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Executive summary 

Background 

Transport for NSW (Transport) is proposing to widen a six kilometre section of the Pacific Highway (Maitland 
Road) from four lanes to six lanes, starting about 290 metres south of the intersection with the Newcastle 
Inner City Bypass at Sandgate, and extending through to about 760 metres north of Hexham Bridge, in 
Hexham, NSW (the proposal). The proposal would create two additional lanes, one in each direction and 
would include the replacement of the twin bridges across Ironbark Creek. The section of road is known as the 
‘Hexham Straight’ and is located within the City of Newcastle local government area (LGA) with a small 
portion of the construction area within the Port Stephens Council LGA.  

Maitland Road is a critical link as part of the National Land Transport Network and is among the busiest 
transport corridors carrying some of the highest traffic volumes in the Hunter. The proposal is required to 
reduce congestion and improve safety along Maitland Road. 

The proposal is subject to assessment under two planning pathways, a review of environmental factors (REF) 
under Part 5, Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) and an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) under Part 4 of the EP&A Act. The majority of the proposal (the REF 
area) is subject to approval under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act and would be determined through a REF by 
Transport. However, a small part of the proposal (3.28 hectares) is within land mapped as ‘Coastal Wetlands’ 
under State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 (CM SEPP). As such, that part of the 
proposal (known as the EIS area) is subject to approval under Part 4 of the EP&A Act and will be assessed 
within an EIS. 

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to assess the potential impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage during construction 
and operation of the proposal. The report is intended to support the REF and address the relevant Secretary’s 
Environment Assessment Requirements (SEARs) for the EIS portion of the assessment (EIS area), which 
includes: 

 Impacts on Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage items (National, State and local) within and near the 
site, including built heritage and landscapes 

 An assessment of any other heritage items or issues not yet identified that may need to be considered 
during design development. 

Overview of impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage in the EIS area 

There is one item of local heritage significance partially inside of the EIS area. This heritage item of 
significance is defined as the Ironbark Creek crossing point and includes both the current bridge crossing and 
historical bridge locations. This item is currently not listed on any of the statutory or non-statutory heritage 
registers and following consultation with Transport, has been defined as an archaeological ‘work’ for the 
purposes of this assessment.  

There will be direct impacts to this heritage item during construction. These will include the complete 
removal of all existing bridge fabric and abutments, excavation and the construction of the new bridge 
abutments.  

There is potential for remnants of previous bridges across Ironbark Creek, in the EIS area, though such 
remains are likely to be fragmentary.  

There would be no impacts to heritage items within the EIS area during operation of the proposal. 
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Overview of impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage in the REF area 

There are eight non-Aboriginal heritage items, listed on the Newcastle Local Environmental Plan (LEP), and 
one item identified as part of this heritage assessment that are within close proximity to the REF area: 

 Sandgate Cemetery (LEP item # I516) 

 2HD Studios (LEP item # I519) 

 Ironbark Creek crossing point 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel (LEP item # I177) 

 Hexham Railway Station (LEP item # I332) 

 Hexham Bridge (LEP item # I187) 

 Oak Factory (LEP item # I178) 

 Hannel Family Vault (LEP item # I179) 

 Hexham Shipbuilding Yard (LEP item # I180).  

There would be direct physical impacts to one item (Ironbark Creek crossing point) during the construction of 
the REF area of the proposal as part of the construction of the new Ironbark Creek Bridge and the demolition 
of existing Ironbark Creek Bridge as described in the EIS impact discussion above. The parts of the item which 
would be impacted include current bridge, physical remnants of at least two former creek crossings, road 
approaches and remnant fabric within the creek bed. 

Moving plant and equipment coming into contact with heritage items during construction has the potential to 
impact four of the listed heritage items. In addition, indirect impacts from vibration during construction to five 
of the listed heritage items according to minimum safe working distances for vibration identified in 
Transport’s Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline.  

Management Measures 

Management measures have been proposed to manage the direct and indirect impacts to heritage items and 
this includes but is not limited to the following measures: 

 Temporary protection zones (TPZ) such as fencing will be placed around Sandgate Cemetery, the Former 
Travellers Rest Hotel, Hexham Railway Station and the Hannel Family Vault to prevent potential impacts 
from moving plant and equipment 

 Archival recording will be completed for the Ironbark Creek crossing point during detailed design, with 
particular focus on the location of previous crossings, original 1875 and 1956 temporary bridges. A 
report will be prepared in accordance with Transport Heritage Branch’s requirements for Archival 
Recording of Heritage Items, relevant heritage guidelines and prepared by a qualified heritage 
consultant 

 Carry out further archaeological investigation and detailed recording to confirm the presence of any 
potential archaeological remains of bridge crossings or other road infrastructure (such as corduroy 
crossings) within the proposal. Any remains identified during this investigation will be recorded within 
the archival recording for the Ironbark Creek crossing point. This investigation may include test 
excavation however as an archaeological ‘work’ rather than a relic, this investigation will not require a 
permit under Section 139 of the Heritage Act 

 All feasible and reasonable vibration mitigation measures will be implemented to avoid vibration 
impacts to the built heritage items. Management measures will include using construction methods with 
reduced levels of vibration, and monitoring of vibration levels in accordance with the Hexham Straight 
Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment (SLR, 2021) and the recommended minimum working 
distances for vibration intensive plant from sensitive receiver as outlined in Transport’s (2016) 
Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline 
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 Should any unexpected archaeological material be uncovered during construction the Transport’s 
Unexpected Finds Protocol (Roads and Maritime Services 2015) must be followed. At a minimum, such 
protocols would be that all work in the area stop, the area be cordoned off, Transport notified, and a 
qualified archaeologist be consulted to advise on the significance of the archaeological material. Work in 
that area would stop until a plan for the appropriate management of the archaeological material is 
completed. 

Conclusion 

It is concluded that there will be direct impact to one item of non-Aboriginal heritage (the Ironbark Creek 
crossing point) in the EIS area and REF area. This item is currently not listed on any of the statutory or non-
statutory heritage register and following consultation with Transport, has been defined as an archaeological 
‘work’ for the purposes of this assessment.  

In the REF area, potential direct impacts may occur inadvertently from construction plant to four other non-
Aboriginal heritage items and potential indirect impacts may occur to five non-Aboriginal heritage items from 
vibration during construction of the proposal. Measures will be implemented to manage impacts. No direct or 
indirect impacts are anticipated to any heritage items during operation of the proposal. 
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Limitations 

The sole purpose of this report and the associated services performed by Jacobs was to provide an 
assessment of non-Aboriginal heritage constraints in accordance with the scope of services set out in the 
contract between Jacobs and Transport for NSW (the Client). That scope of services, as described in this 
report, was developed with the Client. 

In preparing this report, Jacobs has relied upon, and presumed accurate, any information (or confirmation of 
the absence thereof) provided by the Client and/or from other sources. Except as otherwise stated in the 
report, Jacobs has not attempted to verify the accuracy or completeness of any such information. If the 
information is subsequently determined to be false, inaccurate, or incomplete then it is possible that our 
observations and conclusions as expressed in this report may change. 

Jacobs derived the data in this report from information sourced from the public domain, the Client (if any) 
and from observations made during the site inspection. The passage of time, manifestation of latent 
conditions or impacts of future events may require further examination of the proposal and subsequent data 
analysis, and re-evaluation of the data, findings, observations, and conclusions expressed in this report. 
Jacobs has prepared this report in accordance with the usual care and thoroughness of the consulting 
profession, for the sole purpose described above and by reference to applicable standards, guidelines, 
procedures, and practices at the date of issue of this report. For the reasons outlined above, however, no 
other warranty or guarantee, whether expressed or implied, is made as to the data, observations and findings 
expressed in this report, to the extent permitted by law. 

This report should be read in full and no excerpts are to be taken as representative of the findings. No 
responsibility is accepted by Jacobs for use of any part of this report in any other context. 

This report has been prepared on behalf of, and for the exclusive use of, Jacobs’ Client, and is subject to, and 
issued in accordance with, the provisions of the contract between Jacobs and the Client. Jacobs accepts no 
liability or responsibility whatsoever for, or in respect of, any use of, or reliance upon, this report by any third 
party. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Proposal overview 

Transport for NSW (Transport) is proposing to widen a six kilometre section of the Pacific Highway (Maitland 
Road) from four lanes to six lanes, starting about 290 metres south of the intersection with the Newcastle Inner 
City Bypass at Sandgate, and extending through to about 760 metres north of Hexham Bridge, in Hexham, NSW 
(the proposal). The proposal would create two additional lanes, one in each direction and would include the 
replacement of the twin bridges across Ironbark Creek. The section of road is known as the ‘Hexham Straight’ and 
is located within the City of Newcastle local government area (LGA) with a small portion of the construction area 
within the Port Stephens Council LGA (refer to Figure 1.1).  

Maitland Road is a critical link as part of the Newcastle to the National Land Transport Network and is among the 
busiest transport corridors carrying some of the highest traffic volumes in the Hunter. The proposal is required to 
reduce congestion and improve safety along Hexham Straight. 

The proposal is subject to assessment under two planning pathways, a review of environmental factors (REF) 
under Part 5, Division 5.1 of the Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) and an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) under Part 4 of the EP&A Act. The majority of the proposal is subject to 
approval under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act that would be determined through a REF by Transport and that part 
of the proposal is known as the REF area. However, a small part of the proposal (3.28 hectares) is within land 
mapped as ‘Coastal Wetlands’ under State Environmental Planning Policy (Coastal Management) 2018 (CM 
SEPP). As such, that part of the proposal (known as the EIS area) is subject to approval under Part 4 of the EP&A 
Act and considered within the EIS. This report has been prepared to support both the REF, the EIS, and to assess 
the impacts of the proposal on non-Aboriginal heritage. 

1.1.1 The proposal 

The proposal consists of: 

 Widening of Maitland Road for about six kilometres starting about 290 metres to the south of the 
intersection with the Newcastle Inner City Bypass (A37) at Sandgate and extending to about 760 metres 
north of Hexham Bridge at Hexham on Maitland Road. The highway would be widened from generally two 
lanes in each direction to three lanes in each direction 

 Replacement of the bridge which spans Ironbark Creek with new twin bridges. The existing bridge and all 
piers would be demolished, and the outlet of a small drainage channel would be relocated about 10 metres 
to the east of its existing location 

 Minor improvements to nine signalised intersections  

 Minor improvements to access roads, unsignalised intersections, entry and exit ramps connecting to the 
A1 Pacific Highway and the U-turn facility at the northern end of the proposal 

 Closure of breaks in the existing median and direct access to two local side roads, one private access road 
and one U-turn facility 

 Provision of a three metre wide shared use path northbound between the Oak Factory and the northern end 
of the proposal and a new section of off-road shared use path heading east along the Newcastle Inner City 
Bypass 

 Widening of existing footpaths at intersection and bus stops 

 Adjustments to property accesses and bus stops 

 Provision of U-turn facilities on Sparke Street, Shamrock Street, and Old Maitland Road at Hexham 

 Relocation of utilities including power, communications, water, gas, and wastewater services 
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 Modifications and maintenance to existing drainage structures including pits, pipes, headwalls, and culverts 
to suit the road widening and to maintain capacity 

 Construction of retaining walls to minimise impacts on nearby properties 

 Property acquisition, leases, and adjustments 

 Construction of hardstand for oversize and over mass (OSOM) vehicle parking at the southern and northern 
end of the proposal 

 Intrusive investigation works such as geotechnical investigations 

 Temporary construction facilities, including site compounds and stockpile sites at: 

- One area located in the industrial estate located on Old Maitland Road, Sandgate to the south of 
Calvary St Joseph’s Retirement Community (Compound 1) 

- Two areas located in the industrial estate located to the east of Maitland Road and the west of Old 
Maitland Road, Hexham extending north from the northern boundary of the Hexham sports field to the 
area of road corridor underneath the entry ramps to the A1 Pacific Highway and Hexham Bridge 
(Compound 2) 

- Two areas located in the industrial estate located to the west of Maitland Road, Hexham near the Oak 
Factory (Compound 3) 

- One area located on vacant land to the east of the U-turn facility at the northern end of the proposal 
on Maitland Road, Hexham to the west of the main channel of the Hunter River (Compound 4). 

An overview of the proposal is shown in Figure 1.2. Construction of the proposal would be staged and would take 
about 30 months to construct. 
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1.1.2 The EIS area 

The EIS area (refer to Figure 1.3) assesses impacts of the proposal within land subject to the CM SEPP, which are 
at the following three locations: 

 EIS Area 1 – a small area located to the south of Ironbark Creek on the eastern side of Maitland Road and to 
the west of a parcel of Crown land and a section of Hunter Wetlands National Park. The land mapped as 
Coastal Wetlands includes areas of remnant mangrove and saltmarsh vegetation and also crosses sections 
of an existing track that provides access to the south bank of Ironbark Creek and to the base of Ironbark 
Creek Bridge. Access tracks would be required during construction and the permanent work required for the 
proposal in this area is comprised of road pavement, earthworks (embankment), construction of piers to 
support the new bridge over Ironbark Creek and the relocation of an unnamed drainage channel to the 
southeast of the existing bridge 

 EIS Area 2 – a small area located to the north of Ironbark Creek on the eastern side of Maitland Road. The 
land mapped as Coastal Wetlands includes areas of remnant mangrove, saltmarsh and freshwater wetland 
vegetation. Access tracks would be required during construction and the permanent work required for the 
proposal in this area is comprised of road pavement, earthworks (embankment) and construction of piers to 
support the new bridge over Ironbark Creek 

 EIS Area 3 – a small area located on the west bank of the south channel of Hunter River to the east of 
Maitland Road and to the northwest of Millams Road and the Ash Island Bridge. The land mapped as 
Coastal Wetlands includes areas of the road shoulder and remnant mangrove vegetation. The permanent 
work required for the proposal in this area is comprised of road widening work to include a third lane in the 
eastbound direction, as well as a new road shoulder, batter and upgrades to drainage. 

There is potential for the proposal to indirectly impact other areas mapped as Coastal Wetlands under the CM 
SEPP. These impacts have been assessed within the EIS and relevant specialist reports. The proposal within the 
EIS areas would be constructed and operated together with the proposal within the REF area, which has been 
assessed in the REF prepared by Transport. 

1.1.3 The REF area 

The REF area assesses all other aspects of the proposal included in Section 1.1.1 that are outside the footprint of 
the EIS area described in Section 1.1.2 and shown in Figure 1.3.  

1.1.4 Relationship of the REF and EIS 

Detailed discussion of the planning approval framework and consent requirements is provided in Chapter 2 and 
in the REF and the EIS. In summary, development consent under Part 4 is usually not required for development 
for the purposes of a road being undertaken by Transport as a public authority. Rather, this development is 
ordinarily assessed as an ‘activity’ under Part 5 of the EP&A Act. 

However, on those parts of the land which are identified as coastal wetland under the CM SEPP, the development 
is classified as designated development and requires consent from City of Newcastle under Part 4 of the EP&A 
Act. The part of the proposal located within the Coastal Wetlands is therefore assessed under Part 4 of the EP&A 
Act. An EIS is required to assess the impacts of any works located within the Coastal Wetlands or any impacts on 
a Coastal Wetland.  

A REF has been prepared in accordance with Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act to assess the areas of the proposal 
located within the REF area. The REF would be determined by Transport. The proposal within the EIS areas would 
be constructed and operated together with the proposal within the REF area. Together, the EIS and the REF 
assess the potential environmental impacts of the proposal and it is intended that these documents be read in 
conjunction with each other. The cumulative impacts of the proposal are located in Section 8.5. 
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1.1.5 Location  

The proposal is located about 10 kilometres north of the City of Newcastle in the suburbs of Sandgate and 
Hexham. To the east and in some locations next to the proposal is the Hunter River and the South Channel of the 
Hunter River and the proposal crosses Ironbark Creek. The major freight rail line into the Port of Newcastle uses 
the Main North Rail Line and this is located west of the proposal and in some locations immediately next to the 
proposal. The Hunter Wetlands National Park is located both to the east and west of the proposal and the area to 
the west is also known as Hexham Swamp Nature Reserve. Much of the low-lying national park estate as well as 
some other low-lying swamp areas including the larger back barrier Hexham Swamp areas are identified as 
Coastal Wetlands under the CM SEPP. These low-lying areas connect to two areas of Ramsar listed wetlands 
identified as the Hunter Estuary Wetlands that include Kooragang Nature Reserve about one kilometre to the 
east and Shortland Wetlands (including Hunter Wetlands Centre Australia) about 800 metres to the west of the 
proposal. 

The land use along the proposal is characterised by a mix of transport corridors (road and rail), environmental 
areas including wetlands and waterways, recreational areas both public and private, residential areas and light 
and heavy industrial areas. The main features of the proposal and its surrounds include: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 Calvary St Joseph’s Retirement Community 

 Hexham Bowling Club 

 Hexham Park and Cricket Grounds 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Residential properties which are located on both sides of Maitland Road to the south of the Calvary St 
Joseph’s Retirement Community , to the west of the proposal along Shamrock Street, Fenwick Street, 
Merchant Street and Clark Street and along Old Maitland Road behind the industrial estate at Hexham 

 Industrial and commercial properties which are located to the north of the Newcastle Inner City Bypass, off 
Sparke Road at Sandgate and at the northern end of the proposal to the east and north of the Hexham 
Railway Station. 

1.2 Purpose and scope of the report 

Jacobs was engaged by Transport to undertake a non-Aboriginal heritage assessment of the proposal for the 
REF and the EIS. The purpose of this report is to assess the potential impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage from 
constructing and operating the proposal. The report: 

 Addresses the relevant Secretary’s Environment Assessment Requirements (SEARs) listed in Table 1.1 

 Describes the existing environment with respect to non-Aboriginal heritage in Section 4 to Section 7 

 Assesses the impacts of constructing and operating the proposal on non-Aboriginal heritage in Section 8 

 Recommends measures to mitigate and manage the impacts identified in Section 9 

 The methodology for the assessment is described in Section 3. 

Table 1.1 SEARS relevant to the assessment 

SEAR 
number 

Requirements Where addressed in this report 

2.4a Heritage - including:  

 impacts on Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal 
heritage items (National, State and local) 

An assessment of the potential impacts of the 
proposal on Non-Aboriginal heritage items 
(National, State and local) is included in Section 
7. An assessment of impacts to Aboriginal 
heritage is included in the Hexham Straight 
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SEAR 
number 

Requirements Where addressed in this report 

within and near the site, including built 
heritage and landscapes 

Widening Aboriginal Cultural Heritage 
Assessment Report (EMM, 2021) 

2.4b  an assessment of any other heritage items or 
issues not yet identified that may need to be 
considered during design development. 

An assessment of archaeological potential is 
included in Section 4. The impact assessment 
on this potential is included in Section 7. 

 

1.3 Terms and definitions 

The following terms are used in this report: 

 Proposal - the widening of a six kilometre section of Maitland Road from four lanes to six lanes, starting 
about 290 metres south of the intersection with the Newcastle Inner City Bypass at Sandgate, and extending 
through to about 760 metres north of Hexham Bridge, in Hexham, NSW  

 Construction area - the area to be directly impacted by the proposal. This comprises the future construction 
footprint of the proposed bridge over Ironbark Creek and the upgrade of the Maitland Road, including all 
roadside cut and fill, construction compound areas and parking areas for oversize and over mass vehicles, 
refer further to Section 1.1.1 

 Study area - the construction area and additional areas that are likely to be affected by the proposal, either 
directly or indirectly 

 EIS area - the areas of the proposal to be assessed under the EIS that are within land subject to the CM SEPP 
as defined in Section 1.1.2 

 REF area - the areas of the proposal to be assessed by the REF and this covers all other aspects of the 
proposal included in Section 1.1.1 that are outside the footprint of the EIS area described in Section 1.1.2 

 Proposal local area - the area within 10 kilometres of the proposal. 
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2. Legislative framework 

2.1 Federal Legislation 

2.1.1 Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 

The Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (EPBC Act) includes ‘national heritage’ as a 
Matter of National Environmental Significance and protects listed places to the fullest extent under the 
Constitution. It also establishes the National Heritage List (NHL) and the Commonwealth Heritage List (CHL).  

The following is a description of each of the heritage lists and the protection afforded places listed on them.  

Commonwealth Heritage List 

The CHL is established under the EPBC Act. The CHL is a list of properties owned by the Commonwealth that 
have been assessed as having significant heritage value. Any proposed actions on CHL places must be assessed 
for their impact on the heritage values of the place in accordance with Actions on, or impacting upon, 
Commonwealth land, and actions by Commonwealth agencies (Significant Impact Guidelines 1.2). The 
guidelines require the proponent to undertake a self-assessment process to decide whether the action is likely to 
have a significant impact on the environment, including the heritage value of places.  

