamps. A kit suitable for the 
containment of spillage of fuel for the water pump would be kept on site during the operations.  
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BB.3 Lithic analysis methodology 

All lithic items would be examined in detail by a lithic specialist Dr Chris Clarkson (or other lithic 
specialist, depending on availability), using a low-power binocular microscope and incident illumination 
and/or hand lens. Descriptive recording of collected material would be to a level concomitant with the 
stated aims of the investigation, and the number of artefacts / type of material recovered. 
 
The primary aim of the analysis of the lithic items retrieved from the test locations would be to assist in 
the assessment of the significance of the sites / deposits and to identify appropriate management 
strategies.  
 
Raw material type would be recorded for each stone artefact. Attributes for each artefact in the 
assemblage would be entered into a relational database and digital photographs may be taken of 
selected artefacts, where appropriate. Information for each specimen recorded in the analysis would be 
provided in a final report Appendix. 
 
Four basic variables would be recorded for each lithic item: 
 
 Size class, in one centimetre units. 
 Weight, as measured with an ISCO balance (precision of 0.005 grams). Lithic item weights of less 

than 0.01 grams are accorded this nominal value.  
 Stone material type or category. To the extent possible, specific stone types would be identified, 

including colour and fabric characteristics. Some stone materials cannot be identified with 
confidence, even when magnified and viewed under reflected light. Such materials would be 
described as 'unidentified stone type'. 

 Lithic item type or category (with further details entered into the comments section of the 
database). 

 
Observations about notable technological attributes and other pertinent data such as specific 
characteristics of the stone material, any evidence of use-wear and potential tool-use residues, would 
also be recorded.  

B.4 Report 

The results of the investigation would be documented in a report, consistent with DECCW report 
standards. Appropriate management recommendations based on the results of the field program would 
be provided for any sites or Aboriginal objects located in the study area. 
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AAppendix C Registered Aboriginal Stakeholders 

Title  First Name  Last 
Name  

Company Name Address Line 2 State  

Mr  Shane Acton 
(little) 

  BLACKBUTT NSW 

Mr  Tony Acton 
(little) 

  BLACKBUTT NSW 

Mr Richard Archibald Wollongong Northern 
District Aboriginal 
Corp 

BELLAMBI NSW 

  Keith and 
Heather 

Ball Wadi Wadi 
Coomaditchie 
Aboriginal Corp 

FLINDERS NSW 

  Dean Bell Yurwang Gundna 
Consultant 

SOUTH WINDSOR NSW 

  Don Bell   FRASER NSW 
  Ruth and 

Don 
Bell Buru Ngunnwal 

Traditional Elders 
Group 

DUNLOP ACT 

  Tyronne Bell   DUNLOP ACT 
Ms Djarkin Blair   GERRINGONG NSW 
  Taminya Boota   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mr  Bart  Brown KEJ BERKELEY NSW 
Mr Ben Brown Shoalhaven Council of 

Elders 
NOWRA NSW 

Ms Lorraine Brown Coomaditchie United 
Aboriginal Corp 

WARRAWONG NSW 

Mr Reuben Brown   BERKELEY NSW 
Mrs Coral Campbell   PORT KEMBLA NSW 
Mr Allan Carriage Wadi Wadi 

Coomaditchie 
Aboriginal Corp 

EAST CORRIMAL NSW 

Mr  Greg Coe   TARRAWANNA NSW 
Mr Graham Connolly   ORIENT POINT NSW 
Mr Greg Davis   GERRINGONG NSW 
Ms Lisa Davis   WOLLONGONG NSW 
Mr Lyle Davis   PRIMBEE NSW 
Mr Richard Davis Illawarra ITEC WOLLONGONG NSW 
Mrs Sheryl Davis   FIGTREE NSW 
Mr Jason Davison   WORRIGEE NSW 
  Joyce Donovan   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mrs Mavis Errington   SANCTUARY 

POINT 
NSW 

Ms Charmain Evans   BERKELEY NSW 
  Mick Farrett   GERRINGONG NSW 
  Rodney Freeman   KIAMA DOWNS NSW 
Mr  Shannon  Glover   BERKELEY NSW 
Ms  Veronica Graf Aboriginal Liaison 

Officer Shellharbour 
city council 

SHELLHARBOUR 
CITY CENTRE  

NSW 
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TTitle  FFirst Name  LLast 
Name  

Company Name Address Line 2 State  

Mr Robert Harvey   FLINDERS NSW 
Mr Steve Henry   BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW 
Ms Holly Herring Yurwang Gundana 