There were no Commonwealth heritage items identified within the study area. 

National Heritage List 

The NHL is a list of places with outstanding heritage value to Australia, including places overseas. Any proposed 
actions on NHL places must be assessed for their impact on the heritage values of the place in accordance with 
Matters of National Environmental Significance (Significant Impact Guidelines 1.1). The guidelines require the 
proponent to undertake a self-assessment process to decide whether the action is likely to have a significant 
impact on a matter of National Environmental Significance, including the national heritage value of places. If an 
action is likely to have a significant impact an EPBC Act referral must be prepared and submitted to the Minister 
for approval.  

There were no National heritage items identified within the study area. 

2.1.2 Australian Heritage Council Act 2003  

The Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 establishes a new heritage advisory body - the Australian Heritage 
Council (AHC), to the Minister for the Environment and Heritage and retains the Register of the National Estate 
(RNE). The Australian Heritage Council Act 2003 repeals the Australian Heritage Commission Act 1975, amends 
various Acts as a consequence of this repeal and allows the transition to the current heritage system. 

Register of the National Estate 

The Register of the National Estate (RNE) was formerly compiled as a record of Australia’s natural, cultural, and 
Aboriginal heritage places worth keeping for the future. The RNE was frozen on 19 February 2007, which means 
that no new places have been added or removed since that time. From February 2012 all references to the RNE 
were removed from the EPBC Act. The RNE is maintained on a non-statutory basis as a publicly available archive. 

There is one RNE item within the study area, however it was listed for natural significance rather than heritage 
values. It has not been considered further in this assessment. 
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2.1.3 The Burra Charter 

In addition to the above legislation, Australia is party to several international treaties and protocols relating to 
the protection of heritage places. The most important of these is the Australia ICOMOS Charter for Places of 
Cultural Significance (The Burra Charter), which forms the basis of most heritage legislation and best practice 
guidelines.  

The purpose of the Burra Charter is to provide best practice standards for heritage management. It provides 
steps for the assessment and management of heritage, as well as principles for the effective conservation, 
maintenance and/or preservation of items of cultural heritage. This document informs the regulatory guidelines 
under which this assessment has been completed.  

2.2 State legislation 

2.2.1 Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 

The Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (EP&A Act) requires that environmental impacts are 
considered in land-use planning, including impacts on Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal heritage. Division 5.1 of 
the EP&A Act is designed to ensure public authorities fully consider environmental issues before they undertake 
or approve activities that do not require development consent.  

Local heritage 

Items of local heritage significance is administered by local councils, under their Local Environmental Plans 
(LEPs). Many of the LEPs now follow a standard format, which requires development consent prior to the 
demolition, moving or alteration of a heritage item or potential archaeological deposits (cl. 5.10, standard LEP). 
A Council may elect to waive this requirement if it is satisfied that the works are minor in nature, are maintenance 
works, will otherwise not impact on the heritage significance of the item or is exempt development (cl. 5.10 (3)). 
In all other cases, a development application must be submitted to council and a Statement of Heritage Impact 
(SoHI) may be required (cl 5.10 (5)).  

There are items of local heritage significance located within the study area. 

2.2.2 State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 

The State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (ISEPP) aims to facilitate the effective delivery of 
infrastructure across the State. Clause 94 of the ISEPP permits development on any land for the purpose of road 
or road infrastructure facilities to be carried out by or on behalf of a public authority without consent. The 
proposal can therefore be assessed under Division 5.1 of the EP&A Act by Transport as both the proponent and 
the determining authority. Development consent from City of Newcastle is not required. 

Clause 14 states that where a development may be carried out without consent (determined by Clause 94), and 
that development is likely to have an impact that is not minor or inconsequential on a local heritage item (other 
than a local heritage item that is also a State heritage item) or a heritage conservation area then: 

(2)  A public authority, or a person acting on behalf of a public authority, must not 
carry out development to which this clause applies unless the authority or the 
person has: 

(a) had an assessment of the impact prepared, and 

(b) given written notice of the intention to carry out the development, with a copy 
of the assessment, to the council for the area in which the heritage item or 
heritage conservation area (or the relevant part of such an area) is located, 
and 
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(c) taken into consideration any response to the notice that is received from the 
council within 21 days after the notice is given. 

A heritage impact assessment report would fulfil the requirement under subclause (2)(a). ISEPP requires that a 
notification and a copy of a heritage impact assessment be submitted to the council(s) within which any 
potentially impacted local heritage items are located and take into consideration any response to the notice that 
is received from the council within 21 days after the notice is given. ISEPP consultation has been undertaken as 
part of the REF and a copy of this report will be provided to the City of Newcastle as part of the display of the 
REF. 

2.2.3 Heritage Act 1977 

The Heritage Act 1977 (Heritage Act) provides a number of mechanisms by which items and places of heritage 
significance may be protected. The Heritage Act is designed to protect both listed non-Aboriginal heritage items 
and potential non-Aboriginal archaeological remains or relics. Currently, non-Aboriginal heritage is administered 
by Heritage NSW under the NSW Department of Premier and Cabinet. 

State Heritage Register 

Section 31 of the Heritage Act creates the State Heritage Register (SHR). Only those items which have been 
designated as being of state heritage significance in NSW by the Minister are listed on the SHR. Listing on the 
SHR controls activities such as alteration, damage, demolition, and development. When a place is listed on the 
SHR, the approval of the Heritage Council of NSW is required for any major work, including the following: 

 Demolishing the building or work 

 Carrying out any development in relation to the land on which the building, work or relic is situated, the land 
that comprises the place, or land within the precinct 

 Altering the building, work, relic, or moveable object. 

An application under section 60 of the Heritage Act must be made to Heritage NSW in order to carry out any 
such activities. 

There are no State heritage listed items within the study area. 

Archaeological relics  

Part 6 Division 9 of the Heritage Act protects archaeological ‘relics’ from being ‘exposed, moved, damaged or 
destroyed’ by the disturbance or excavation of land. This protection extends to the situation where a person has 
‘reasonable cause to suspect’ that archaeological remains may be affected by the disturbance or excavation of 
the land. It applies to all land in NSW that is not included in the SHR. A ‘relic’ is defined by the Heritage Act as: 

Any deposit, object of material evidence which relates to the settlement of the area that 
comprises NSW, not being Aboriginal settlement, and has local or state significance. 

Section 139 of the Heritage Act requires any person who knows or has reasonable cause to suspect that their 
proposed works will expose or disturb a ‘relic’ to first obtain an Excavation Permit from the Heritage NSW 
(pursuant to section 140), unless there is an applicable exception (pursuant to Section 139(4)). If there is an 
exception, an Excavation Permit Exception Notification Form must be submitted and endorsed by the Heritage 
Council for places not listed on the SHR. 
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In some circumstances a section 140 permit may not be required when excavating land in NSW. In accordance 
with the NSW Government Gazette (No. 110, 5 September 2008) Schedule of Exceptions to ss 139 (1) and (2) of 
the Heritage Act, made under s 139 (4): 

Excavation or disturbance of land of the kind specified below does not require an excavation 
permit under s 139 of the Heritage Act, provided that the Director-General is satisfied that 
[certain criteria] 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: 

(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. 

There are no identified archaeological relics within the study area. 

Section 146 of the Heritage Act requires any person who is aware or believes that they have discovered or 
located a relic must notify Heritage NSW providing details of the location and other information required. 

Works 

The Heritage Act identifies ‘works’ as a category separate to relics. ‘Works’ refer to past evidence of infrastructure 
which may even be buried, and so therefore ‘archaeological’ in nature and with the potential to provide 
information that contributes to our knowledge. Exposure of a ‘work’ does not trigger reporting obligations under 
the Heritage Act. However, good environmental practice recognises the archaeological potential of such 
discoveries and the need to balance these against the requirements of development. Unexpected finds protocols 
provide guidance for the way such finds are to be managed when uncovered during construction and other 
activities. 

There is one archaeological ‘work’ identified within the study area. 

Section 170 Heritage and Conservation Registers 

Government agencies have responsibilities under Section 170 of the Heritage Act. Section 170 requires agencies 
to identify, conserve and manage heritage assets owned, occupied or managed by that agency. Section 170 
requires government agencies to keep a register of heritage items, which is called a Heritage and Conservation 
Register or more commonly, a “Section 170 Register”.  

The Heritage Act obliges government agencies to maintain their assets with due diligence in accordance with 
State-owned Heritage Management Principles approved by the Minister on the advice of the Heritage Council 
and notified by the Minister to government instrumentalities from time to time. 

There are no Section170 listed heritage items within the study area. 
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3. Methodology  

The methodology for undertaking the assessment of non-Aboriginal heritage values for the proposal is 
described below.  

3.1.1 Desktop assessment 

 Review heritage registers and databases including the State Heritage Register, State Heritage Inventory, 
Local Environmental Plan, Section 170 Registers, Commonwealth Heritage List, National Heritage List 

 Review primary and secondary sources including parish maps, Transport archives, library, heritage and 
archaeological databases, community heritage information, previous studies, and grey literature 

 Review levels of significance for registered items 

 Identify any potential heritage items. 

3.1.2 Field survey 

 Site inspection of study area, including inspecting any potential heritage items 

 Prepare and collate data this will include preparation of site inspection recording forms for each item 
inspected that will include physical detail, location, setting, fabric, current use, and associated features. 

3.1.3 Assessment and reporting 

 Undertake a non-Aboriginal (historic) heritage assessment of identified heritage items in accordance with 
the SEARs for the EIS area for the REF area, area. There heritage assessment will include significance 
assessments of heritage items potentially impacted by the project against the NSW Heritage Council criteria 

 High-level impact assessment of identified heritage and preparation of a SoHI 

 Including figures of registered identified heritage on aerial imagery (plot curtilage where known as polygon) 

 Provide recommendations as to any additional works such as archival photographic recording or heritage 
approvals / notifications that may be required prior to works commencing 

 Provide recommendations that would help to avoid, minimise, or mitigate against impacts to the identified 
cultural heritage values of the heritage item. A list of mitigation measures will be provided 

3.2 Study area 

The study area generally comprises a strip of land from the Hexham Bridge to the north, south along Maitland 
Road to its intersection with the Newcastle Inner City Bypass (refer to Figure 1.1). 
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4. Existing environment 

4.1 Historical context 

4.1.1 Aboriginal ethno-historic context 

The study area was traditional occupied by Aboriginal people of the Awabakal language group area, which 
extends from the Hunter River in the north, down to the south of Lake Macquarie and west as far out as the 
Sugarloaf ranges. Aboriginal people traditionally lived in small family or clan groups that were associated with 
particular territories or places.  

Much of the information on the Awabakal language group comes from the works of Reverend Lancelot Edward 
Threlkeld (Gunson 1967). Threlkeld operated an Aboriginal mission north of Lake Macquarie for 15 years and 
documented traditional and early Aboriginal history in the area after 1825 (Gunson 1967). The study area would 
have been located within the Pambalong clan, of the larger Awabakal language group (Maynard 2000:27). The 
Pambalong (‘Big Swamp’ people) territory was located from Newcastle West, up to the southern banks of the 
Hunter River, through Hexham and Tarro, out to Mount Sugarloaf. Further information on Aboriginal heritage 
within the proposal is included in the Hexham Straight Widening Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Assessment Report 
(EMM, 2021) completed in accordance with the Stage 3 of Transport’s Procedure for Cultural Heritage 
Consultation and Investigation (PACHCI).  

4.1.2 Exploration and settlement 

The study area has a long history of early non-Aboriginal visitation and settlement. During the early days of 
convict settlement at Sydney, the favoured means of transport was by boat up and down the coast and inland via 
the waterways. In 1797, coal was discovered at the mouth of the Hunter River by Lieutenant Shortland and in 
1801, Lieutenant-Colonel Paterson took the survey boat ‘Lady Nelson’ to investigate and report on this coal 
outcrop as well as other natural resources (Ward-Harvey 2008). A second survey was undertaken by Charles 
Grimes and Francis Barrallier six months later. Shortly after their return to Sydney, Governor King established the 
first European settlement at Newcastle, located to the east of the proposal (Maitland and District Historical 
Society 1983:8-9).  

In 1812, 1818 and 1821 Governor Macquarie took parties up the Hunter River. He named a location on the 
riverbank where they camped in 1818 as 'Raymond Terrace', located to the northeast of the proposal. They 
proceeded up the Hunter and Paterson Rivers, visiting some of the farms Governor Macquarie had permitted 
settlers to occupy. In the 1820s, grants for land east and west of the Hunter River was made available. The 
alluvial flats along the Hunter River began to be settled and by 1825 there were almost 300 settlers living in the 
region. The increased population resulted in the construction of a carriage road between Wallis Plains and 
Newcastle, as well as the introduction of a regular boat service along the river, located to the east of the proposal 
(Maitland and District Historical Society 1983:13). 

The first land grant in the Hexham area was in 1828 to Edward Sparke Senior and was 2,000 acres in size. A year 
later Alexander W Scott was granted 2,560 acres which was increased to 2,844. Scott also started up some local 
industries including an iron foundry, salt works and a tobacco factory. William Sparke, the son of Edward Sparke, 
was granted 1,920 acres on the eastern side of the Hunter River at Hexham. In 1840, William Sparke auctioned 
150 building allotments in the township of Hexham, which were described as: 

The Township is laid out within two hundred yards of (Sparke’s) Inn, each allotment commands a view of 
the river, is abundantly supplied with water, and was never known to be flooded and there is also sufficient 
stone and brick clay for every building purpose (The Colonist, 1840:1).  

At the time of Sparke’s sale, there were already 140 people living in the area. A public wharf was built in 1842 
with a punt service commencing across the Hunter River in 1842 (Raymond Terrace Historical Society 2006:5). A 
traveller to Hexham in 1845 stated: 
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(It) is one of the smallest hamlets and is scarcely worthy of being dignified by the name of a township, but 
its site possesses a redeeming point in the splendid appearance of the river at that particular spot. (The 
Shipping Gazette and Sydney General Trade List, 1845:80). 

An inn was located near the punt from 1828. John Smith was the original licensee, however it was taken over 
between then and the 1840s by John Hannel, as the Wheat Sheaf Inn (also known as “Wheat Sheaf Arms”, “the 
Halfway House” or “The House the Jack Built”). Hannel undertook extensive refurbishments in 1856. The inn was 
located on Maitland Road and was near the punt service (Scanlon 2017), located to the south of the Hexham 
Bridge.  

However, the Wheat Sheaf was not the only inn at the small village: 

In the little village of Hexham there were two Inns, John Smith’s “Hexham Inn” and John Hannel’s “Wheat 
Sheaf Arms”. Each had a racecourse adjoining the house, and races were held there on holidays for prizes 
presented by “mine host”. On these race days there was great rivalry between the two proprietors to secure 
the patronage of the sporting fraternity that came from Newcastle and Maitland (Goold, 1932:7). 

Other hotels, such as the Travellers’ Rest, were constructed in the late 19th century (refer to Figure 4.1). 

Until this time Hexham was primarily a rural community with crops such as hay, maize, fruit and vegetables 
grown. This changed in 1857 when a railway line was built after the discovery of coal in nearby Minmi. A watch-
house was erected in 1861 by the Department of Public Works (Maitland Mercury and Hunter River General 
Advertiser, 1861:3). 

In 1927 the butter factory at Raymond Terrace transferred its headquarters to Hexham and later became Oak 
Dairy (Raymond Terrace Historical Society 2006:5). 

 

Figure 4.1 Travellers’ Rest Hexham, 1959 (Courtesy: Newcastle Libraries, Accession No. 460 000111) 
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4.1.3 Transport 

Shipping 

Hexham became an important riverport from its earliest days. It represented a convenient stopping point on the 
river journey between Newcastle and Morpeth, the location of the head of navigation for the Hunter River. 
Travellers from Newcastle could disembark at Hexham and switch to road transport to Maitland and beyond. A 
public wharf was built downriver from the current Hexham bridge in around 1842 (EJE Heritage, 2012: 6-7). 

Maitland Road 

One of the earliest roads in the Hexham area was Maitland Road, which ran from the end of Hunter Street, 
Newcastle to Maitland and Singleton from the early 1840s. It was originally a track only used by bullock trains, 
reflecting its purpose of linking the wool growing areas in New England with the port at Newcastle. In 1846, a 
committee known as the “Maitland Road Committee” applied to the government for a share of funds on offer for 
the repair of roads through the colony, to be expended specifically for “the high roads leading from Maitland and 
Morpeth to Singleton, Paterson and Newcastle” (Maitland Mercury and Hunter River General Advertiser, 1846:2). 
Their application was unsuccessful, but the Colonial Secretary advised that further application should be made 
through the local warden. The committee decided that they would pursue a fresh application, noting the road 
“from Hexham through Maitland to Black Creek” being of particular urgency. 

In 1854, meetings were held at the Wheat Sheaf Inn deploring the conditions of the road. One attendant of the 
meeting related that: 

…he was on his way from Cabbage Tree to the Sugarloaf free selecting, but when he crossed the Hexham 
punt and found the road forwards was impassable, on account of a broken bridge and extensive mud 
holes… the only way he could attempt to finish his journey was to be permitted to drive his drays through 
private property (Newcastle Chronicle and the Hunter River District News, 1864:2). 

The condition of the road did not seem to improve. In the 1870s the road was considered one of the worst in the 
colony, with ruts “five to six feet deep in the centre of the road”, another part “laid with saplings, about a hundred 
yards long, and here and there a few dray-loads of stones thrown over them” (Maitland Mercury and Hunter 
River General Advertiser, 1879:11). Later upgrades comprised of piling soil and rock over the existing road and 
with gravel topping. 

In 1925 the Hexham portion of Maitland Road was tarred, replacing a gravelled surface (refer to Figure 4.2). It 
was noted that from the Ironbark bridge to Hexham village, the surface had disintegrated; the tar was seen as a 
potential solution (Newcastle Sun, 1925:5).   
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Figure 4.2 Construction of Maitland Road between Hexham and Maitland, undated (NSW State Archives, Item NRS-
20224-1-[6/17280.1]-M1_22-31) 

Maitland Road crossed Ironbark Creek south of the village of Hexham. Numerous bridges have spanned the 
creek, with one of the earliest being constructed of timber in 1874. This timber bridge replaced an earlier bridge, 
which had collapsed some months before construction of this bridge. No further details of the location, 
construction or dimensions this earlier bridge are known (Maitland Mercury and Hunter River General Advertiser, 
1874:6). 

The NSW Government approved a new bridge to replace the old bridge in 1936. By this time, the existing bridge 
had been described as a “death trap” (Maitland Daily Mercury, 1835:7), owing to its sharp bend on one of the 
approaches and instability of the deck. The new bridge was constructed adjacent to the old bridge in 1939 
(Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners’ Advocate, 1939:10). 

This bridge lasted until 1955 when it collapsed following a flood (refer to Figure 4.3). The bridge was soon 
replaced, with a temporary bridge put in place during construction (refer to Figure 4.4). 
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Figure 4.3 Collapse of bridge on Pacific Highway at Sandgate, near Hexham, crossing Ironbark Creek taken by Mr 
Clinch (Courtesy: Transport for New South Wales, File Name 40115PH.jpg) 

 

Figure 4.4 Temporary Bailey Bridge constructed above former collapsed Ironbark Creek bridge at Sandgate, 1956 
(Courtesy: Transport for New South Wales, File 6323PH.jpg). 
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Railway 

A railway between Newcastle and East Maitland was proposed by the Hunter River Railway Company in 1854, 
with Hexham being one of the stops. However, prior to completion the company went into liquidation, and the 
NSW Government stepped in to complete the project. A working test of the railway between Newcastle and 
Hexham was undertaken on the Queen’s Birthday in 1856: 

The occurrence of this festival was happily availed of by Mr Wright, of the firm of Messrs. Randle and 
Wright, the contractors for making the railway, who drove in an engine, drawing a loaded wagon train, from 
Hexham to Newcastle, and thus introduced it for the first time to its working character, to this city; the 
engine drew twenty wagons, bringing to Honeysuckle Point over a hundred tons of earth for ballasting this 
end of the line, and the satisfactory result of the test which so heavily loaded a train afforded, must have 
been gratifying to the engineers, contractors and every person connected with the construction of the 
railway (Maitland Mercury and Hunter River Advertiser, 1856:2). 

The railway was officially opened by the Governor, Sir William Denison on 30 March 1857. A crowd of 1,500 
people took advantage of free rides at East Maitland and to watch the Governor on the first train to Honeysuckle 
Point (Suters Architects, 1996:5). 

The station is still in use and described as: 

Single-storey buildings in drop-slab construction with precast concrete posts and slabs. The building sits 
high off natural ground on a masonry wall construction with trapdoor leading to basement, presumable to 
avoid flood inundation. Another similar building is sited a few metres away with wide eaves overhang and 
corrugated metal sheets over a simple hipped structure.  

Crossing the Hunter River 

Until the construction of the Hexham Bridge, the only way to cross the Hunter River was by punt, refer to Figure 
4.5. One of the earliest references to a punt comes from a newspaper article from March 1842 stating: 

Notice is hereby given that a General Meeting of the Subscribers to the Punt at Hexham will be held at the 
Wheat Sheaf Inn, Hexham on Thursday 7 of April at Twelve o’clock at noon, for the purpose of letting the 
Punt, and other matters connected therewith (Hunter River Gazette and Journal of Agriculture, Commerce, 
Politics and News, 1842a:2).  

By July of that year, the punt was in full operation: 

Notice is hereby given to Travellers with Stock, and others, that the Punt plying between Hexham and 
Raymond Terrace is in full operation, and will afford a great convenience to parties proceeding to Port 
Stephens, Dungog, Williams River, etc. Dated April 20, 1842 (Hunter River Gazette and Journal of 
Agriculture, Commerce, Politics and News, 1842b:1). 
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Figure 4.5 Hexham Punt, c. 1930 looking toward Hexham (Courtesy: NSW State Archives & Records, Item NRS-
549-1 [14/1745]-2-56). 

With the increased popularity of motor vehicles following World War 1, Hexham became a bottleneck for motor 
and other traffic. In addition to the poor road conditions, all traffic travelling north and south of the river was 
required to cross the Hunter by the old punt, leading to extensive delays on both sides (refer to Figure 4.5). 
Considering that the Pacific Highway ran through Hexham, this included all traffic travelling between Sydney and 
Brisbane. The delays caused by the Hexham punt became apparent with the increase in traffic; crossing the river 
by punt took almost an hour (Heritage NSW, undated). A new bridge at Hexham was envisaged to cut the nine-
hour journey between Sydney and Newcastle in half and to facilitate industrial development (GHD, 2003:205). 

Plans for a bridge to replace the punt started in the 1920s, however the first set of plans were completed in 
1940. The start of World War 2 delayed its construction, however following the war, the Department of Main 
Roads (DMR) embarked on a program to eliminate ferries and replace them with bridges, with the Hexham 
Bridge becoming the ninth such bridge to replace a punt. The plans incorporated a vertical lift bridge to 
accommodate the passage of colliers (GHD, 2003:205). 

Construction of the bridge began in 1945, however was beset with issues relating to labour, materials and floods 
(GHD, 2003:205-206). The new bridge finally opened in 1952 and is one of the last steel-truss opening span 
bridges constructed, and one of a few surviving lift span bridges still working in NSW (TfNSW 2020). A study of 
movable span bridges described the Hexham bridge as follows: 

The bridge consists of a vertical lift span with lengths approximately 120 ft., five steel Pratt truss spans 
with lengths of 120 ft. and thirteen rolled steel joist spans each 40 ft. long. The upper framework of the 
lifting span generally consists of two independent steel towers with sufficient stiffness to prevent 
encroaching on each other, with the span itself consisting of a steel Pratt-type truss arrangement. Finally, 
the entire superstructure is supported on reinforced concrete piers. (GHD 2003:204). 

The bridge has undergone numerous modifications, including its conversion from two-way to one-way traffic in 
1987, with a second duplicating bridge constructed adjacent to the original (GHD, 2003:206). The bridge 
continues to be used. 
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4.1.4 Religion 

St Stephens Anglican Church 

The first church in the Hexham area was erected on the Maitland Road, Upper Hexham (now Anderson Drive, 
Tarro, about two kilometers north west of the study area) in 1840 (refer to Figure 4.6). The church land was 
donated by Edmund Spark of nearby “Woodland”, and the foundation stone laid by the Reverend Brougham in 
December 1840. It was named “St Stephens”.  

The first St Stephens church was of wooden construction and opened in 1849. A report in the Sydney Monitor 
relating to affairs of the Church of England throughout New South Wales noted that a parsonage had been 
completed and occupied in around 1840. A school room for a Church of England School was also opened on the 
site in the late 1840s. The church was remodeled in 1905 and continued operation until the 1970s-1980s, when 
it was removed to make way for the Tarro Interchange.  

 

Figure 4.6 St Stephens, Tarro (formerly “Hexham”), c. 1920 (Courtesy: University of Newcastle, Anglican 
Archdiocese of Newcastle Collection, Item A5352c) 

Wesleyan and Methodist churches 

In 1865 William Douglas Christie donated one acre of land to the trustees of the Wesleyan Church. The memorial 
stone for the church was laid on 1 January 1867. At the ceremony for the laying of the memorial stone, the 
church was described as being: 

… situated on a beautiful elevated site between the Hexham railway platform and the Newcastle road, and 
will be a prominent object. It will be a plain, neat, Gothic structure, of brick, 25 feet wide, 56 long, 18 feet 
high inside (Maitland Mercury and Hunter River General Advertiser (a), 1867:3). 

The church, although “not yet quite completed”, was opened for divine service on Good Friday, 1867 (Maitland 
Mercury and Hunter River General Advertiser (b), 1867:2). 
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Two years later another church, the Primitive Methodist Church, was opened at Hexham. This church was 
described as “a neat weatherboard structure, capable of seating upwards of one hundred and twenty worshipers” 
(refer to Figure 4.7) (Newcastle Chronicle, 1869(a):2). 

 

Figure 4.7 Detail of Town of Hexham map, c. 1856 showing buildings at Hexham: Wesleyan Chapel (outlined in 
green), Primitive Methodist Chapel (outlined in red) and Public School (outlined in blue) (Courtesy: Historical Land 
Records Viewer, 10862001.jp2). 

4.1.5 Education 

In 1848, the sum of £30 was granted to the Diocese of Newcastle by the NSW Government Gazette for the 
establishment of a denominational school at Hexham (NSW Gazette, 1848:1539). The school was opened in 
1850 on what is now Old Maitland Road, approximately 250 metres west of the punt (refer to Figure 4.8).  

A report by the Council of Education in 1867 following a visit to the school on 28 October of that year notes that 
there were 33 students, 21 boys and 12 girls. The following general notes were also made: 

The schoolhouse is a wooden building in good condition, but the schoolground (2 acres) is unfenced and, 
situated as it is, close to the main road, the children are exposed to danger from the droves of cattle that 
are continually passing. The school is fairly furnished, but there is but one closet. The organisation and 
classification are somewhat unsatisfactory; the discipline is tolerable; the teaching may be painstaking, but 
it is unskillful, and the results are but moderate. The mental cast of the pupils is unsatisfactory; they exhibit 
little perseverance. There is no evidence of local supervision, nor were any of the School Board present at 
the examination (Council of Education 1867:116). 

The school operated until 1976. 
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Figure 4.8 Detail of Parish of Hexham map (c. 1917) showing location of Hexham Punt and public school 
approximately 600 metres south east of Hexham Rail Bridge (Courtesy: Historical Land Records Viewer, File 
10888801.jp2). 

4.1.6 Industry 

Coal 

The coal industry emerged in Hexham in 1857 with the construction of John Eales’ railway, now known as the 
Minmi to Hexham Railway. This rail line was first proposed in the NSW Legislative Council in 1854, and its 
construction allowed the coal from Minmi mines to be transported to the Hunter River at Hexham. Its 
construction and route have been described by Ron Preston as: 

The main line headed out across the great Hexham Swamp, a wetland famous for its birdlife and aquatic 
flora, but also noted for its black snakes and mosquitoes… the earthworks were simple – just an earth 
embankment, wide enough to carry the tracks and high enough to keep the rails above the peak water 
level. Culverts at intervals allowed water to flow from one side to the other. (Preston, 1990: 13). 

In the early 20th century, the railway was renamed the “Richmond Valley Railway”. Coal loading facilities, such as 
that of J & A Brown, were constructed along the waterfront. 

In 1955, a coal washery was constructed near the Hexham end of the Richmond Valley Railway. New lines and 
sidings were constructed to facilitate its operations: 

Three sidings for storing unwashed coal were constructed on the northern end of the Coal Preparation 
Plant. After the wagons had dumped their loads, they were reloaded with washed coal as they passed 
through the coal preparation plant. The washed coal sidings consisted of two full sidings and one for the 
storage of empty wagons. These sidings were constructed at the southern end of the plant while a dead-
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end shunt and a service road connected these sidings through the plant to the Hexham Exchange Sidings 
(Brown’s Siding). (Andrews, 2017: 119). 

The site is now used as a train support facility. 

Oak Factory 

Prior to 1927, the Raymond Terrace Dairy and Produce Company, a cooperative seeking to compete with the 
powerful Diary Farmers Milk Company in supplying milk to the Sydney market, shipped its produce by punt from 
Raymond Terrace to Tarro, where it was transported by rail to Sydney. The company’s success required an 
investment in a larger factory, preferably one closer to the rail link. The site at Hexham was chosen because of its 
proximity to the rail and river, on a major road, had its own wharf and had a better water supply and drainage 
than the existing factory (Ecotecture, 2001:124).  

The Hexham factory was opened in 1927 as one of the most modern and efficient of the time, under the brand 
name “Oak”. In the 1930s, new product lines were added, such as frozen food and milk and egg drying plants. 
With more primary producers in the Hunter Valley joining the cooperative, the company’s name was changed in 
1944 to the Hunter Valley Cooperative Dairy Company, however the “Oak” brand was retained. The company 
opened Oak milk bars in 1954 in various locations in the Hunter River. The Oak milk bar at Hexham became an 
important local landmark and site of social significance for multiple generations as a key stopping point for 
travel north and south along the Pacific Highway, continuing as such until its closure. 

Although the Oak brand has changed hands numerous times since, the site was owned and operated by 
Brancourts Dairy until 2019, when it went into voluntary administration. 

4.1.7 2HD 

2HD began broadcasting in 1925 in Hamilton. In 1934, the AM radio station 2HD moved to their new studios at 
Sandgate (refer to Figure 4.9). A newspaper report of the time stated: 

It is certain that the colour and design of the new buildings has attracted the attention of all who have 
passed Sandgate. Inside they have been decorated and furnished to combine utility with beauty. It is 
claimed that the studios are equal to any in the Commonwealth. (Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners’ 
Advocate, 1934:8). 

In 1941, four commercial radio stations were closed for National security reasons, including 2HD. Reasons for 
the closure were not given to the station (Dungog Chronicle, 1941:2). After using national security powers from 
1939 to investigate perceived dissident or disloyal groups, in 1941 the Menzies government had banned 
Jehovah’s Witnesses (Persian, 2008:4-5). Four radio stations, 5KA Adelaide, 5AU Port Augusta, 2HD Newcastle 
and 4AT Atherton (QLD), were owned and controlled by Jehovah’s Witnesses and were summarily closed, fearing 
that their broadcasts may contain ‘coded messages’ (Persian, 2008:7). 2HD was reopened in 1945 with a change 
of personnel and has broadcast continuously since (Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners’ Advocate, 1945:2). 

From 1945, 2HD was owned by the Labor Party and the NSW Labour Council until 1999. In 1964 the station’s 
original transmitter building was demolished to make way for the widening of Maitland Road to a dual 
carriageway, and in1977 the station’s Sandgate studios were closed. The additional traffic and the building’s 
proximity to the road led to damage to the building, and a new building, nicknamed “the submarine” was built 
and opened by NSW Premier Neville Wran in 1977 (refer to Plate 4.1). The building was again remodeled in 
1995 following the acquisition of NEW-FM.  

2HD and NEW-FM continue to broadcast from this location. 
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Figure 4.9 2HD Building, c. 1950 (Courtesy: 2HD). 

 

Plate 4.1 Recent photograph of the 2HD studios (Courtesy: Heritage NSW). 
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4.1.8 Sandgate Cemetery 

Earlier Cemeteries 

Prior to the opening of Sandgate Cemetery in 1881, the main burial grounds in Newcastle were Newcastle West 
and Christ Church, Newcastle. When Mark Twain visited Newcastle in 1895, he is said to have remarked on his 
return to the United States that Newcastle was a city of one long street, with a hospital at one end, and a 
cemetery at the other (Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners’ Advocate, 1916:6). The cemetery was Newcastle 
West, also known as Honeysuckle Cemetery and Cottage Creek Cemetery, operated from c.1842-1881 with 
Roman Catholic, Wesleyan and Presbyterian portions. The Ibis Hotel is partially located on the former cemetery 
grounds, to the immediate east of Cottage Creek.  

Newcastle West was partially resumed by the NSW government for construction of the railway with remains 
within the resumed portion exhumed and reinterred at Sandgate, with a smaller number at Swansea. Tenders 
were called in 1916 for the removal and reinterment of the remaining graves from Newcastle West to Sandgate, 
which occurred later that year. Burials at the village of Henty were also removed to Sandgate in the same year. 

Development of Sandgate 

Under the influence of English architect J C Loudon and the garden cemetery movement, public cemeteries with 
design features such as pathways, lawns, avenues, trees, and shrubberies became popular, moving away from 
traditional Church graveyards. Until the 1870s, the land comprising Sandgate Cemetery was owned by the 
Australian Agricultural Company (AAC). Fifty acres of this was sold to the Crown in the 1870s, with 20 acres 
opened in 1881 as a burial ground. The clearance of trees, installation of drains and landscaping works were 
undertaken to facilitate its transition to a cemetery. Following the example at Rookwood in Sydney, the burial 
ground was divided into religious denominations with each denomination run by an associated Trust.  

Before the advent of the motor vehicle, the cemetery was accessible by land, rail, and water. Also following the 
example of Rookwood, locomotives carrying coffins and mourners would leave the Mortuary station at Newcastle 
and travel along the main northern line, until reaching a branch line directly to Sandgate Cemetery. This train 
service commenced in 1881 with the last service in 1985 (refer to Figure 4.10).  

Today, there are approximately 90,000 burials at Sandgate and is currently in use. 
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Figure 4.10 One of the first mortuary trains from Newcastle at Sandgate Cemetery (c. 1880) (Courtesy: University 
of Newcastle Library, John Turner Collection, C917-0516). 

4.2 Database searches 

Database searches were completed for the construction area (see Figure 1.2), comprised of the REF area and EIS 
area footprints (see Figure 1.3), with a buffer of 350 metres. 

 World, National and Commonwealth heritage 

A search of the Australian Heritage Database was undertaken on 27 October 2020 for the construction area as 
defined above, with no results. 

 State Heritage 

A search of the SHR was undertaken on 27 October 2020 for the construction area as defined above, with no 
results. 

 Local heritage 

A search of Schedule 5 of the Newcastle Local Environmental Plan 2012 was undertaken on 27 October 2020. 
There are 13 items identified within 500 metres of the study area (refer to Figure 4.11) and summarised in  
Table 4.1.  
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Table 4.1 Items of local heritage significance 

Item  Address Identifier Distance from proposal 

Sandgate Cemetery 108 Maitland Road, Sandgate I516 Intersecting 

Office – Sandgate 
cemetery 

116 Maitland Road, Sandgate I518 Adjacent 

Sandgate Cemetery 
Railway Spur 

108 Maitland Road, Sandgate I517 325 metres southwest 

2HD Studio 173 Maitland Road, Sandgate I519 Adjacent 

Former Travellers Rest 
Hotel 

23 Maitland Road, Hexham I177 Adjacent 

Former Uniting Church 
and Hall 

63 Old Maitland Road, Hexham I182 Adjacent/encompassed 

Former Glen Lovett Hall 187 Maitland Road, Hexham I184 Adjacent/encompassed 

Former Hexham Public 
School 

227 Old Maitland Road, Hexham I185 Adjacent/encompassed 

J & A Brown’s Hexham 
Workshops 

100 Old Maitland Road, Hexham I183 Adjacent/encompassed 

Goninans Administration 
Building 

230 Old Maitland Road, Hexham I186 Adjacent/encompassed 

Railway Station Maitland Road, Hexham I176 Intersecting  

Minmi to Hexham Railway Minmi to Hexham I332 28 metres west 

Hexham Bridge Pacific Highway, Hexham I187 Intersecting 

Oak Factory 189 Maitland Road, Hexham I178 Adjacent 

Hexham Shipbuilding 
Yards 

404 Maitland Road, Tarro I180 25 metres north 

Hannel Family Vault 398B Maitland Road, Hexham I179 Adjacent 

4.3 Archaeological potential 

Most of the study area comprises the widening of Maitland Road between the intersection with the Newcastle 
Inner City Bypass and Hexham Bridge. The built heritage items noted as ‘adjacent’ to the study area are therefore 
items that front Maitland Road. This indicates both the age of Maitland Road and that the alignment has not 
altered substantially since its construction. In addition, historical flooding of Hexham has led to high water lines 
which may have disturbed any existing archaeological material. In 1949, for example, flooding of the Hunter 
reached the front doors of the Travellers Rest Hotel (refer to Figure 4.12). Archaeological potential is therefore 
considered to be low. 

However, there are exceptions to this general view. The crossing of Ironbark Creek, for example, may contain the 
remains of earlier bridges. As noted above, periodic flooding has required multiple bridges being constructed, 
one such bridge famously collapsing in 1955. While the locations of some of these later bridges are known, 
potential exists for the remains of other, earlier bridges to remain on either side of the Ironbark Creek. 
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Figure 4.12 Travellers Rest Hotel in flood, 1949 (Courtesy: Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners’ Advocate, 
1949:3). 

Other archaeological items that may be encountered include the remains of structures built on the Maitland 
Road frontage (including archaeological works such as early culverts or drainage structures) and remains of 
agricultural structures and/or tools. The significance of such remains, however, would be dependent on their 
extent and condition. 

4.4 Literature review 

4.4.1 Hughes Trueman, 2003, Statement of Heritage Impact: Ironbark Creek Rail Underbridge, Sandgate 

The Ironbark Creek Rail Underbridge SoHI was prepared on behalf of URS Australia Pty Ltd ahead of the 
demolition of the existing “Half-Through” or pony truss bridge and the construction of a new two-span precast 
concrete girder ballast top bridge supported on reinforced concrete headstocks on concrete piles. It was 
considered that the existing bridge was constrained by a 20 kilometre per hour speed limit owing to its narrow 
geometric clearances and because of strength restrictions which require control dynamic loads. 

The bridge was assessed as being of local heritage significance. A comparative study of five similar bridges in 
New South Wales placed it fourth in order of significance, behind the Railway Parade Underbridge, Annandale, 
the Wentworth Park Road Underbridge, Glebe, the Johnston Street/The Crescent Underbridge at Annandale and 
followed by the Parramatta Road Underbridge at Lewisham. All five of these bridges are “Half-Through” bridges, 
and the Sandgate example was placed fourth predominantly because of its relatively poor condition, lack of 
originality, inaccessibility, lack of community awareness, safety and operational considerations (it should be 
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noted that safety and operational considerations do not generally play a part in the assessment of heritage 
significance, but in the impact assessment and management/mitigation measures). 

The bridge was not removed and is still located over Ironbark Creek, approximately 650 metres west of Maitland 
Road and outside the study area. It is currently listed as an item on the Australian Track and Rail Corporation 
(ARTC) heritage register as “an early example of the introduction of American bridge technology in NSW in the 
late 19th century”. 

4.4.2 EJE Heritage, 2012, Statement of Heritage Impact – Proposed QR National Train Support Facility, 
Hexham NSW 

This report was prepared on behalf of QR National ahead of the construction of a train support facility at 
Hexham. The purpose of the report was to assess the non-Aboriginal heritage values of the 255-hectares study 
area ahead of the construction. Part of the study area was adjacent to Hexham Railway Station. 

The report contained a thematic history of the study area, with a focus on farming, coal and the railway. The 
study area contained two listed heritage items, including the Hexham Railway Station and the Minmi-Hexham 
railway. There were a further five potential built heritage items relating to earlier dairy and coal industries 
conducted within the study area. It was assessed that none of these potential items were of heritage significance. 

It was concluded that despite the site’s long history of industrial use, the construction of the train support facility 
would have minimal impact on heritage values. 

4.4.3 Austral Archaeology, 2014, Long Term Train Storage Facility, Hexham NSW: Historical 
Archaeological Test Excavations 

These archaeological excavations were undertaken by Austral Archaeology on behalf of Aurizon ahead of the 
proposed construction of a Long-Term Train Support Facility at Hexham. In an earlier archaeological 
assessment, Austral had identified an area of archaeological sensitivity with the curtilage of the Minmi to 
Hexham Railway line, which was within their study area. The southern and northern portions of the study area 
had been disturbed through landscaping and flooding respectively, with the central portion retaining the highest 
degree of archaeological potential. 