Consultant 
SOUTH WINDSOR NSW 

Mrs Adele Hyslop Jerrinja LALC CULBURRA BEACH NSW 
  Bronson Ireland   COORANBONG NSW 
Mrs Judith Ireland   DUNLOP ACT 
Ms Nicole Ireland-

Vuaceva 
  EROWAL BAY NSW 

Mrs Gwenda Jarrett   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mr Kelvin Jarrett   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mr Mick Jarrett   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mr Stan Jarrett Gerringong Aboriginal 

Housing Corp. 
GERRINGONG NSW 

Ms Wendy Kelley   BERKELEY NSW 
Mr Roy Kennedy   THIRROUL NSW 
Ms Julie Luland   PORT KEMBLA NSW 
Mr Damien Maher-

Pagett 
  BLACKBUTT NSW 

Mr Steven Marsden   ALBION PARK NSW 
Ms Elizabeth Miller   BERKELEY NSW 
Mr  Robert Miller   BERKELEY NSW 
Mr Anthony Moore   FLINDERS NSW 
Mr Chris Moran       
Mr Donald Moran   ARMIDALE NSW 
Mr Edward Moran   KEMPSEY NSW 
Mr Kim Moran   BELLAMBI NSW 
Mr William Moran   ALBURY NSW 
Mr Robert Moylan Coomaditchie United 

Aboriginal Corp 
WARRAWONG NSW 

Mr Mattew  Naylor   BERKELEY NSW 
Mr Robert Naylor   BERKELEY NSW 
Mr  Glenn Pagett   BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW 
Mr John Pagett   KEMBLAWARRA NSW 
Mr Rick  Pagett   BARRACK HEIGHTS NSW 
Mr Shayne Pegett   PORT KEMBLA NSW 
Ms  Sheree Rankmore Illawarra Aboriginal 

Corp 
WOLLONGONG NSW 

Ms Angela Reid   GERRINGONG NSW 
Ms Sharrallyn Robinson Illawarra Local 

Aboriginal Land 
Council 

DAPTO NSW 

  Jenny Sajkovic Wollongong NIAC BLACKBUTT NSW 
  Phoebe Sajkovic Wollongong NIAC WARILLA NSW 
Mr Grant Sarra Grant Sarra 

Consultancy Service 
KARALEE QLD 

  Sonny Simms NOWRA LALC NOWRA NSW 
Mr  Mah  Spanda   WOONONA NSW 
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TTitle  FFirst Name  LLast 
Name  

Company Name Address Line 2 State  

Mr Clayton and 
Jodie 

Stewart   GERRINGONG NSW 

Mr Elliott Stewart   GERRINGONG NSW 
Ms Gwendoline Stewart   GERRINGONG NSW 
Ms Lila Stewart   GERRINGONG NSW 
Mr  Roy Stewart   WARILLA NSW 
Ms Kristy Thomas Coomaditchie United 

Aborigional Corp 
WARRAWONG NSW 

Mr Noel Webster   NOWRA NSW 
Mr Kone Williams   BERKELEY NSW 
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AAppendix D Protocols to be followed in the event of an unanticipated discovery or the 
detection of suspected human remains 

D.1 Protocol to follow in the event that Aboriginal object(s) or historical relics (other 
than human remains) are encountered and no Aboriginal Heritage Impact Permit has 
been approved 

In the event that object(s) which are suspected of being Aboriginal object(s) or relic(s) are encountered 
during development works, then the following protocol would be followed: 
 
1) Cease any further excavation or ground disturbance, in the area of the find(s). 

a) The discoverer of the find(s) would notify machinery operators in the immediate vicinity of the 
find(s) so that work can be temporarily halted. 

b) The site supervisor and the Principal would be informed of the find(s). 
2) Do not remove any find(s) or unnecessarily disturb the area of the find(s). 
3) Ensure that the area of the find(s) is adequately marked as a no-go area for machinery or further 

disturbance, and that the potential for accidental impact is avoided. 
4) Note the location and nature of the finds, and report the find to: 

a) Relevant project personnel responsible for project and construction direction and 
management. 

b) With regard to suspected Aboriginal objects, report the find to the DECCW. 
c) With regard to suspected (non-Aboriginal) relics, the Heritage Branch of the Department of 

Planning. 
5) Where feasible, ensure that any excavation remains open so that the finds can be recorded and 

verified. An excavation may be backfilled if this is necessary to comply with work safety 
requirements, and where this action has been approved by DECCW – for Aboriginal objects, or 
the Heritage Branch of the Department of Planning – for relics. An excavation that remains open 
should only be left unattended if it is safe and adequate protective fencing is installed around it. 