A series of nine test pits were excavated by mechanical excavator to provide an overview of the archaeological 
character of an area known as Browns Crossing, which linked the Minmi-Hexham rail line with the main northern 
line. It was noted that a thin topsoil covering a thick redeposited layer of coal waste, clay and shale was common 
across the study area, along with a clearly defined natural clay deposit below the water table and a lack of any in 
situ archaeological deposits.  

Artefacts and building debris were recovered in several trenches and interpreted to have been the result of the 
demolition of a gatekeepers’ cottage constructed in c.1850 and demolished in the 1940s. However, the builders’ 
demolition debris was in the form of bricks and large, worked sandstone fragments and located on the surface, 
lending uncertainty as to whether this debris is associated with the gatekeepers’ cottage or was imported and 
deposited from elsewhere. Artefacts recovered included ceramics (chiefly red, blue and black transferware), bone 
(animal), clinkers and glass. This domestic refuse was interpreted as detritus from a small group of houses, a 
signalman’s cottage and gatekeeper’s cottage formerly on the Brown’s Crossing site.  

It was concluded that the assemblage represented a low-level background scatter of items of no archaeological 
significance and that there were no further archaeological constraints to the project. 
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4.4.4 Jacobs, 2018, M1 Pacific Highway Motorway extension to Raymond Terrace – Non-Aboriginal 
Heritage Working Paper 

This assessment was prepared during the scoping stage of the 15 kilometre extension of the M1 Pacific Highway 
Motorway from Black Hill to Raymond Terrace. Although the alignment of that motorway extension was 
proposed to pass approximately 1.5 kilometres to the north of the current study area, the M1 to Raymond 
Terrace study area was within one kilometre of the current study area. 

A total of 16 heritage items were identified as part of that desktop assessment, including two that are within the 
current study area (Hexham Bridge (I187) and the Oak Factory (I178)). Neither of those items were to be 
impacted by the proposed highway extension. 

The assessment noted that paucity of comprehensive non-Aboriginal heritage assessments undertaken in that 
study area and concluded that the potential for previously unidentified heritage items to exist. A review of 
existing identified heritage items and previous literature indicated that unrecorded items might include houses, 
homesteads, and other buildings, as well as remains relating to rural, agricultural and pastoral industry such as 
stockyards, fences, sheds, outbuildings and creek fords.  

A site inspection was undertaken to ground-truth identified sites and inspect for new, unrecorded sites. The site 
inspections recorded two items of potential within or close to the current study area: 

 Building remains and footings, 15 Pacific Highway Tomago (within current study area) 

 Building remains and footings, 5/404 Maitland Road, Tomago (600 metres to the north of current study 
area). 

Both items were assessed as not having sufficient heritage significance and therefore no heritage constraints 
were attached. 

4.4.5 Jacobs, 2019, Hexham Train Support Facility – Statement of Heritage Impact 

This assessment was undertaken on behalf of Aurizon ahead of a proposed turning angle to be constructed 
within the rail corridor at Hexham. The new turning circle was required to improve functionality of the existing 
rail facility and enhance its operational capacity. The study area for the Hexham Train Support Facility was 
located adjacent to the current study area at Hexham and to the west of the existing rail corridor. 

A desktop assessment indicated ten recorded heritage items in the vicinity of the Train Support Facility, however 
none were to be impacted.  

4.5 Summary of historical information, heritage items and archaeology 

The area of Hexham has been settled by non-Aboriginal people since the mid-19th century. Although the region 
was historically agricultural, its importance as a crossing point came with the punt in 1843. The village became a 
local commercial centre, with churches, a school, a lock-up and other buildings being constructed. The railway 
station at Hexham is a testament to its local importance. 

Most of the heritage items in Hexham relate to this early period of its history. Most of these buildings were 
located along the various historical alignments of Maitland Road, indicating that some archaeological potential 
exists in the vicinity of these alignments, as well as the potential for archaeological works related to the previous 
road fabric and alignments. 
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5.  Site inspection 

Two site inspections were completed of the construction area. The first site inspection was conducted on 16 
October 2020 by Jacobs Archaeologist, Clare Leevers and the second site inspection was conducted of Ironbark 
Creek Bridge and the area surrounding the bridge on the 5 March 2021, refer further to Section 5.17. Weather 
was fine and sunny, and boundary access was achieved for all local items identified as part of the desktop 
assessment. The survey progressed on a north-south loop along the study area, with those items on the east 
(southbound) side surveyed first, followed by those on the west (northbound) side of the study area. The results 
of the site inspection are provided below. 

5.1 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards (LEP #I180) 

The Hexham Shipbuilding Yards (LEP #I180) is located on the northern bank of Purgatory Creek (Plate 5.1), on a 
low-lying river flat at the confluence of the creek and the Hunter River (Plate 5.2). Currently used as grazing land 
for cattle, the area is vegetated with a ground cover of grass and introduced weed species, with a narrow border 
of mangroves along the length of the creek. It is currently bisected by a raised, gravel access track, which 
continues north along the Hunter River (Plate 5.3). A small memorial plaque is present, approximately 30 
metres east of the heritage curtilage, overlooking the river (Plate 5.4). 

 

Plate 5.1 Low-lying land adjacent to Purgatory Creek; 
facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.2 Confluence of Purgatory Creek and the 
Hunter River; facing east (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.3 Raised access road; facing west (Jacobs, 
2020) 

 

Plate 5.4 Memorial plaque on the bank of the Hunter 
River; facing west (Jacobs, 2020) 
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No prominent remnants were visible across the grassed extent of the item curtilage, however a variety of 
material culture and building material was present along the bank of Purgatory Creek (Plate 5.5). These included 
stone, brick, timber lengths and concrete, with some pieces of substantial size (Plate 5.6). There did not appear 
to be a clear spatial arrangement to this material, and it is unclear what may remain in situ versus material which 
has potentially been moved there by the tidal action of the Hunter River. Material culture included metal pieces, 
broken glass and domestic ceramics, and occasional complete vessels (Plate 5.7). 

 

Plate 5.5 Brick, concrete and stone remains in the 
mangroves along the northern bank of Purgatory 
Creek; facing west (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.6 Close-up of former structural building 
material; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.7 Bonnington’s Irish Moss Cough & Cold Syrup bottle ca. 1940s (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.2 Hannel Family Vault (LEP #I179) 

Located directly opposite the Hexham Shipbuilding Yard (LEP #I180), the Hannel1 Family Vault (LEP #I179) is 
located on a low-lying flat area on the southern side of the confluence of Purgatory Creek and the Hunter River. 
Accessed is provided by a dirt access track which leads down from raised land on the eastern side of Maitland 
Road. The vault itself is not visible from the roadway, as it is screened by a thick stand of She-Oaks (Genus 
Casuarina) (Plate 5.8). John Hannel was the publican at the Hexham Arms for many years (see Section 4.1.2). 

The burial vault is an above-ground structure constructed of concrete-rendered brickwork, with a decorative 
wrought iron fence crowning its top. It is rectangular in shape with two concrete sloping wing walls flanking its 
entrance. The memorial plaque for John Hannel (died 7th May 1891) is above the doorway, with that for his wife 
Mary-Ann Hannel (died 27th April 1902) on its right hand side (Plate 5.9).The vault is partially buried with a soil 
embankment around its perimeter (except the between the two wing walls) (Plate 5.10) and some areas 
immediately above the soil level show signs of deterioration and loss of the render, exposing the core brickwork 
(Plate 5.11). A more recent metal memorial plaque has been glued to the vault’s back wall, which appears to 
have been removed an unknown lawn cemetery (inscription ends with ‘Resting Peaceful in The Hunter’s Lawn’). A 
modern brick water monitoring station is located approximately 15 metres southeast of the vault, also on the 
low-lying flat (Plate 5.12). 

 

Plate 5.8 Access track down to Hunter River foreshore; 
facing northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.9 Burial vault with memorial plaques; facing 
east (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.10 Back of the burial vault, partially buried, 
with later memorial plaque addition; facing west 
(Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.11 Loss of concrete render on one of the 
entrance wings; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 

 
1  The family’s name is spelled Hannel – this has been misspelled in the listing title but is correct in its Statement of Significance. 
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Plate 5.12 Water monitoring station, 15 metres southeast of the burial vault; facing southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.3 Hexham Bridge (LEP #I187) 

Hexham Bridge crosses the Hunter River, north of Kooragang Island and consists of five main through trusses 
with a central lift span, three approach spans on its southern side and ten approach spans on its northern side 
(Plate 5.13 and Plate 5.14). It currently carries two lanes of southbound traffic on the A1 Pacific Highway, with 
northbound traffic serviced by a modern pre-stressed concrete bridge approximately 50 metres up-river. The 
approach spans consist of five longitudinal steel girders, supporting a reinforced concrete deck and a footway on 
its eastern side. The main spans are six bay Pratt trusses, while the lift span has boxed ends and lift towers for the 
cable system. The control cabin is mounted centered on the top of the lift span.  

The southern end of the footway has a memorial plaque which commemorates both the bridge’s opening by the 
Department of Main Roads in 1952, and that the steelwork was fabricated locally by the State Dockyard in 
Newcastle (Plate 5.15). The bridge substructure consists of concrete abutments and piers, with octagonal legs, 
capitals and plain crossbeams (Plate 5.16). A series of fixed and rocker bearings allows for thermal expansion 
and other small movements. A modern mesh fence has been installed along with new lighting, pedestrian access 
stairs and the replacement of multiple lengths of the bridge superstructure – both transverse steels and vertical 
truss members (Plate 5.17). As is common on many Pacific Highway bridges, three-channel horizontal steel 
railings have been fitted along the inside length of the trusses, to serve as a protective guardrail from vehicle 
collision. 

 

Plate 5.13 Hexham Bridge with central lift span; facing 
northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.14 Southern concrete approach span; facing 
south (Jacobs, 2020) 
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Plate 5.15 Dedication plaques on the southern end of 
the pedestrian walkway; facing southeast (Jacobs, 
2020) 

 

Plate 5.16 Octagonal concrete piers on the abutments 
with capitals and cross beams. Pedestrian walkway 
affixed on the bridge’s right; facing north (Jacobs, 
2020) 

 

Plate 5.17 Replacement of superstructure steels with newer bolted sections immediately adjacent to original 
steel lengths and rivets (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.4 Goninans Administration Building (LEP #I186) 

The Goninans Administration Building (LEP #I186) is a single-storey masonry building with a front parapet. It has 
decorative elements across its façade, with a stepped and fluted pediment above the entrance (Plate 5.18). The 
building is set approximately ten metres from the road edge, with a flat roof. A small addition at the centre rear 
has a hipped roof (Plate 5.19) though it is mostly obscured by the building and modern demountables and there 
is a small brick outbuilding 15 m to the building’s northeast (Plate 5.20). There are large stone markers either 
side of each drive entrance which may date to the early days of the building (Plate 5.21).  

 

Plate 5.18 Administration Building; facing northeast 
from Old Punt Road (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.19 Eastern elevation and modern demountable; 
facing west (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.20 Small brick building at the rear of the 
Administration Building; facing north (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.21 Old Punt Road street frontage, timber posts 
and large rocks marking original driveways/entrances; 
facing east (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.5 J & A Brown’s Hexham Workshop (LEP #I183) 

The workshop complex is on the north side of Old Punt Road, and consists of corrugated iron sheds with large 
machinery, bounded by an unnamed access road, Old Punt Road and the Hunter River (Plate 5.22 and  
Plate 5.23). The Old Punt Road frontage is lined with street plantings of mature Lombardy Poplars (Populus 
nigra Italica) (Plate 5.24). There is a small modern corrugated addition on the sheds’ eastern edge (Plate 5.25), 
however this was unable to be properly investigated due to transient occupation along this section of the river 
bank. 

 

Plate 5.22 Western elevation of the workshop 
buildings; facing east (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.23 Southern elevation of the workshop 
buildings; facing east (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.24 Old Punt Road street frontage with mature 
Lombardy Poplars (Populus nigra Italica); facing west 
(Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.25 Smaller outbuilding immediately east of the 
main workshops; facing northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.6 Former Hexham Public School (LEP #I185) 

The Former Hexham Public School (LEP #I185) is located inside a large freight yard to the rear of the block. 
Access is via a driveway adjacent to the intersection of Old Maitland Road and Old Punt Road, Hexham. Located 
approximately 100 metres from the roadway, it is well set back and does not retain its original setting (Plate 
5.26). The building is a combination of weatherboard and timber paneling set on a large brick ground floor, 
originally a T-shape with a protruding central wing it has a later fibro infill in its northwest corner (Plate 5.27). 
The rear windows are double hung sash windows, and the building seems largely unmodified (Plate 5.28). It may 
have originally been a single storey wooden structure, before being lifted onto the brick sections, however the 
date of this modification is unknown. The rear chimneys appear intact and in situ. The roof is a hip and valley roof 
of corrugated metal. 

 

Plate 5.26 School building at the back of a working 
truck compound; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.27 Original school building ca. 1869; facing 
southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.28 Back of the school building with double hung sash windows; facing northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.7 Former Glen Lovett Hall (LEP #I184) 

The former Glen Lovett hall (LEP #I184) is located on the west side of Old Maitland Road, opposite the Hunter 
River, and currently houses Mehan Plant Hire Pty Ltd. It is a simple rectangular building with a corrugated gable 
roof (Plate 5.29) front windows and a roller door. The front gable is ornamented with a gable finial and crossbar 
in timber. The sides are clad in mini-corrugated metal cladding and the front is a combination of weatherboard 
and paneling – possibly fibro (Plate 5.30). The northern elevation of the building has a lean-to addition with a 
skillion roof, currently used for machinery and plant parking (Plate 5.31), the southern elevation retains its 
original form and sash windows (Plate 5.32). The building is located directly next to Old Maitland Road , with the 
awning extending over the footpath. 

 

Plate 5.29 Former hall building; facing west from Old 
Maitland Road (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.30 Street-front façade and awning; facing north 
(Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.31 Lean-to awning along the building’s 
northern elevation; facing southwest (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.32 Southern elevation; facing west (Jacobs, 
2020) 
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5.8 Former Uniting Church and Hall (LEP #I182) 

The former Uniting Church and Hall (LEP #I182) comprises two tall, rectangular timber buildings, with gable 
roofs of corrugated steel (Plate 5.33). The northern building is the former church, and the southern is the hall. 
The intervening space is currently covered with a large, open sided steel-frame shed (Plate 5.34). Both buildings 
are set on brick piers with a concrete access ramp at the front of the church to the vestibule, which has stained 
glass windows on its street-side façade and a wooden cross. Both buildings have louvre gable vents on their 
eastern elevation. The hall building has sash windows down each side (Plate 5.35). The buildings are set six 
metres back from the front of the lot, and about 11 metres from the edge of Old Maitland Road. 

 

Plate 5.33 Church building, northern elevation; facing 
southwest (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.34 Hall building and large metal shed between 
the two buildings; facing west (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.35 Southern elevation of the hall building; facing west (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.9 2HD Studio (LEP #I519) 

The 2HD Studio (LEP #I519) is located on Maitland Road, just south of the intersection with the Newcastle Inner 
City Bypass. It is a single-storey, roughcast cement building with circular windows (Plate 5.36). The street-front 
façade dates from 1977 and is smooth cladding with flat roof and rounded roof edge – no parapet or eaves. The 
front entrance steps and footpath extend from the centre of the building to within five metres of the edge of 
Maitland Road (Plate 5.37). 

 

Plate 5.36 Studio building a.k.a. The Submarine; facing 
south-southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

 

Plate 5.37 Studio building from Maitland Road; facing 
southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.10 Sandgate Cemetery Railway Spur (LEP #I517) 

The Sandgate Cemetery Railway Spur survives today as an indicative alignment – no remaining track is visible 
from publicly accessible areas. The spur started just south of Sandgate railway station (Plate 5.38), curving east 
before continuing to along what is still an internal access road in the cemetery. Remnants of the brick-faced, 
earth platform also remain on the southern side of the internal cemetery road, adjacent to the site of former 
caretaker’s cottage. 

 

Plate 5.38 Remnant of the railway spur adjacent to Sandgate Station; facing north (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.11 Sandgate Cemetery (LEP #I516) 

Sandgate Cemetery (LEP #I516) covers an area of approximately 36 hectares, bounded by the Newcastle Inner 
City Bypass to the north, Maitland Road to the east, Wallsend Road to the south and the Main North Rail Line to 
the west. It has two main access roads (orientated roughly east to west) which divide the cemetery roughly into 
thirds, and four (north to south) other linking roads. The southernmost east-west road includes the remains of 
the Sandgate Cemetery railway station platform and railway spur. The cemetery contains minimal vegetation 
with the exception of avenue/street plantings along pathways and roads (Plate 5.39 and Plate 5.40).  

  

Plate 5.39 Southwest corner of Sandgate Cemetery; 
facing northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.40 Northeast corner of Sandgate Cemetery; 
facing north (Jacobs, 2020) 

The cemetery is divided into approximately nine different religious denominations (Plate 5.41) with a separate 
area for soldiers/war graves and another for children. Some of the older graves no longer have a headstone or 
have a grave marker which is now illegible. The cemetery’s fencing consists of either timber post and rail, or brick 
and pipe, with entrance wings of brick and metal gates (Plate 5.42 and Plate 5.43). The northernmost tip of the 
cemetery is a large grassed expanse, currently mown, which is not part of the heritage curtilage (Plate 5.44). The 
curtilage currently extends across the Newcastle Inner City Bypass, but this area has been heavily disturbed by 
the construction of the road. 

 

Plate 5.41 Cemetery signpost; facing west (Jacobs, 
2020) 

  

Plate 5.42 Brick and pipe fencing along the southern 
boundary with Wallsend Road; facing northeast (Jacobs, 
2020) 
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Plate 5.43 Wooden fence and brick entrance gates; 
facing southwest (Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.44 Northern-most section of Sandgate Cemetery 
land, open lawn with a native vegetation corridor along 
its border with the Newcastle Inner City Bypass; facing 
northwest (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.12 Sandgate Cemetery Office (LEP #I518) 

The Sandgate Cemetery office (LEP #I518) is located immediately adjacent to the western side of Maitland Road, 
next to one of the cemetery entrances (Plate 5.45). It is a single-storey brick building with a bay window on its 
eastern elevation. The hipped roof is tile with decorative terracotta roof finials and ridge capping, and the 
verandah (which wraps around the north and east elevations is supported by slender metal posts styled as 
Corinthian columns (Plate 5.46). The building is approximately seven metres from the edge of Maitland Road, 
with a gravel carpark to its north, the highway to the east, lawn cemetery section to the south, and sheds to the 
west (Plate 5.47). 

  

Plate 5.45 Cemetery office and entrance from 
Maitland Road; facing northwest (Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.46 Cemetery office; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 47 

 

Plate 5.47 Cemetery office and carpark; facing southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.13 Former Travellers Rest Hotel (LEP #I177) 

The former Travellers Rest Hotel (LEP #I177) currently operates as the Hexham McDonalds. Set immediately 
next to Maitland Road (on its western side), it has largely intact east and (Plate 5.48 and Plate 5.49) north 
elevations, while the west elevation has a single storey block addition which houses the part of the restaurant 
seating, playground areas, and drive-through (Plate 5.50). The internal ground floor has been modified to create 
the main restaurant space, but it is assumed that the second storey remains intact. The north elevation retains 
Australiana stained glass window on the second floor (Plate 5.51). The original building is a two-storey building 
with painted cement render and ‘stone’ quoining on the building corners. The front façade (eastern elevation 
facing the Maitland Road) has a loggia and open balcony to the upper level, with a colonnade underneath. The 
two street facing gable ends have circular accent vents with louvres and decorative bracketing on its eaves. 

  

Plate 5.48 Former Travellers Rest Hotel, now the 
Hexham McDonalds; facing west from Maitland Road 
(Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.49 East elevation of the building; facing 
southwest (Jacobs, 2020) 
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Plate 5.50 Northern elevation with modern addition; 
facing southeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.51 Hexham McDonalds (roof of the Travellers 
Rest Hotel at rear); facing northeast (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.14 Railway Station (LEP #I176) 

Hexham Railway Station (LEP #I176) has a pedestrian footbridge with original riveted steelwork substructure 
(Plate 5.52). The stair treads have been replaced with modern concrete and modern handrails have been 
installed, along with mesh side panels and cable conduits. The platform has one small shade shelter and white, 
loop-top ‘pool fencing’ at either end (Plate 5.53). The southern end of the platform is currently restricted from 
public access and has two small, drop-slab buildings (single storey) of precast concrete slabs and posts. One sits 
on a tall masonry footing. Both roofs are hipped corrugated metal. The brick island platform is earth filled with 
an asphalt concrete surface on the main platform area. The platform shows signs of having been raised at least 
once (Plate 5.54). 

  

Plate 5.52 Station pedestrian footbridge; facing west 
(Jacobs, 2020) 

  

Plate 5.53 Station platform; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 
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Plate 5.54 Brick platform with ramped ends; facing south (Jacobs, 2020) 

5.15 Minmi to Hexham Railway (LEP #I332) 

The Minmi to Hexham Railway (LEP #I332) in proximity to the study area exists as an indicative alignment with 
remnant track to the west. There were no remnants visible from publicly accessible areas (Plate 5.55). 

 

Plate 5.55 View from the Hexham Station footbridge; facing northwest (Jacobs, 2020) 
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5.16 Oak Factory (LEP #I178) 

The Oak Factory (LEP #I178) is a large complex of light industrial buildings which are not publicly accessible. 
Much of the site appears to continue operations under Brancourts Dairy. A former main entrance allows views of 
the main factory building with a large halogen ‘OAK’ sign (Plate 5.56), though the entrance appears to now be 
defunct. There are no remnants of the former milk bar which was located south of this entrance at the junction of 
Maitland Road and the Pacific Highway (coming across Hexham Bridge). The complex also contains a number of 
outbuildings and mature tree plantings (Plate 5.57). 

  

Plate 5.56 Oak factory building from the former main 
entrance on Maitland Road; facing northwest (Jacobs, 
2020) 

  

Plate 5.57 Factory outbuildings; facing west (Jacobs, 
2020) 

5.17 Ironbark Creek Bridge 

A site inspection of Ironbark Creek Bridge and the area surrounding the bridge was completed on the 5 March 
2021. The inspection was completed by Clare Leevers and Rachel Vazey and the weather was fine and sunny. A 
number of former older bridge elements and road alignments were identified in the site inspection and these are 
shown in Figure 5.1 below. Additional site inspections were also completed by Transport around Ironbark Creek 
and included one on the 13 July 2021 by Elle Hutchinson (Environment Officer) and Ian Berger (Heritage 
Officer) and a second site inspection on the 19 July 2021 by Ian Berger. Particular focus was given to the ‘former 
road alignment’ indicated on the northern side of Ironbark Creek. A description of the results of the site 
inspections of the northern bank of Ironbark Creek is included in Section 5.17.1 and a description of the results 
of the site inspections of the southern bank of Ironbark Creek is included in Section 5.17.2 below. The locations 
of photographs taken around Ironbark Creek Bridge and shown in the plates in the following section is shown in 
Figure 5.2.  
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5.17.1 Northern approach and creek bank 

The existing Ironbark Creek Bridge is a twin bridge made from a combination of steel and concrete and was built 
in 1963 to carry the Pacific Highway over Ironbark Creek (Plate 5.58). The bridge is comprised of two 
northbound and two southbound travel lanes and a pedestrian walkway on each side of the bridge. The bridge 
has five spans each about 17 metres long with an overall length of 98 metres (Figure 5.1). The road approaches 
have been raised about five metres above the surrounding ground level, with an embankment comprised of fill 
that includes smelter slag fill (Plate 5.59) (Jacobs 2020).  

 

Plate 5.58 Ironbark Creek Bridge, facing southeast  

 

Plate 5.59 Maitland Road/Pacific Highway 
embankment next to the Hunter River; facing 
southeast (Jacobs 2021)  

On the eastern side of northern bridge approach, next to the Hunter River there is evidence of an earlier road 
alignment, lower in elevation than the current road. It is also comprised of metal slag and large construction 
aggregate (Plate 5.60).  
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Plate 5.60 Remnant roadway east of the existing Ironbark Creek bridge on the northern side of Ironbark creek, 
platform edge marked by the extent of sedge grass; facing south (Jacobs 2021) 

Along the northern bank of Ironbark Creek, at the end of the earlier road alignment, a number of large timbers 
and palings are visible below the high tide line (Plate 5.61 and Plate 5.62). Following consultation with 
Transport Heritage staff, it has been determined that these potentially relate to an earlier undocumented 
crossing (e.g. a corduroy causeway) which was constructed without piers and effectively operated as a raft (pers. 
comm. Ian Berger, July 2021).  
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Plate 5.61 Large timber and palings immediately below 
the termination of the low roadway; facing northeast 
(Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.62 Large timber and palings immediately below 
the termination of the low roadway; facing east (Jacobs 
2021) 

A visible section along the side of the earlier 1875/1956 road alignment shows segments of road wearing 
surface, potentially a Telford road base, eroding out of the embankment (Plate 5.63 and Plate 5.64). A variety of 
timber segments of differing lengths and thicknesses are present below the high tide level of the creek, along 
with structural metal pieces and other construction debris (Plate 5.65 and Plate 5.66). The short lengths of trunk 
timber present are likely remnants from the piling rig used in the construction of the existing bridges. There is 
also a number of defunct telegraph poles, some with ceramic insulators still attached, prone along the earlier 
road alignment section.  

North of the creek bank the vegetation is quite thick in places though a small clearing was investigated by 
Transport. A test square was excavated and a solid surface was encountered at around five centimetres depth. 
This square was enlarged though stubborn roots limited the full width of the surface being exposed. The surface 
consists of large subangular sandstone blocks laid flat with squared edges being noted on the west and east 
sides (Plate 5.67 and Plate 5.68) and is interpreted to be a Telford road base. 

 

Plate 5.63 Stone and macadamised fragments eroding 
from the previous bridge approach; facing east (Jacobs 
2021) 

 

Plate 5.64 Stone and macadamised fragments 
located east of the north abutment of the current 
Ironbark Creek bridge; facing north (Jacobs 2021) 
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Plate 5.65 Square hollow steel tubing lengths on the 
riverbank; underneath the northern side of the bridge 
facing northwest (Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.66 Welded ends of structural steel tubing on the 
riverbank; facing northwest (Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.67 Sandstone block pavement located about 20 
metres to the north of the Ironbark Creek and to the east 
of the current Ironbark Creek Bridge underneath a patch 
of lantana; facing west (Transport, 2021)  

 

Plate 5.68 Exposed sandstone block pavement; facing east 
(Transport 2021) 
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The current bridges are large steel girder and concrete structures and show no signs of subsequent modifications 
(Plate 5.69). 

 

Plate 5.69 The substructure of the current Ironbark Creek bridge; facing east (Jacobs 2021) 

On the western side of the northern bridge approach, the previous road alignment related to the 1938 concrete 
bridge is still present, though currently heavily overgrown with lantana. It provides a clear view across the creek 
to the southern approach and the two bridge supports (piers and abutments) which were left in situ following the 
1938 bridge’s demolition (Plate 5.70). At the base of the 1938 approach, on its western side, a section of curved 
sandstone retaining wall remains in situ (Plate 5.70) below the high tide level, approximately 10 metres in 
length, as currently exposed, and comprised of dressed sandstone blocks (Plate 5.72). 

 

Plate 5.70 View across the creek from the northern 
approach; facing south (Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.71 Remnant sandstone retaining wall at the 
base of the 1938 bridge northern approach, bridge 
support at edge of frame on right; facing east (Jacobs 
2021) 
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Plate 5.72 Sandstone retaining wall and remnant 1938 bridge supports, northbound carriageway of the current 
bridge at rear of frame; facing southeast (Jacobs 2021). 

5.17.2 Southern approach and creek bank 

As on the northern bank, two earlier bridge approaches are apparent on the southern bank of Ironbark Creek. On 
the eastern side of the current southern bridge approach, the alignment of the former roadway is a low platform 
located directly between the current highway and a gravel service road. It slopes downwards towards the creek 
line before terminating at a retaining wall braced with large timbers (Plate 5.73 and Plate 5.74). It is likely these 
timbers represent part of the southern approach span of the 1956 replacement bridge.  

 

Plate 5.73 Large timber posts at the end of the bridge 
approach; facing northwest (Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.74 Timber retaining wall at the termination of 
the southern bridge approach; facing west (Jacobs 
2021) 
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A stockpile of large concrete cylinders is present on top of the former bridge approach on the south-east side of 
the existing bridge, comprised of large timber posts encased in reinforced concrete (Plate 5.75 and Plate 5.76) – 
most likely the original timber posts of the 1875 bridge, which were reinforced with ‘strengthening piles’, 
potentially as a result of its structural assessment in 1927. 

On the western side of the current southern bridge approach, the 1938 road alignment and bridge approach is 
also intact, maintained as part of a service road to the Ironbark Creek weir gates (Plate 5.77). It is a large earth 
platform, with no evidence of slag material (Plate 5.78). 

 

Plate 5.77 Southern bridge approach of the site of the 
1938 bridge, gravel surface; facing north (Jacobs 
2021) 

 

Plate 5.78 Termination/section of the approach 
embankment, clay soils; facing south (Jacobs 2021) 

Some sections of the 1938 concrete bridge deck have been left on the creek bank (Plate 5.79), and there are 
vertical timbers embedded in the silt below the high tide line which may relate to a previous, informal creek 
crossing at this site (Plate 5.80). 

 

Plate 5.75 Large concrete cylinders on the southern 
approach to the 1875 bridge site; facing northwest 
(Jacobs 2021) 

 

Plate 5.76 Hardwood timbers within late reinforced 
concrete casement; facing north (Jacobs 2021) 
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Plate 5.79 Fragments of the 1938 concrete bridge 
deck on the southern creek bank; facing east (Jacobs 
2021) 

 

Plate 5.80 Remnant timbers below the 1938 bridge 
support, potentially the remains of an earlier crossing 
point; facing south (Jacobs 2021) 

An additional remnant road is present between the current bridge and the 1938 road alignment. Graded and 
sealed, this is likely related to the original 1875 bridge (its southern approach) (Plate 5.81). The road remnant 
terminates at the southern riverbank immediately adjacent to the northbound carriageway of the existing bridge, 
but approximately two metres lower in height than the current road (Plate 5.82). 

 

Plate 5.81 Former road alignment, northbound traffic 
on the highway visible on right, 1938 bridge southern 
approach just out of view on left; facing north (Jacobs 
2021) 

 

Plate 5.82 Termination of the former road alignment, 
large timbers and collapsed wearing surface within the 
creek bank; facing east (Jacobs 2021) 
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6.  Archaeological assessment of the Ironbark Creek crossing 

point 

6.1 Summary Timeline 

The crossing of Ironbark Creek has been an issue for travellers since the earliest days of settlement in the area, 
representing a key thoroughfare across the swamplands of the Hexham area, along the Hunter River, linking 
Newcastle to the Hunter Valley after it was opened to free settlers in 1821. Travel through the area was further 
complicated by tidal flows and sporadic flooding. With no road link between Newcastle and Sydney at that time, 
such early tracks were vital to the development of the region. A summary of the historical change to the crossing 
point is provided in Table 6.1 and with previous and verified bridge locations on Figure 6.1. 

Table 6.1 Summary timeline of the Ironbark Creek crossing point 

Year Crossing details Summary 

Pre-
1827 

Pre-European arrival, 
traditional land usage by the 
traditional inhabitants 

Ironbark Creek and the Hexham Swamps would have provided 
valuable resources by the local Aboriginal people. No evidence 
remains of their tracks, pathways and crossings through the area, 
though some of these were likely adopted by non-Aboriginal people 
as they travelled into the area. 

1827-
1842 

No formal bridge, corduroy 
causeway or other informal 
stabilisation 

Early survey maps show no bridge across Ironbark Creek, but the 
area likely contained a corduroy causeway or other informal 
crossing. 

1873-
1875 

Two 28ft timber beam 
approach spans with one 90ft 
timber truss span 

Timber truss bridge constructed – of ‘Old Public Works Department 
(PWD)’ design. If there was a bridge constructed prior to this time at 
the site, it is not shown in the publicly available documentary 
evidence. 

1928 One 160ft truss span Following community requests, a new truss bridge was designed to 
replace the original bridge, but this design was never constructed. 

1938 Five 40ft steel beam spans A replacement bridge of concrete and steel was constructed to the 
west of the original crossing point. 

1956 Two 36ft approach spans and 
three 39ft main spans, all steel 
girder 

Following major damage from the Hunter Valley flood of February 
1955, the 1938 concrete bridge fully collapsed in February 1956. In 
order to maintain access across the creek, a temporary Bailey bridge 
was erected and used until a temporary steel girder bridge was built 
at the original bridge site  

1959 - The construction tender was accepted by Department of Main 
Roads for the first of two new bridges. The piers were to be founded 
on reinforced concrete piles and because of the silty nature of the 
riverbed the piles would be very long. 

1961 - Construction began on the new bridge. 

1962 320ft long in total, five 56ft 
6in main spans with two 
approach spans. Carriageway 
28ft wide with a 6ft footway. 

The new bridge opened to traffic.  

1962-
1966 

Duplication of the 1962 bridge 
above 

The 1962 bridge was duplicated to form a divided carriageway, 
opening fully to traffic in 1966. 
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6.2 Brief history 

At the time free settlement was opened in the Hunter River Valley and Newcastle area in the early 1820s, land 
exploration had been minimal, owing to the Newcastle port’s function until that time as a penal settlement. A 
variety of rough tracks were then developed through the valley, boosted by the activities of the Australian 
Agricultural Company from 1825. Initially the main link between Newcastle and present-day Maitland was by 
water as, although a greater distance to travel, water travel was preferrable to the ‘footpath’ through the swamps 
and over “numerous unbridged creeks” (Karskens 1985:151). Following orders from Governor Brisbane in 1824, 
a road between Maitland and Newcastle was established, including 21 bridges and passage over the Hexham 
Swamps (Karskens 1985:121). In 1829, Surveyor Lockyer recommended the use of a corduroy road for the ‘last 
three miles approaching Newcastle due to “very heavy sand” (Karskens 1985:327). Although not directly stated 
to be Hexham Swamps, it is likely that the swampland would have required such construction. Travellers utilised 
a track along the high land beside the Hunter River, negotiating two swamps and an unbridged Ironbark Creek 
(Department of Main Roads 1976:19-20; see Figure 6.2). Given the route’s importance, it is likely some form of 
informal crossing was used to aid local traffic, such as a corduroy causeway or other low, timber-reinforced 
structure (pers. comm. Ian Berger, 12 March 2021). By 1835, the road was noted as being impassable, with only 
five of the 21 bridges remaining intact. 

 

Figure 6.2 Excerpt from the Surveyor General sketch book folio 1-92 (NSWSA: NRS-13886-1-[X751]-Volume 1-
177) with the unbridged crossing of Ironbark Creek indicated in red; © State of New South Wales through the State 
Archives and Records Authority of NSW 2016; amendment by Jacobs 2021 

The land fronting Ironbark Creek was the original site of the village of Hexham, a key location on the track from 
Newcastle and on to East Maitland via Tarro. This original trackway (now Maitland Road) has historically 
controlled urban development throughout the area. The village of Hexham was moved north in around 1849 
following the beginning of coal shipments to the banks of the Hunter River from the Minmi to Hexham railway, 
fully established by 1880 (Suters Architects 1996/7:289 & 33). 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 64 

The Public Works Department accepted an 1873 tender for a timber truss bridge across the Ironbark Creek which 
opened in 1875 (Legislative Assembly of New South Wales 1875), of the form known as the ‘OLD PWD’ or 
‘Bennett Truss’ (Figure 6.3). A timber Queen Post truss bridge (Figure 6.4 and Figure 6.5), it would likely have 
been constructed from local hardwood timber and had timber rails later installed along its approaches (Figure 
6.6 and Figure 6.7). This remained the bridge in use for many years, despite concerns about its safety in the early 
20th century. Transports’ records indicate that following pressure from the Northern District Branch of the 
National Roads and Motorists’ Association (NRMA), a replacement bridge design was proposed in 1927 (pers. 
comm. Ian Berger, 12 March 2021), however this was discarded in favour of a ‘complete overhaul’ to ascertain its 
condition (The Newcastle Sun 1928:3). It appears that as a result of this structural assessment, the original 
timber foundation posts were reinforced using strengthening piles (shown on Figure 6.4). 

During the same time, the Maitland Road was reconstructed between Waratah and Tarro, using a “foundation 8 
inches thick, after consolidation, of 4-inch gauge slag, covered by a wearing course of 3½ inches of penetration 
tar slag” (Main Roads Board 1927:22). Where the road crossed swampy land, this was strengthened with steel 
fabric and 2½ inch slag – all sourced from the local steelworks (Rands 2019) – which is consistent with the 
observations of the site inspection (Section 5.17). 

 

Figure 6.3 Ironbark Creek in flood, March 1893, looking north (Snowball 1893) 
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Figure 6.4 Sketch from the 1927 DMR bridge 
recording form (pers. comm. Ian Berger, 12 March 
2021) 

 

Figure 6.5 Proposed bridge location over Ironbark 
Creek at Hexham 1937. Source: State Library of NSW – 
FL1920445 / IE1920432 

 

Figure 6.6 Ironbark Creek Bridge looking north from 
2KO hill. 1936. Source: State Library of NSW – 
FL1898444 / IE1898438 

 

Figure 6.7 New Maitland Rd [Road] Looking from Iron 
Bark Creek Bridge. Showing old & new road & curve of 
approach to Bridge.1946. © State of New South Wales 
through the State Archives and Records Authority of 
NSW 2016 

Due to increasing traffic requirements, several accidents and an introduced load limit (which limited local 
industry), a new concrete and steel bridge was constructed by the DMR in 1937, constructed at least partially by 
unemployment relief workers (Newcastle Morning Herald and Miners' Advocate 1937:11) and opening to traffic 
in 1938. Situated to the west of the original bridge, the 1938 bridge and road alignment removed a sharp bend 
from each road approach and brought into use a short stretch of the new Pacific Highway (Singleton Argus 
1938:3). 
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Figure 6.8 1954 historical aerial (252_3N_069) excerpt of the new bridge and road alignment, old crossing 
location visible to the east, with the bridge spans removed (Spatial Services 2020) 

Following the catastrophic 1955 Hunter Valley floods, the 1938 bridge suffered significant damage (Hawke 
n.d.:29) and eventually succumbed, with the southern central span collapsing in February 1956 (Figure 6.9). As 
an emergency stopgap, a portable, pre-fabricated Bailey bridge was constructed across its length to allow 
continued usage by traffic (Figure 6.10). Images of the collapsed bridge also provide the best documentation of 
this bridge, with sandstone retaining walls evident fronting the creek at each approach span (Figure 6.11). 

 

Figure 6.9 Pacific Highway. Collapse of Ironbark Creek 
Bridge at Sandgate (near Hexham). 1956. Courtesy of 
Roads and Maritime Services NSW 

 

Figure 6.10 Pacific Highway. Collapse of the 
Ironbark Creek Bridge at Sandgate (near Hexham) 
showing the collapsed concrete structure with the 
temporary Bailey Bridge above. 1956. Courtesy of 
Roads and Maritime Services NSW 
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Figure 6.11 Ironbark Creek Bridge Collapsed at Sandgate, on the Pacific Highway. 1956. Source: State Library of 
NSW / FL1401095 

Following the collapse, a temporary five-span steel girder bridge was constructed to the east, close to the original 
bridge location though with a modified alignment (Figure 6.12). The northern approach was realigned to the north 
and east of the original to remove its previous sharp bend and the bridge angle adjusted to a northwest-southeast 
alignment. 
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Figure 6.12 Pacific Highway. The timber (sic) bridge over Ironbark Creek at Sandgate, (near Hexham) built 
following collapse of the concrete bridge due to flooding. 1956. Courtesy of Roads and Maritime Services NSW 

 
DMR accepted a construction tender for a new, permanent bridge in 1959, construction began in 1961 and the 
bridge opened to traffic in 1962 (Figure 6.13). Deep-piled due to silty soil conditions, the bridge was a five span 
steel girder and reinforced concrete bridge, 320ft long (Department of Main Roads 1960), (see Figure 6.14). 
The bridge was duplicated in 1966 (Figure 6.15) with continuous divided carriageway constructed between 
Ironbark Creek and Hexham, raising the roadway by approximately two feet to reduce flooding of the highway by 
the Hunter River (Department of Main Roads 1967:9). This divided carriageway is the bridge arrangement which 
remains in use today. 
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Figure 6.13 Pacific Highway. Completed new bridge and approaches over Ironbark Creek at Sandgate (near 
Hexham), taken June 1962. Note pre-existing bridge being used by traffic, on right. Courtesy of Roads and 
Maritime Services NSW 
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Figure 6.14 Elevation and Plan of the 1962 bridge, today the northbound lanes of the divided carriageway (Source: Transport for NSW)
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6.3 Archaeological potential 

6.3.1 1875 original timber truss bridge 

Both the north and south bank retain physical remnants of the original 1875 timber truss bridge, including large 
timbers. On the southern bank, immediately next to the embankment of the current highway is a stockpile of 
large concrete piles. The presence of timber inside the reinforced concrete indicates that these are most likely 
the piers of the original timber truss bridge, reinforced/strengthened some time prior to 1927. The earlier road 
embankment is also still extant, visible as a levelled platform built up above the surrounding ground level by 
industrial metal slag. The northern bank has visible remains of the raised approach road and at least one section 
of in situ Telford road base, which may have been constructed contemporary with the original bridge or 
previously to replace part of a corduroy road. 