6) Following consultation with the relevant statutory authority (DECCW or Department of Planning), 
and, where advised, any other relevant stakeholder groups, the significance of the finds should be 
assessed and an appropriate management strategy followed. Depending on project resources and 
the nature of the find(s), this process may require input from a consulting heritage specialist.  

7) Development works in the area of the find(s) may re-commence, if and when outlined by the 
management strategy, developed in consultation with, and approved by the relevant statutory 
authority. 

8) If human skeletal material is encountered, the protocol for the discovery of human remains should 
be followed (see Section D.2). 
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DD.2 Protocol to follow in the event of the discovery of suspected human remains  

The following protocol would be actioned if suspected human remains are revealed during development 
activities or excavations: 
 
1) All works must halt in the immediate area of the find(s) and any further disturbance to the area of 

the find(s) prevented.  
a) The discoverer of the find(s) would notify machinery operators in the immediate vicinity of the 

find(s) so that work can be halted; and 
b) The site supervisor and the Principal / Project Manager would be informed of the find(s). 

2) If there is substantial doubt regarding a human origin for the remains, then consider if it is possible 
to gain a qualified opinion within a short period of time. If feasible, gain a qualified opinion (this can 
circumvent proceeding further along the protocol for remains which are not human). If conducted, 
this opinion must be gained without further disturbance to the find(s) or the immediate area of the 
find(s). (Be aware that the site may be considered a crime scene that retains forensic evidence). If a 
quick opinion cannot be gained, or the identification is positive, then proceed to the next step. 

3) Immediately notify the following of the discovery:  
a) The local Police (this is required by law).  
b) A DECCW Archaeologist or Aboriginal Heritage Officer from South Branch, Queanbeyan. 
c) Representative(s) from the RTA Aboriginal Focus Group. 
d) The project archaeologist (if not already notified). 

4) Co-operate and be advised by the Police and/or coroner with regard to further actions and 
requirements concerning the find area. If required, facilitate the definitive identification of the 
material by a qualified person (if not already completed).  

5) In the event that the Police or coroner instigate an investigation, construction works are not to 
resume in the designated area until approval in writing is gained from the NSW Police. 

6) In the event that the Police and/or Coroner advise that they do not have a continuing or statutory 
role in the management of the finds then proceed with the following steps. 

7) If the finds are not human in origin but are considered to be archaeological material relating to 
Aboriginal occupation then proceed with protocol for the discovery of Aboriginal objects (other 
than human remains). 

8) If the finds are Aboriginal or probably Aboriginal in origin: 
a) Ascertain the requirements of DECCW, the Heritage Branch (Department of Planning), the 

Project Manager, and the views of the Aboriginal Focus Group, and the project archaeologist.  
b) Based on the above, determine and conduct an appropriate course of action. Possible 

strategies could include one or more of the following:  
- Avoiding further disturbance to the find and conserving the remains in situ. 
- Conducting archaeological salvage of the finds following receipt of any required statutory 

approvals. 
- Scientific description (including excavation where necessary), and possibly also analysis of 

the remains prior to reburial. 
- Recovering samples for dating and other analyses. 
- Subsequent reburial at another place and in an appropriate manner determined by the 

Aboriginal Focus Group.  
9) If the finds are non-Aboriginal in origin:  

a) Ascertain the requirements of the Heritage Branch (Department of Planning), Project Manager, 
and the views of any relevant community stakeholders and the project archaeologist.  

b) Based on the above, determine and conduct an appropriate course of action. Possible 
strategies could include one or more of the following:  
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- Avoiding further disturbance to the find and conserving the remains in situ. 
- Conducting archaeological salvage of the finds following receipt of any required statutory 

approvals. 
- Scientific description (including excavation where necessary), and possibly also analysis of 

the remains prior to reburial. 
- Recovering samples for dating and other analyses. 
- Subsequent reburial at another place and in an appropriate manner determined in 

consultation with the Heritage Branch and other relevant stakeholders.  
10) Construction related works in the area of the remains (designated area) may not resume until the 

proponent (RTA) receives written approval in writing from the relevant statutory authority: from 
the Police or Coroner in the event of an investigation, from DECCW in the case of Aboriginal 
remains outside of the jurisdiction of the Police or Coroner, and from the Heritage Branch of the 
Department of Planning in the case of non-Aboriginal remains outside of the jurisdiction of the 
Police or Coroner.  

 
 
 
 
 