6.3.2 1938 steel and concrete bridge 

Both bridge approaches remain in situ; the northern one is west of the current highway and currently overgrown 
with lantana and other weed species, while the southern approach has been maintained as part of a service road 
to the Ironbark Creek weir gates. The northern bank also retains part of the original sandstone retaining wall, just 
above the water level. Although the deck and superstructure of the 1938 bridge were demolished and removed 
(including the bearers), two of the bridge pier sets and abutments have been left in situ, the first set within the 
creek bed from each bridge approach. 

Figure 6.15 1966 historical aerial (1464_3N_191) excerpt showing the newly duplicated bridge and remnant 
1965 (marked in red) and 1938 (marked in yellow) approaches (Spatial Services 2020) 
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6.3.3 1956 steel and concrete temporary bridge 

There are physical remnants of the roadway and southern abutment associated with the 1956 bridge. Its 
construction may have utilised and modified the remnant northern approach of the original 1875 bridge, with 
concrete piers and steel girders across its length to support the deck none of the central span material was 
observed in situ. The former road alignments leading to the bridge alignment have been built up using slag, 
stone and blue metal. 

6.4 Summary 

The location of the 1938 concrete bridge, temporary 1956 steel girder bridge and southern approach of the 
1875 bridge are shown in the site plan of the 1962 bridge plan and elevation (Figure 6.14) and overlaid on the 
modern aerial in (Figure 6.16). Although the current 1960s era bridges have very deep piles, they have been 
aligned in such a way as to not intersect with the approach spans of the earlier bridge locations. Physical remains 
visible above the ground surface and water level indicate that at least some degree of fabric of each of the 1875 
and 1938 and 1956 bridges remains in situ (included a section of intact Telford road base, full extent currently 
unknown) and that further bridge remains or former roadways may be present subsurface at the site. There also 
appears to be material potentially related to earlier, informal crossings to be present near the 1875/1956 
alignments on the northern bank i.e. a corduroy causeway or other low, timber reinforced crossing. 
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Figure 6.16 Mapping overlay showing the location of the collapsed 1938 bridge, temporary 1956 bridge and 
replacement 1962 bridge (Source: TfNSW, overlay by Jacobs 2021) 
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7. Significance assessment 

7.1 Introduction 

Before making decisions about the future of a heritage item it is first necessary to understand its heritage values. 
This leads to decisions that will retain these values in the future.  

An item will 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 NSW heritage assessment criteria. The assessment criteria encompass the 
values in the Australia ICOMOS Burra Charter. 

As noted in Table 4.1, of the 13 listed heritage items in the vicinity of the study area, eight have the potential to 
be impacted by the REF area. These eight listed items are of local heritage significance and include: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 2HD Studios 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hexham Bridge 

 Oak Factory 

 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

Where the SHI listing includes a significance assessment, this has been reproduced where relevant. No new 
assessment of values was completed for listed heritage items. 

One potential heritage item has the potential to be impacted within the EIS area – the Ironbark Creek crossing 
point. An assessment of significance has been therefore been completed and is included in Section 7.2.3. 

7.1.1 Significance criteria 

The NSW significance criteria and the gradings of heritage significance are used to assess the significance of each 
of the heritage items that have the potential be impacted by the proposal. The criteria and gradings are 
summarised in Table 7.1 and Table 7.2 respectively. 

Table 7.1 NSW Significance assessment criteria 

Criterion Description Short title 

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) 

Historical significance 

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) 

Associative significance 

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) 

Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

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 

Social significance 
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Criterion Description Short title 

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

Research potential 

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) 

Rarity 

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) 

Representativeness 

7.1.2 Grading of significance 

Table 7.2 Gradings of heritage significance 

Grading Justification Status 

Exceptional Rare or outstanding element directly contributing 
to an item’s local or State heritage significance 

Fulfils criteria for State or local 
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 State or local 
listing 

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

Fulfils criteria for State or local 
listing 

Little Alterations detract from significance. Difficult to 
interpret. 

Does not fulfil criteria for State or 
local listing 

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

7.2 Assessments of Heritage Significance 

For convenience, the significance assessment of the nine items with the potential to be impacted (eight by the 
REF and one by the EIS works) are presented as they appear in the study area from south to north. 

7.2.1 Sandgate Cemetery 

This significance assessment has been taken from the SHI listing for the Sandgate Cemetery heritage item and is 
summarised in Table 7.3. 
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Table 7.3 Summary of significance assessment for Sandgate Cemetery 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance Sandgate Cemetery has historical local significance because its headstones can 
provide insight into areas such as home life, religious beliefs, working life, 
industries in the area, public life, mining, war, sport and music in the Newcastle 
area. It is also historically significant because its history reflects the impact of the 
garden cemetery movement in Newcastle. The rail line is also a historically 
significant feature of the cemetery illustrating the use of transport technologies 
before the widespread use of motor vehicles (Based on SHI entry). It therefore 
fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative significance Although the cemetery contains the interments of several local sportsmen, 
politicians, religious leaders and military personnel, Sandgate has no known 
strong or special association with their life or works. It is therefore considered that 
the cemetery does not meet this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

Sandgate Cemetery is typical of an urban, 19th century general cemetery with 
little significant aesthetic or technical elements. It therefore does not fulfil this 
criterion. 

(d) Social significance As noted in the CMP for Sandgate (Souter, 1992:71), this cemetery contains a 
considerable amount of social and cultural history of Newcastle and the State. It 
evokes the customs and tastes of its time and documents social mores relating to 
death of the era. It is considered that the cemetery is of high social significance to 
the local area. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(e) Research potential As noted in criterion (a), data relating to burials provide ample opportunities for 
genealogical and historical information regarding people, populations, industries 
and other such topics. Given that Sandgate has been the general cemetery of 
Newcastle for over a century, it is considered that the item fulfils this criterion at a 
local level. 

(f) Rarity While there are some rare examples of headstones dating from the 1840s, it is 
not considered that the cemetery is rare. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness Sandgate Cemetery was modelled after other garden cemeteries popular in the 
mid-late 19th century in Australia. It is considered that it is therefore 
representative of this type of cemetery, with legible design intent and layout. It 
therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

Intactness and Integrity 

Overall, the cemetery is intact and maintains its heritage integrity. The former railway platform remains, 
although the track and buildings were removed in 1978.  

Statement of significance 

Sandgate cemetery is of local historical and social heritage significance, has research potential and is 
representative of an urban 19th century general cemetery. It encapsulates the themes of various aspects of 
society, including family, religious beliefs, working life, dominant industries in the area and war.  

7.2.2 2HD Studios 

The significance assessment the 2HD Studios heritage item is summarised in Table 7.4. 
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Table 7.4 Summary of significance assessment for 2HD Studios 

Criterion Assessment 

(b) Historical significance The 2HD studios is one of the earliest buildings still used for broadcasting in the 
Newcastle area. The station has continuously broadcast from this location since 
the 1930s, with the exception of a period during World War 2 when it was taken 
off the air because its owners were Jehovah’s Witnesses and were seen as a threat 
to national security. This item therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative significance At various times in its history, the item was owned by local Jehovah’s Witnesses 
and from 1945 until the 1990s by the Labour Party. It therefore fulfils this 
criterion at a local level. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

The original façade of the 1930s building was removed in the 1970s and 
replaced by one known as “the submarine”, owing to its low and rounded profile 
and porthole-style windows. Clearly identifiable, this hyper-modern aesthetic is 
out of ordinary for the local area and provides a clear local landmark. It therefore 
fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(d) Social significance By broadcasting important news and other information, 2HD has provided the 
Newcastle area with an important service and sense of place since it commenced 
broadcasting in the 1930s. While this service would continue irrespective of the 
studio location, there is a significant connection between 2HD and its Sandgate 
studio. It is assessed that the item fulfils this criterion at a local level.  

(e) Research potential There is little research potential attached to the building. It therefore does not 
fulfil this criterion. 

(f) Rarity The item is not considered rare. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness The item is broadly representative of a building used for broadcasting in an urban 
area. 

Intactness and Integrity 

The interiors of the item were not inspected. In relation to its façade, its 1930s façade was removed during 
renovations in 1977, therefore diminishing its intactness.  

Statement of significance 

This building was purpose-built in the 1930s as a radio broadcasting studio in the earliest days of public 
broadcasting in Australia. It has been used for that function until the present day, forming and reflecting its 
social connection with the region. While its original entry was topped by a globe positioned on pillars, 
symbolising the reach of radio waves to the world, its current façade is a 1970s modern building. It is of local 
significance for its historical, associative, aesthetic, and social values. 
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7.2.3 Ironbark Creek crossing point 

Table 7.5 Significance assessment of the Ironbark Creek crossing point 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance The site links to the NSW historical theme of ‘Transport’. The crossing of Ironbark 
Creek is an integral part of the road north from Newcastle, facilitating local 
terrestrial traffic and connecting the port city to the rest of the Hunter Valley, 
from the earliest time of non-Aboriginal settlement in the early 1820s. 

The archaeological remains of the series of bridge crossings demonstrates the 
historical importance of the crossing location, its progressive developments in 
bridge technology, and of government departmental responses to community 
requirements. Although minimal fabric of the earliest bridges remains, their 
remnants are of moderate significance to the heritage place as a whole and 
contributory to the historical significance of the site. 

It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative 
significance 

The site has no known particular association with a person or group of persons of 
importance in the cultural or natural history of the local area. 

It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

The remains of the original bridge have some potential for technical values 
related to the early crossing construction form and material, and adaptive 
techniques used to strengthen the original bridge in order to support early 20th 
century traffic requirements. 

However, none of the creek crossings are a major work by an important designer, 
and the design integrity and positive visual scenic qualities have been irreversibly 
degraded through the removal of fabric over the course of time. 

It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(d) Social significance Although a prominent local landmark, the item has no strong or special 
association with a particular community or cultural group in NSW. 

It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential Further investigation of the site has the potential to yield information related to 
construction techniques and material of early informal crossings e.g. corduroy 
roads, construction and modification of early timber truss bridges, and of local 
road construction techniques, i.e. usage of locally specific materials such as 
steelworks industrial slag 

The site contains evidence of a number of crossings over a long period of time, 
though these have been partially removed by subsequent construction. Although 
Transport have recognised the long and varied history of the location, there are 
currently no publicly available investigations into its archaeological potential or 
detailed historical research. The brief history within this report has been 
constructed using extracts from some DMR documents and Transport’s 
photographic material. Further investigation of this site has the potential to 
enhance this existing sparse dataset. 

It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 
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Criterion Assessment 

(f) Rarity The corduroy road element of this item is part of a class of heritage sites which 
are becoming increasingly rare through natural processes (decomposition of 
organic material) and degradation or removal due to development (where the 
significance of the material is not uncovered). Only two other examples are 
currently listed on a heritage register, with a third given a cursory mention as part 
of a larger item entry with no assessment of significance. 

It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(g) Representativeness The previous bridge crossings no longer embody the range of characteristics of 
their type due to a loss of physical fabric, however the current bridges are 
representative of their design and time period. They maintain a high level of 
intactness. 

Intactness and Integrity 

The 1960s era bridges retain both their integrity and intactness to a high degree. The removal of physical fabric 
has removed much of the intactness of the earlier bridge elements, however the continual usage of the place as 
a crossing point on the primary thoroughfare along the Hunter River maintains its integrity and historical value. 

Statement of significance 

The Ironbark Creek crossing point is an integral part of the road north from Newcastle, facilitating local terrestrial 
traffic and connecting the port city to the rest of the Hunter Valley, from the earliest time of non-Aboriginal 
settlement in the early 1820s. The archaeological remains of the series of bridge crossings demonstrates the 
historical importance of the crossing location, its progressive developments in bridge technology, and of 
government departmental responses to community requirements. 

The Ironbark Creek crossing point has the potential to yield information related to the series of crossing 
constructions and local adaptations in road construction technology when compared to other NSW locations of 
the same time period. Based on the information currently available, it is assessed as being of local significance. 
This assessment may be revised following further investigation and research. 

As this item is historical road infrastructure, following consultation with Transport heritage staff, it has been 
defined as an archaeological work rather than a relic. 

7.2.4 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

The significance assessment for the Former Travellers Rest Hotel heritage item is summarised in Table 7.6. 

Table 7.6 Summary of significance assessment for Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance The Travellers’ Rest Hotel was opened in 1889 and held out as a hotel for 
travellers to the area, particularly for boating parties. It advertised “good beds 
and excellent stabling” provided. The hotel changed hands various times until 
1921 when it was purchased by Tooth & Co and extensively renovated in 1930. 
The hotel remained in business until it was recently converted to a fast-food 
restaurant. The original building remains, with part of its signage still remaining 
along its Maitland Road frontage, along with the name of the fast-food chain. As 
a physical reminder of the local area’s hotels/social spaces, the item fulfils this 
criterion at a local level. 
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Criterion Assessment 

(b) Associative significance There is no known special association attached to the item. It therefore does not 
fulfil this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

The Maitland Road elevation dates from the Tooth & Co renovation in 1930. It 
comprises a simple, rectangular brick and tile building with a loggia and open 
balcony to the upper level and colonnade below. The windows are small-paned 
double-hung timber sashes. Two gable ends face the street with circular vents 
and decorative bracketing to the eaves. A fast-food restaurant has now been built 
around the original hotel building, however there are some internal elements 
associated with the former hotel and the signage of the hotel remains along its 
Maitland Road elevation along with the name of the fast-food restaurant. As the 
original building and its features are still readily discernible despite the alteration 
of its setting, the item therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(d) Social significance Aside from utility value, there is no known social significance attached to the 
item. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential As the item has been repurposed as a fast food outlet, much of its internal fabric 
and historical elements have been removed. While the external fabric and 
features still remain, there is little potential for yielding additional information 
about the local or wider area. It therefore does not meet this criterion. 

(f) Rarity The item is not considered rare and therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness The Maitland Road elevation of the item is broadly representative of the 
aesthetics of a hotel from the 1930s. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local 
level. 

Intactness and Integrity 

While the Maitland Road frontage has been renovated and is substantially intact, the site has been taken over by 
the McDonalds chain of fast food restaurants. Aside from this frontage, it has lost most of its intactness and 
integrity. 

Statement of significance 

The Maitland Road frontage of the Former Travellers Rest Hotel is an important element within the streetscape 
and is a physical reminder of its earlier use as a hotel. It is significant at a local level.  

7.2.5 Railway Station 

The significance assessment for the Railway Station heritage item at Hexham is summarised in Table 7.7. 

Table 7.7 Summary of significance assessment for Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance Hexham Railway Station was one of the three earliest railway stations in the 
Hunter Valley, dating from 1857. This inclusion in the first railway line in the 
Hunter represents Hexham’s historical importance as a transport hub, together 
with the alignment of the Maitland Road through Hexham and the punt across 
the Hunter River at Hexham. The railway station, punt, bridge and Maitland Road 
combine as evidence of Hexham’s historical importance. The item fulfils this 
criterion at a local level. 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 81 

Criterion Assessment 

(b) Associative significance There is no known special association attached to the item. It therefore does not 
fulfil this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical 
significance 

The 1871 brick railway station buildings were demolished in 1993 and replaced 
with an aluminium shelter. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(d) Social significance Outside of utility value, there is no social significance attached to this item. It 
therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential There is little research potential attached to the item. It therefore does not fulfil 
this criterion. 

(f) Rarity The item is not considered rare and therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness The item is broadly representative of a modern suburban railway station. It 
therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

Intactness and Integrity 

Since the demolition of the brick station buildings, the station has lost some integrity and intactness.  

Statement of significance 

The Hexham Railway Station has been in use since the 19th century and is of important local historical 
significance.  

7.2.6 Hexham Bridge 

The significance assessment for Hexham Bridge is based on the SHI Section170 heritage entry for this item and 
is summarized in Table 7.8.  

Table 7.8 Summary of significance assessment for Hexham Bridge 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance The Hexham Bridge is historically significant as it was built as part of 
the Department of Main Roads' program of maintaining and 
improving the State's roads and replacing ferry crossings in the 
post-WWII period. It is associated with the huge growth in vehicular 
traffic generally and the increasing use of privately-owned motor 
vehicles, which made ferry crossings untenable. The bridge's 
location, crossing an important waterway on the Pacific Highway was 
of enormous significance to the development of the immediate and 
wider area's economy, facilitating the transport of coal traffic by 
water and road, and opening up industrial and food producing areas 
to the north of Hexham. The vertical lift-span structure remains as a 
reminder of an era in which colliers plied the Hunter River in the 
days when the Newcastle region was the centre of coal production in 
New South Wales and a major industrial and shipping centre. Its 
construction history reflects the difficulties of the post-War period in 
obtaining labour and materials to construct a bridge of its scale. It 
therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative significance The bridge is associated with Mr. S. Dennis, Bridge Engineer, who 
supervised its design. Over his career with the PWD and DMR was 
involved in the design and construction of more than 1,000 bridges 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 82 

Criterion Assessment 

across NSW including the Sydney Harbour Bridge, the Iron Cove 
Bridge and the lift span bridge over the Clyde River at Bateman's 
Bay. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical significance The bridge is one of the largest of a number of important bridges 
constructed on the Pacific Highway in the post-WWII period and is 
probably the largest lift-span bridge in New South Wales. The height 
of the lift span towers mark the bridge as a significant landmark in 
the low topography of the Hexham area. The bridge has a "gateway" 
quality for the suburbs of Hexham and Tomago due to its impressive 
size. The operation of the lift span, with elevation of its large central 
truss and lowering of counterweights, and associated drama of 
traffic lights, boom gates and audible alarms, provide a dynamic 
visual spectacle not seen in static crossings. While the item fulfils 
this criterion, modifications to the bridge, including the addition of 
access stairways, reconstruction of the drive house, and the new 
concrete bridge that has been built upstream, serve to diminish 
some of the bridge's aesthetic qualities. It fulfils this criterion at a 
local level. 

(d) Social significance It has not been possible to gain a proper understanding of the 
extent of local esteem for the bridge. Evidence from previous 
studies suggests that it may not be held in high regard or be of 
particular significance in locals' memories. Although its social 
significance cannot be fully quantified it may be of some 
significance, particularly for those closely associated with its 
construction and its subsequent operation. However, this is not 
considered sufficient to fulfil this criterion. It does not fulfil this 
criterion. 

(e) Research potential The bridge has the capacity to demonstrate the technology of lift 
span bridges, few of which remain in working order in New South 
Wales. Stories associated with the bridge's construction and 
operation could, together with documentary evidence, and the 
bridge itself, enhance our understanding of the workings of such a 
bridge and its role in the locality. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a 
local level. 

(f) Rarity The bridge is rare as one of few to be constructed on a coastal 
waterway, the majority of lift spans being employed on inland rivers. 
The item fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(g) Representativeness The bridge is representative of lift span bridges of its era. It is a good 
example of the Pratt truss, used widely for road and railway bridges 
of the period. It therefore fulfils this criterion to a high degree. 

Intactness and Integrity 

The bridge is essentially intact despite extensive repairs. 

Statement of significance 

The Hexham Bridge exhibits a high degree of historical, aesthetic and technical significance as one of the largest 
of several important bridges constructed on the Pacific Highway in the post-World War II period as part of the 
Department of Main Roads' program of maintaining and improving the State's main roads and eliminating ferry 
crossings. The vertical lift span structure accommodated river traffic, particularly colliers, and played an 
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important part in the industrial, commercial and agricultural development of the local area as well as the North 
Coast region generally. It stands as a testimony to the once thriving coal industry, and to its subsequent decline 
and is thus associated with a significant phase in the area and the State's history. Its height makes it a landmark 
in the surrounding area and acts as a gateway to the suburbs of Hexham and Tomago. It has rarity value as the 
largest of few surviving lift span bridges in New South Wales, still in working order. It fulfils the thresholds for 
local heritage significance. 

7.2.7 Oak Factory 

The significance assessment for the Oak Factory heritage item is summarised in Table 7.9. 

Table 7.9 Summary of significance assessment for Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

Criterion Assessment 

(a) Historical significance The Oak Factory played an important part in the development of the 
dairy industry and dairy collectives in the Hunter Valley in the early 
20th century. The item represents the expansion of the Oak brand, 
with its siting chosen because of its proximity to multiple modes of 
transport, thereby enabling the dairy cooperative to compete 
commercially with the larger Dairy Farmers brands. It therefore 
fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative significance The item has no known special association and therefore does not 
fulfil this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical significance The item has a highly visible location on the Pacific Highway 
adjacent to the Hexham Bridge and is a local landmark. The suite of 
buildings on the site dating from 1927 onwards characterises the 
changes in technology since its opening. There are also mature fig 
and other trees located along the railway line and original main 
entry. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(d) Social significance There is no known special social significance associated with the 
item. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential The item contains numerous building styles constructed over the 
item’s history. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(f) Rarity The item is not considered especially rare. It therefore does not fulfil 
this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness The item is broadly representative of a dairy factory dating from the 
1920s. It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

Intactness and Integrity 

Many of the buildings have been modified but are readily recognisable with original features substantially intact. 
The item contains many types of buildings reflecting the myriad of uses and changing technology. It therefore 
retains its integrity. 

Statement of significance 

The Oak Factory is a large, industrial complex with historical significance for its part in the development of the 
dairy industry and dairy cooperatives in the Hunter Valley. It contains multiple buildings dating from 1927 
onwards, reflecting the changes in use and technologies of the site. It’s location on the Pacific Highway adjacent 
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to the Hexham bridge renders it a significant local landmark. It is of local heritage significance for its historical, 
aesthetic and research values and its representativeness. 

7.2.8 Hannel Family Vault 

The significance assessment for the Hannel Family Vault heritage item is summarised at Table 7.10. 

Table 7.10 Significance assessment of Hannel Family Vault 

Criterion Assessment 

(b) Historical significance The vault is associated with John Hannel who was important in 
development specific sporting associations in the broader Newcastle 
region in the 19th century. John Hannel was the publican of the 
former Hexham Inn/Hexham Arms hotel, and was from the Hannel 
family, a well-known and important family in the history of the 
Newcastle region. The item therefore fulfils this criterion at a local 
level. 

(b) Associative significance The vault has a strong association with the Hannel family, a 
prominent family in the region in the 19th century. The item 
therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical significance The item has no special aesthetic or technical characteristics. It 
therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(d) Social significance The item has no special social significance. It therefore does not 
fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential The item does not have the potential to yield additional information. 
It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(f) Rarity The vault is located outside a cemetery, a less common setting, and 
along the Hunter River. It’s location therefore fulfils this criterion at 
a local level. 

(g) Representativeness The item is broadly representative of above-ground burial vaults. It 
therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

Intactness and integrity 

The item is largely intact, although in a deteriorating condition. 

Statement of significance 

Associated with the locally prominent Hannel Family, and in particular, John Hannel, who was a well-known 
publican, who also founded several sporting associations in the broader region. The vault is an unusual 
monument in an uncommon location. It is of local heritage significance for its historical and associative values, 
and its representativeness. 

7.2.9 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards 

The significance assessment for the Hexham Shipbuilding Yards item is summarised in Table 7.11.  
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Table 7.11 Significance assessment of Hexham Shipbuilding Yards 

Criterion Assessment 

(c) Historical significance The Hexham Shipbuilding Yards are associated with the 
development of the Hexham area and the rise of shipbuilding along 
the Hunter River in the 19th century. The item therefore fulfils this 
criterion at a local level. 

(b) Associative significance There is no known special association with a significant person or 
group of people. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(c) Aesthetic/technical significance There are no known significant aesthetic or technical aspects to this 
item. It therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(d) Social significance There is no known social significance attached to this item. It 
therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(e) Research potential The archaeological remains of the Hexham Shipbuilding Yard could 
contribute to a greater understanding of the boat building industry. 
It therefore fulfils this criterion at a local level. 

(f) Rarity This item is one of many former shipyards along the Hunter River 
and therefore does not fulfil this criterion. 

(g) Representativeness The item is an archaeological site and therefore does not meet this 
criterion. 

Statement of Significance 

The Hexham Shipbuilding Yards are locally significant as they are associated with the development of this area 
and the rise of shipbuilding along the Hunter River in the 19th century. The archaeological remains could 
contribute to a greater understanding of this industry. 

Archaeological Assessment 

The shipbuilding yards were not necessarily a formal, structured site and may have been simply slightly modified 
length of the creek bank with small vessels moored or hoisted on to the river flat, similar to other areas south 
along the Hunter River. If this is the case, it is unlikely that significant archaeological remains would be present. 
However, this assumption cannot be confirmed. If more substantial arrangements were present at the site, and 
dependent on site taphonomy (e.g. whether flood events scoured this section of the river or deposited silt 
contexts overtop of extant site remains), there is potential for archaeological relics to be present. Site 
inspections related to other road infrastructure projects assessed the archaeological potential of the area 
immediately north of Purgatory Creek as being moderate (pers. comm. Karen Murphy 23 February 2021). If 
archaeological relics are present, they would potentially include: 

 Possible building foundations 

 Remnants of timber and tools used for shipbuilding 

 Further domestic material culture related to the occupation/operation of the shipbuilding site 

 Remnants of slipways. 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 86 

8.  Impact assessment 

8.1 Definition of impacts 

For the purpose of this assessment, the following categories of impact were considered: 

 Direct impact - This is defined as planned, intentional physical change occurring to a heritage item from 
construction activities occurring within the heritage boundary, which results in the significant diminution of 
the historical heritage values of that heritage item. Direct impact may include minor and peripheral 
changes, or large-scale removal and destruction, including demolition, archaeological disturbance, and the 
requirement for architectural noise treatment 

 Potential direct impact - This is defined as incidental physical impacts and consequences occurring to a 
heritage item from construction activities occurring adjacent to or within the heritage boundary, which 
result in the significant diminution of the historical heritage values of that heritage item. Potential direct 
impact may include a variety of changes including inappropriate access by vehicles, which can be managed 
or mitigated by appropriate measures 

 Indirect impact - This is defined as a secondary impact to a heritage item or to its surroundings (where 
those surroundings contribute significantly to the historical heritage values of that item or place), where this 
occurs outside the heritage boundary, and the impact is a consequence of the proposal. The potential for 
indirect impact varies according to the nature of the heritage item, and its proximity to the proposal. 
Indirect impact may include vibration, settlement, visual impact, social impact, impact to landscapes and 
vistas, changes to ongoing use, changed associations, or change to access. Assessments of indirect impact 
were completed based on site-specific characteristics. 

8.2 Impact assessment of heritage items with the potential to be impacted by 
construction 

8.2.1 Sandgate Cemetery  

Sandgate Cemetery is located at the southern end of the proposal alongside the REF area of the proposal. Road 
widening works are proposed to the north and east of the cemetery along Maitland Road to accommodate an 
additional northbound lane in the road median. Road widening works are also proposed to the north and west of 
the cemetery along the Newcastle Inner City Bypass (Plate 8.1) to accommodate an additional northbound 
turning lane. Some utility services would also be removed and new street lighting added along both sides of 
Maitland Road. All works would be undertaken wholly within the existing road corridors and therefore outside 
the curtilage of the cemetery. No direct impacts are anticipated but potential direct impacts may occur 
inadvertently from construction plant as construction activities would be located immediately next to the 
curtilage of the cemetery. In relation to the aesthetic significance of the cemetery, given that the nature of the 
works is the widening of existing roads, representing minimal change to the existing views, there is little to no 
visual impact to the cemetery as a result of the proposal as confirmed by the Hexham Straight Widening Urban 
Design and Landscape Character and Visual Impact Assessment (LCVIA) (Tract 2021). 

There is potential for indirect vibration impacts during construction given the proximity of the construction work 
to the curtilage of the Sandgate Cemetery in accordance with Transport’s Construction Noise and Vibration 
Guideline (Roads and Maritime Services, 2016) with the relevant minimum safe working distances for vibration 
detailed in Attachment A. If the potential for vibration impacts cannot be avoided or the recommended safe 
working distances achieved, construction methods with reduced levels of vibration would be investigated, and 
monitoring of vibration levels undertaken in accordance with the Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration 
Assessment (SLR 2021:30-32). It is proposed that mitigation measures to minimise such impacts be included in 
the proposal’s Noise and Vibration Management Plan. 

No impacts are anticipated to Sandgate Cemetery during operation of the proposal. 
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Plate 8.1 Cemetery’s location (left) along Maitland Road (right) (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.2.2 2HD Studios 

The studios are located alongside the REF area of the proposal on the eastern side of Maitland Road, 
approximately 100 metres north of Sandgate Cemetery (Plate 8.2) and 30 metres to the south of the 
intersection with the Newcastle Inner City Bypass. Road widening works for Maitland Road are planned for the 
northbound travel lanes of Maitland Road. Some utility services would also be removed and new street lighting 
added along both sides of Maitland Road. 

Construction activities relating to the road widening are would be about 30 metres from the western curtilage of 
the item, however as the proposal is confined to the northbound travel lanes of Maitland Road and will be 
separated by the road median and the southbound travel lanes it is unlikely that the works will have any direct 
impact on the item’s heritage significance during construction. A new street light would also be included as part 
of the proposal to the existing street pole located immediately out the front of 2HD studios however it is unlikely 
to have any potential direct impacts to the heritage item. In relation to visual impact, it is considered that the 
item is amenable to change of this kind, considering its long-standing location along a major road.  

Although the principal construction works will be on the western side of Maitland Road for the upgrade of the 
northbound travel lanes, the item is still in close enough proximity that indirect impacts through vibration may 
occur based on the minimum safe working distances for vibration detailed in Attachment A. If the potential for 
vibration impacts cannot be avoided or the recommended safe working distances achieved, construction 
methods with reduced levels of vibration would be investigated, and monitoring of vibration levels undertaken in 
accordance with the Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment (SLR 2021:30-32). It is 
proposed that mitigation measures to minimise such impacts be included in the proposal’s Noise and Vibration 
Management Plan. 

No impacts are anticipated to this item during operation of the proposal. 
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Plate 8.2 2HD building, looking south (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.2.3 Ironbark Creek crossing point 

The Ironbark Creek crossing point is located within the REF area and the EIS area of the proposal (EIS Area 1 and 
EIS Area 2). The new replacement bridge over Ironbark Creek is proposed to be located directly across the 
alignment of the original 1875 bridge crossing of Ironbark Creek (refer to Figure 8.1). The excavation and 
construction work involved in the new bridge construction would result in direct impacts to the 1875 former 
road alignment, bridge approaches and remnant timbers, and the existing 1960s twin bridges. The removal of 
these elements would have a direct impact to the heritage values of the Ironbark Creek crossing through the 
removal of illustrative fabric, and loss of the physical record of the location of the earliest recorded bridge at the 
site and its most recent. The new bridge construction would not impact the location of the 1938 bridge. Other 
construction activities that would directly impact on the item include the modification and maintenance of 
existing drainage systems located near and on the existing bridge, and the removal and construction of new 
electrical utilities and street lighting. 

These direct impacts cannot be fully mitigated and would be a major impact to the heritage item; it is 
recommended that detailed archaeological and archival recording take place prior to the proposed works in 
order to partially mitigate the loss of fabric. 

Visually, the new bridge will be a modern, concrete construction along the banks of the Hunter River, similar to 
what currently exists on the site. The introduction of an additional bridge does not represent an indirect impact 
to the heritage place, due to its historical significance as a point of crossing throughout a long period of time, 
with successive bridge locations and technologies. A new bridge of the latest technology and construction 
material is in keeping with this history and value.  

Although Ironbark Crossing point is directly impacted during construction no indirect impacts associated with 
vibration are likely as this heritage item is considered an archeological work. 

No impacts are anticipated during operation of the proposal to parts of this item that will be retained following 
construction of the new Ironbark Creek Bridge. 

  



IRONBARK CREEK

M
aitland R

oad

Hexham Straight Widening

Data sources:
Jacobs 2020

Department of Finance,
Services and Innovation 2020

D
at

e:
 1

2/
11

/2
02

1 
 F

ile
na

m
e:

  I
A

30
11

00
_N

on
A

bH
er

_F
00

5_
Ir

on
ba

rk
C

re
ek

C
ro

ss
in

gC
ur

re
nt

_v
2

GDA94 MGA56

Scale 1:1,500 at A4

Legend

The proposal Previous bridge locations
1857
1938
1956
Northern 1962
Southern 1966

!«N
#

Figure 8.1

RAYMOND TERRACE

HEXHAM
BLACK

HILL

NEWCASTLE

¬«³³N

0 200 400 m ¬«³³N

Mapping overlay showing the location of the Ironbark Creek crossing point
remnant material and the proposed new replacement bridge



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 90 

8.2.4 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

The former hotel is now a fast-food restaurant located on the western side of Maitland Road, on the north west 
of the intersection with Shamrock Street alongside the REF area of the proposal. Although there are internal 
elements associated with its former use as a hotel, it is the former hotel’s façade along Maitland Road that may 
be at risk of being impacted by the REF area. As indicated in Section 7.2.4, the fabric, heritage character and 
features of the former hotel, although incorporated into a fast-food restaurant, are still discernible.  

Construction activities near to the Former Travellers Rest Hotel heritage item include road widening work on 
Maitland Road to accommodate two new lanes (one in each direction). Road works are also proposed for a new 
U-turn facility on Shamrock Street about 30 metres to the west of the southwestern corner of the Former 
Travellers Rest Hotel curtilage. Other construction activities in the vicinity of this item include kerb work, 
inclusion of a larger bus bay, some minor modifications to a small section of the existing footpath and 
modifications and maintenance of drainage systems. The majority of the road widening in this section of 
Maitland Road would be on the eastern side within the EIS area of the proposal, although some construction 
work would be required on the western side of Maitland Road within the road reserve. Physical impacts to the 
western side of Maitland Road would therefore be of a minor nature and given the relatively wide verge between 
the façade of the former hotel and the current road’s kerb (currently approximately eight metres), the works 
associated with kerbing and similar works will encroach approximately 1.0 - 1.5 metres on the western side 
(Plate 8.3). This will reduce the distance between the roadside and the former hotel’s façade to approximately 
6.5 metres. It is considered unlikely that there will be any physical impact to either the hotel or its setting by the 
proposal. 

 

Plate 8.3 Distance between the façade and Maitland Road (Jacobs, 2020) 

In order to protect the aesthetic heritage significance of this item, it is proposed that temporary protective 
fencing and/or padding be erected to protect the façade during the construction phase of work.  

There is potential for indirect impacts during construction given these works are proposed within ten metres of 
the façade of this item. Indirect vibration impacts may therefore occur during construction based on the 
minimum safe working distances for vibration detailed in Attachment A. If the potential for vibration impacts 
cannot be avoided or the recommended safe working distances achieved, construction methods with reduced 
levels of vibration would be investigated, and monitoring of vibration levels undertaken in accordance with the 
Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment (SLR 2021:30-32). It is proposed that mitigation 
measures to minimise such impacts be included in the proposal’s Noise and Vibration Management Plan. 

No impacts are anticipated to this item during operation of the proposal. 
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8.2.5 Hexham Railway Station 

The Hexham Railway Station is located on the western side of Maitland Road and is partially located within the 
REF area of the proposal (Plate 8.4). This item is mostly contained within the rail corridor but a small section is 
also contained within a section of road reserve. 

The construction work in the vicinity of this item are all within the REF area and comprise road works required for 
two new access roads to the railway station. This includes a new northbound access road starting about 
150 metres to the south of the railway station and a new long southbound access road from the intersection of 
Maitland Road and Old Maitland Road (north). Both access roads would connect to the hardstand car park to the 
east of Hexham Railway Station. The termination of these roadworks abut the car park, which is included in the 
heritage curtilage of the item. Other construction work near to this item include modification and maintenance of 
drainage systems, removal of some existing utilities and the installation of some new street lighting. The 
northern access road would be within four metres of the foot bridge that provides access to the station platform. 
There is therefore potential for inadvertent impacts (potential direct) by construction plant during construction 
of the REF area of the proposal. 

Given the proximity of these works, there is some potential for vibration to impact on the item may occur based 
on the minimum safe working distances for vibration detailed in Attachment A. If the potential for vibration 
impacts cannot be avoided or the recommended safe working distances achieved, construction methods with 
reduced levels of vibration would be investigated, and monitoring of vibration levels undertaken in accordance 
with the Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment (SLR 2021:30-32). It is proposed that 
mitigation measures to minimise such impacts be included in the proposal’s Noise and Vibration Management 
Plan.  

No impacts are anticipated to this item during operation of the proposal. 

 

Plate 8.4 Hexham Railway Station, looking south west (Jacobs, 2020) 
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8.2.6 Hexham Bridge 

The Hexham Bridge heritage item is located at the north of the study area within the REF area of the proposal, 
and is used as the A1 Pacific Highway southern vehicular bridge crossing of the Hunter River (Plate 8.5).  

No construction activities are proposed on the bridge or its abutments however construction activities are 
proposed about 37 metres to the west of Hexham Bridge which would include road pavement work immediately 
next to the western exit ramp of the bridge. As discussed in the Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration 
Assessment (SLR, 2021) although Hexham Bridge is within 44 metres of construction activities, the bridge is 
being used an active roadway, and is considered to be a sufficient distance from the works that vibration impacts 
are unlikely. Temporary, portable signage would however be erected during construction directing road users of 
temporary and permanent changes in traffic conditions. No direct, potential direct or indirect impacts including 
vibration related are however anticipated to the heritage fabric of the bridge itself during construction of the 
proposal.  

No impacts are anticipated to this item during operation of the proposal. 

 

Plate 8.5 Hexham Bridge, looking north east (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.2.7 Oak Factory 

The Oak Factory is located next to the REF area of the proposal but outside of the heritage items’ boundaries 
(Plate 8.6). Construction activities near to this item include the use of construction Compound 3, road widening 
work on Maitland Road, provision of a cycleway connection northbound between the Oak Factory and the 
northern end of the proposal, upgrade of the access road into the Oak Factory, modification and maintenance of 
drainage systems and some utilities and street lighting upgrades. All the construction activities would be in the 
road reserve. 

Although some of the construction activities are close to this item, given its industrial nature, and that the 
proposal will remain outside its curtilage, there is little potential for impact to this item during construction and 
operation of the proposal. 
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Plate 8.6 Oak Factory from Maitland Road (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.2.8 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards 

This item is located about 20 metres to the north of the REF area and Compound 4 but is separated by a small 
waterway (Plate 8.7). The item is an archaeological site; however, no ground disturbance works would be 
undertaken in its vicinity. It is therefore unlikely to be directly or indirectly impacted by either construction or 
operation of the proposal.  

 

Plate 8.7 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards, looking towards the Hunter River (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.2.9 Hannel Family Vault 

The heritage curtilage of this item is located immediately next to the REF area and Construction Compound 4 
(Plate 8.8), however the construction area is located about 11 metres from the vault itself. Construction activities 
would include road widening work and ancillary construction activities associated with the use of Construction 
Compound 4. The Hannel Family Vault heritage item is therefore not likely to be directly impacted by the 
construction of the proposal. However, given the proximity of this Compound 4 to the curtilage of the heritage 
item potential direct impacts may occur inadvertently from construction plant. 



Statement of Heritage Impact 
 

 

 
IA301100-HSW-EN_RPT-0011 94 

There is also potential for indirect impacts from vibration during construction based on the minimum safe 
working distances for vibration detailed in Attachment A, especially if a hard stand area is constructed. If the 
potential for vibration impacts cannot be avoided or the recommended safe working distances achieved, 
construction methods with reduced levels of vibration would be investigated, and monitoring of vibration levels 
undertaken in accordance with the Hexham Straight Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment (SLR 2021:30-
32). It is proposed that mitigation measures to minimise such impacts be included in the proposal’s Noise and 
Vibration Management Plan. 

No impacts are anticipated to this item during operation of the proposal. 

 

Plate 8.8 Hannel Family Vault, looking west (Jacobs, 2020) 

8.3 Construction impacts  

Construction activities that have the potential to cause impact to heritage items during construction of the 
proposal include: 

 Road widening activities on Maitland Road, Newcastle Inner City Bypass and Shamrock Street 

 Construction of the new Ironbark Creek Bridge 

 Demolition of the existing Ironbark Creek Bridge 

 Modification and maintenance of drainage systems 

 Upgrades to kerbs, footpaths and bus bays  

 Removal and installation of new utility services and street lighting 

 Provision of a cycleway connection northbound between the Oak Factory and the northern end of the 
proposal 

 Construction activities within the four construction compound sites identified in Section 1.1.1 and shown on 
Figure 1.2. 

8.3.1 EIS area construction impacts – direct impacts 

There is one non-Aboriginal heritage item within the EIS area identified as the Ironbark Creek crossing point 
(described in Section 5.17), which has been assessed as being of local significance that would be directly 
impacted by the proposal. 
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8.3.2 EIS area construction impacts – indirect impacts 

There are no heritage items within the EIS area of the proposal that would be indirectly impacted by construction 
of the proposal.  

8.3.3 REF area construction impacts – direct impacts 

There is one non-Aboriginal heritage item within the REF area identified as the Ironbark Creek crossing point 
(described in Section 5.17), which has been assessed as being of local significance that would be directly 
impacted by the proposal. 

8.3.4 REF area construction impacts – potential direct impacts 

The impact assessment of heritage items (Section 8.2) has identified that there is a potential direct impact to the 
curtilage and fabric of four heritage items (Figure 4.11) located next to ground disturbance works associated 
with the construction activities in the REF area. Although all construction activities are outside the curtilage of 
these heritage items there is potential for inadvertent impacts by construction plant given the proximity of the 
items to the proposal work. This includes the following heritage items: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

8.3.5 REF area construction impacts – indirect impacts 

The curtilage of nine items of non-Aboriginal heritage are located near or immediately next to the construction 
works for the REF area of the proposal. Vibration from machinery used during construction of the proposal has 
the potential to cause damage to five of these heritage items and this inlcudes: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 2HD Studios 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

The Oak Factory, Hexham Bridge, Ironbark Creek crossing point and Minmi to Hexham Railway are the other four 
heritage items that are close to the REF area of the proposal. The Oak Factory has been used for industrial 
purposes and Hexham Bridge is currently used as an active roadway and these two items are considered to be a 
sufficient distance from the construction works that vibration would not affect them. In addition, there are 
unlikely to be vibration impacts to Ironbark Creek crossing point and the Minmi to Hexham Railway as Ironbark 
Creek crossing point is identified as an archaeological work and Minmi to Hexham Railway represents the 
curtilage of a former rail line. 

In relation to the four temporary construction compound areas, these are all located next to but outside of the 
curtilages of any of the surrounding heritage items including: 

 Former Uniting Church and Hall 

 Former Glen Lovett Hall 

 J & A Brown’s Hexham Workshop 

 Goninans Administration Building 

 Hexham Public School 
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 Oak Factory 

 Hexham Bridge 

 Hexham Shipbuilding Yards 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

As Construction Compounds 1 to 3 are located in areas currently used for industrial or commercial purposes and 
would primarily be used for marshalling of resources and storage, no ground disturbance or vibration is expected 
at these temporary construction areas. There is therefore little to no impact anticipated with work associated 
with these temporary three construction areas as part of the proposal. There is however potential to impact on 
the Hannel Family Vault through the use of Construction Compound 4 especially if a hard stand area is 
constructed. 

8.3.6 Summary of construction impacts 

A summary of the potential impacts from the construction of the proposal on the heritage items located within 
the REF area and the EIS area is provided in Table 8.1. 

Table 8.1 Summary of heritage items impacted during construction 

Location Direct impact Potential direct impact Potential indirect impact 
(vibration) 

REF area • Ironbark Creek crossing 
point  

• Sandgate Cemetery  
• Former Travellers Rest 

Hotel 
• Hexham Railway Station 
• Hannel Family Vault. 

• Sandgate Cemetery 
• 2HD Studios 
• Former Travellers Rest 

Hotel 
• Hexham Railway Station 
• Hannel Family Vault. 

EIS area • Ironbark Creek crossing 
point 

• N/A • N/A 

8.4 Operation impacts 

8.4.1 EIS area operation impacts – direct, potential direct and indirect impacts 

There are no anticipated direct, potential director indirect impacts to the non-Aboriginal heritage items within 
the EIS area during operation. 

8.4.2 REF area operation impacts direct, potential direct and indirect 

There are no anticipated direct or potential direct impacts to the non-Aboriginal heritage items within the REF 
area during operation. No content related to operational vibration has been included in the Hexham Straight 
Widening Noise and Vibration Assessment  (SLR 2021) and as such it is assumed that there are no anticipated 
indirect impacts to non-Aboriginal heritage items during operation. It is also unlikely to be any significant change 
to operation vibration from the existing conditions. 
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8.5 Cumulative impact assessment 

Cumulative non-Aboriginal heritage impacts may arise from the interaction of construction and operation 
activities of the project, and other approved or proposed projects in the area. When considered in isolation, 
specific project impacts may be considered minor. These minor impacts may, however, be more substantial, 
when the impact of multiple projects on the same receivers is considered.  

The projects detailed in Table 8.2 are in varying stages of delivery and planning and only projects that have 
included a non-Aboriginal heritage assessment have been included. This section provides an assessment of 
cumulative non-Aboriginal heritage impacts based on the most current and publicly available information for 
these projects. In many instances this is a high-level qualitative assessment. For non-Aboriginal heritage, 
overlapping construction or operational timeframes do not usually add to the overall level of heritage impact as 
it does for other disciplines, such as traffic or noise. This is because once physical changes are made to a heritage 
place, regardless of whether they are made at the same time or separately, the impact level does not change. 

Projects carried out in the vicinity of the construction footprint have had a negligible impact on non-Aboriginal 
heritage in the region. The contribution of the project to cumulative impacts on non-Aboriginal heritage in the 
area is minor, considering the heritage impacts are being addressed and managed through the implementation 
of a range of environmental management measures including avoidance, dilapidation surveys, noise and 
vibration controls, barrier fencing, archival photographic recording, archaeological salvage excavation, 
geophysical survey and archaeological test excavation (if required).  

Table 8.2 Assessment of potential cumulative heritage impacts for relevant identified projects 

Project (approval 
status) 

Relevance of the identified 
project in consideration of non-
Aboriginal cumulative impacts 

Potential cumulative non-Aboriginal heritage 
impacts 

M1 Pacific 
Motorway 
extension to 
Raymond Terrace 
(in planning) 

Located about one kilometre 
north of the proposal and directly 
alongside the proposal to the east 
of the Hunter River 

Potential to be consecutive (back 
to back) construction and 
concurrent (simultaneous) 
operation. 

This road project is currently in planning. Transport 
plans to construct a new segment of the M1 Pacific 
Motorway between Tarro and Raymond Terrace. 
Based on preliminary studies for the M1 Pacific 
Motorway extension to Raymond Terrace there are 
seven heritage items listed on the LEP located within 
the investigation area, six areas of heritage potential 
and one heritage item listed on the RNE (Hunter 
Estuary Wetlands) located within the investigation 
area. Apart from the Hunter Estuary Wetlands, none 
of these heritage items are located within the current 
project construction footprint. 

Lower Hunter 
Freight Corridor 
 

(in planning) 

The investigation area includes 
Hexham at the south east of the 
project and M1 Pacific Motorway 
and Lenaghans Drive at the south 
west of the proposal. 

The non-Aboriginal heritage assessment was not 
available at the time of this assessment; therefore, the 
level of impact on non-Aboriginal heritage is currently 
unknown. Consequently, cumulative impacts 
associated with the construction or operation of the 
project is unknown. 

Richmond Vale 
Rail Trail to 
Shortland, 
including 
Shortland to 
Tarro Bike Trail  

  

(in planning) 

The termination of the Minmi to 
Hexham railway is located to the 
immediate west of the proposal 
near Hexham Railway Station. 

The rail trail utilises the Minmi to Hexham Railway 
(l332), listed on the NLEP, and the Richmond Vale 
Railway (l214), listed on the Cessnock LEP (CLEP). 
The following heritage items were located within the 
project study area: Former railway cuttings John 
Brown’s Model Farm (NLEP l340), remains of railway 
siding – John Brown’s Model Farm (NLEP l338), John 
Brown’s Model Farm (NLEP l337), Collieries of the 
South Maitland Coalfields/Greta Coal Measures (CLEP 
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Project (approval 
status) 

Relevance of the identified 
project in consideration of non-
Aboriginal cumulative impacts 

Potential cumulative non-Aboriginal heritage 
impacts 

l215) and archaeological remains (former Minmi 
Wastewater Treatment Plant site (s170/SHI 
3630123).  

The Heritage Impact Assessment for the project found 
that the proposed works would result in heritage 
impacts as follows: 

• Moderate physical and visual heritage 
impacts to the Minmi to Hexham Railway 

• Major physical and visual cumulative heritage 
impacts to the Richmond Vale Railway 

• Minor and moderate visual heritage impacts 
to the unlisted portions of the former 
Richmond Vale Railway Line, between the 
Newcastle/Cessnock LGA boundary and the 
Lake Macquarie/Cessnock LGA boundary. 

 

8.6 Summary of heritage impacts based on the requirements of the Heritage NSW 
publication Statements of Heritage Impact 

The Heritage NSW publication Statements of Heritage Impact (Heritage Office & Department of Urban Affairs 
and Planning, 2002) sets out a number of standard questions that should be answered in a SoHI. These 
questions and their answers are provided in Table 8.3.  

Table 8.3 Summary of heritage impacts 

Question Assessment 

How is the impact of the new 
development on the heritage 
significance of the item or area to 
be minimised? 

Impact has been minimised/eliminated to surrounding heritage items 
through the design process. High impact activities are located as far away 
from heritage items as practicable. 

How does the new development 
affect views to, and from, the 
heritage item? What has been 
done to minimise negative 
effects? 

None of the heritage items have significant views. 

Is this development sited on any 
known, or potentially significant 
archaeological deposits? If so, 
have alternative sites been 
considered? Why were they 
rejected? 

The replacement of the Ironbark Creek bridge will impact on the 1875 
bridge location, which retains in situ material and discarded bridge piles. 
Although tidal and flood activity have likely removed some of what 
remained, the in situ material is visible above ground and above the low 
tide water level, including a section of Telford road. Archaeological 
potential also exists for timber material within the creek bed which relates 
to early, informal creek crossings which predate the first recorded bridge, 
including constructions such as corduroy causeways. As there is no 
documentary evidence to confirm the presence or location of such 
material, it is recommended that the area be the subject of further 
research and archaeological investigation e.g. test excavation and detailed 
recording prior to project impacts.  
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Question Assessment 

For all other areas, an unexpected finds protocols under the Standard 
Management Procedure - Unexpected Heritage Items (Roads and 
Maritime, 2015) should be followed should any potential heritage be 
identified during construction. 

Will the additions visually 
dominate the heritage item? How 
has this been minimised? 

No. 

Will the public, and users of the 
item, still be able to view and 
appreciate its significance? 

Yes. 
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9.  Management measures 

The management measures included in Table 9.1 have been developed to specifically manage potential impact 
which has been predicted as a result of the proposed works. Where possible, the proposal has planned to avoid 
and minimise non-Aboriginal heritage impact during the construction and operational phases by avoiding the 
curtilage of heritage items. Despite this, the proposal would result in impact on the non-Aboriginal heritage 
during construction. Mitigation and management measures will be implemented to avoid, minimise and/or 
manage these impacts on non-Aboriginal heritage items. These measures should be incorporated into relevant 
Environmental Management Plans (EMPs) during construction and operations. 

Table 9.1 Environmental management measures 

Impact Management measure Responsibility Timing 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

A Non-Aboriginal Heritage Management Plan (NAHMP) 
will be prepared and implemented as part of the CEMP. It 
will provide specific guidance on measures and controls to 
be implemented to avoid and mitigate impacts to non-
Aboriginal heritage.  

Contractor Detailed 
design/ prior 
to 
construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

The Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected 
Heritage Items (Roads and Maritime Services, 2015) will be 
followed in the event that any unexpected heritage items, 
archaeological remains or potential relics of Non-
Aboriginal origin are encountered.  

Work will only re-commence once the requirements of that 
Procedure have been satisfied. 

Contractor Detailed 
design / prior 
to 
construction 

Site induction All personnel working on site will receive training to ensure 
awareness of requirements of the NAHMP and relevant 
statutory responsibilities. Site-specific training will be given 
to personnel when working in the vicinity of identified non-
Aboriginal heritage items. 

Contractor Prior to 
construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

Temporary protection zones (TPZ) such as fencing will be 
placed around the following heritage items: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

Transport Prior to  and 
during 
construction 

Non-Aboriginal 
heritage 

Archival recording will be completed for the Ironbark Creek 
crossing point, with particular focus on the location of 
previous crossings, and original 1875 and 1956 temporary 
bridges. A report will be prepared in accordance with 
Transport Heritage Branch’s requirements for Archival 
Recording of Heritage Items and, relevant heritage 
guidelines by a qualified heritage consultant. A copy of the 
report is to be provided to City of Newcastle Council and 
Newcastle Libraries. 

Transport Detailed 
Design  
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Impact Management measure Responsibility Timing 

Archaeology Carry out further research and archaeological investigation 
to confirm the presence of any potential archaeological 
remains of crossings in use prior to 1875 (such as corduroy 
crossings) within the construction area of the proposal and 
confirm the nature and full extent of the bridge and 
roadway remnants identified in this assessment. Any 
remains identified during this investigation will be 
recorded within the archival recording for Ironbark Creek 
crossing point. Following this investigation, the significance 
assessment of the item should be reviewed and revised as 
appropriate. 

Transport Detailed 
Design 

Archaeology If unexpected archaeological material or heritage items are 
discovered during construction work must stop work 
immediately and the Heritage Council of NSW contacted, in 
accordance with section 146 of the Heritage Act 1977 and 
the Standard Management Procedure - Unexpected 
Heritage Items (Roads and Maritime Services, 2015). The 
proponent must also inform Transport and the City of 
Newcastle. 

Contractor Construction 

Vibration 
impacts to 
heritage items  

All feasible and reasonable vibration mitigation measures 
will be implemented to avoid vibration impacts to: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 2HD Studios 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

Contractor Construction 
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10. Conclusion 

10.1 Overview of impacts in the EIS area 

For the EIS study area, the SEARs have been met by the preparation of an historical context of the study area and 
the identification of all registered items of National, Commonwealth, State and local heritage significance within 
and near the EIS study area, including built heritage and landscapes. In addition, the presence of potential 
heritage items has also been addressed, including the potential for archaeological deposits.  

There would be direct impacts to the item of heritage significance within the EIS study area – the Ironbark Creek 
crossing point. Further archaeological investigation and archival recording would be conducted prior to 
construction in order to determine the extent of archaeological material within the proposal and if any remains 
of crossings previous to the 1875 bridge are present which would be impacted by the proposal. 

10.2 Overview of impacts in the REF area 

There are eight non-Aboriginal heritage items, listed on the Newcastle Local Environmental Plan (LEP), and one 
item identified as part of this heritage assessment that are within close proximity to the REF area: 

 Sandgate Cemetery (LEP item # I516) 

 2HD Studios (LEP item # I519) 

 Ironbark Creek crossing point 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel (LEP item # I177) 

 Hexham Railway Station (LEP item # I332) 

 Hexham Bridge (LEP item # I187) 

 Oak Factory (LEP item # I178) 

 Hannel Family Vault (LEP item # I179) 

 Hexham Shipbuilding Yard (LEP item # I180).  

There would be direct physical impacts to one item of local significance (Ironbark Creek crossing point) during 
the construction of the REF areas of the proposal as part of the construction of the new Ironbark Creek Bridge 
and the demolition of existing Ironbark Creek Bridge as described in the EIS impact discussion above.  

Moving plant and equipment coming into contact with heritage items during construction has the potential to 
impact four of the listed heritage items including: 

 Sandgate Cemetery 

 Former Travellers Rest Hotel 

 Hexham Railway Station 

 Hannel Family Vault. 

In addition, there may also be indirect impacts from vibration during construction to five heritage items 
(including the four listed above and the 2HD Studios heritage item) according to minimum safe working 
distances for vibration identified in Transport’s Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline.  

10.3 Proposal summary 

It is concluded that there will be direct impact to one item of non-Aboriginal heritage (the Ironbark Creek 
crossing point) in the EIS area and REF area. This item is currently not listed on any of the statutory or non-
statutory heritage register and following consultation with Transport, has been defined as an archaeological 
‘work’ for the purposes of this assessment.  
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In the REF area, potential direct impacts may occur inadvertently from construction plant to four other non-
Aboriginal heritage items and potential indirect impacts may occur to five non-Aboriginal heritage items from 
vibration during construction of the proposal. Measures will be implemented to manage impacts. No direct or 
indirect impacts are anticipated to any heritage items during operation of the proposal. 
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12. Acronyms 

Acronym Definition 

CEMP Construction environment management plan 

CHL Commonwealth Heritage List 

DPI Department of Primary Industries 

DPIE Department of Planning, Industry and Environment 

EIS Environmental impact statement 

EPA Environment Protection Authority 

EPBC Act Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999 (Cth) 

EP&A Act Environmental Planning and Assessment Act 1979 (NSW) 

Heritage Act Heritage Act 1977 (NSW) 

ISEPP State Environmental Planning Policy (Infrastructure) 2007 (NSW) 

LEP Local Environment Plan 

LGA Local government area 

M12RT M1 Extension to Raymond Terrace 

NHL National Heritage List 

NSW New South Wales 

PEI Preliminary environmental investigation 

POEO Act Protection of the Environment and Operations Act 1997 (NSW) 

REF Review of environmental factors 

RNE Register of the National Estate 

SEPP State Environmental Planning Policy 

SHR State Heritage Register 
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Attachment A. Minimum safe working distances for vibration 
intensive plant from sensitive receivers from Transport’s (2016) 
Construction Noise and Vibration Guideline 

Table A.1 Recommended minimum working distances for vibration intensive plant from sensitive receiver 

Plant item Rating / Description Minimum working distance 

Cosmetic 
damage 

(BS 7385) 
Light-framed 

structures 

Cosmetic damage 
(DIN 4150) Heritage 
and other sensitive 

structures 

Human response 
(EPA’s Vibration 

guideline) 

Vibratory Roller 

< 50 kN (Typically 1-2 
tonnes) 

5 m 14 m 15 m to 20 m 

< 100 kN (Typically 2-4 
tonnes) 

6 m 16 m 20 m 

< 200 kN (Typically 4-6 
tonnes) 

12 m 33 m 40 m 

< 300 kN (Typically 7-13 
tonnes) 

15 m 41 m 100 m 

> 300 kN (Typically 13-18 
tonnes) 

20 m 54 m 100 m 

> 300 kN (> 18 tonnes) 25 m 68 m 100 m 

Small Hydraulic 
Hammer 

(300 kg - 5 to 12t excavator) 2 m 5 m 7 m 

Medium Hydraulic 
Hammer 

(900 kg – 12 to 18t 
excavator) 

7 m 19 m 23 m 

Large Hydraulic 
Hammer 

(1600 kg – 18 to 34t 
excavator) 

22 m 60 m 73 m 

Vibratory Pile 
Driver 

Sheet piles 20 m 50 m 100 m 

Pile Boring ≤ 800 mm 2 m (nominal) 40 m 4 m 

Jackhammer Hand held 1 m (nominal) 2 m 2 m 

The minimum working distances are indicative and will vary depending on the particular item of plant, local 
geotechnical conditions and the dominant frequency of the construction vibration levels. They apply to cosmetic 
damage of typical light-framed residential buildings and heritage/fragile buildings and assume that construction 
vibration could include low frequency content with associated increased risk of cosmetic damage. Vibration 
monitoring is recommended to confirm the minimum working distances at specific sites. Additionally, further 
detailed analysis based on the frequency dependent guideline vibration levels in BS7385-2:1993 and DIN4150-
3:2016 may be utilised in conjunction with site-specific measurements to derive alternative cosmetic damage 
objectives and minimum working distances. For heritage listed / fragile structures, specialist advice from an 
appropriately qualified structural engineer who is familiar with heritage structures is required to support any 
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proposed relaxation of the initial cosmetic damage screening criterion. Any such relaxation shall be approved by 
Roads and Maritime or under the environmental license as relevant. 

Karskens, G. 1985 The Grandest Improvement in the Country: an historical and archaeological study of the Great 
North Road, N.S.W., 1825-1836. Unpublished Masters by Research thesis, Department of History, Historical 
Archaeology, The University of Sydney, Faculty of Arts. 

 
Source: Roads and Maritime Services 2015 Standard Management Procedure: Unexpected Heritage Items. North 
Sydney. 
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